
Florida State University Libraries

Electronic Theses, Treatises and Dissertations  The Graduate School

2010

Competing Paradigms for Analyzing Policy
Development in Everglades Restoration:
Case Study Using Advocacy Coalition
Framework and Habermas' Critical Theory
Claire Connolly Knox

Follow this and additional works at the FSU Digital Library. For more information, please contact lib-ir@fsu.edu

http://fsu.digital.flvc.org/
mailto:lib-ir@fsu.edu


THE FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSITY 
 

COLLEGE OF SOCIAL SCIENCES AND PUBLIC POLICY 
 
 
 
 
 

COMPETING PARADIGMS FOR ANALYZING POLICY DEVELOPMENT IN  
 

EVERGLADES RESTORATION: CASE STUDY USING ADVOCACY COALITION  
 

FRAMEWORK AND HABERMAS' CRITICAL THEORY 
 
 
 
 
 

By 
 

CLAIRE CONNOLLY KNOX 
 
 
 
 
 

 A Dissertation Submitted to the 
Askew School of Public Administration and Policy 

in partial fulfillment of the  
requirements for the degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 
 
 
 
 

Degree Awarded: 
Fall Semester, 2010 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  ii 

The members of the committee approve the dissertation of Claire Connolly Knox defended on 

July 26, 2010. 

 

 

_________________________________ 
      Lance deHaven-Smith  
      Professor Directing Dissertation 

 
 
 

_________________________________ 
               Robert Jackson   

     University Representative    
 
 

 
_________________________________ 

              Ralph Brower 
       Committee Member 

 
 
 

                                         ________________________________ 
                      William Earle Klay 

              Committee Member 
 

 
 

Approved: 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
William Earle Klay, Chair, Askew School of Public Administration and Policy 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
David Rasmussen, Dean, College of Social Sciences and Public Policy 
 

 

 

The Graduate School has verified and approved the above-named committee members.



  iii 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

I dedicate this to: 

 

Michael Knox – my husband, my best friend, my rock 

 

Charles and Adele Connolly – for always believing in me and pushing me to follow my dreams   

 

The memory of my grandmothers, Mildred and Paolita – for instilling an environmental ethic in 

me at an early age 

 

Future Generations – what I do for the environment is not for my generation alone,  

but for all those to come 

 



  iv 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 
 
 

 My greatest appreciation goes to Dr. Lance deHaven-Smith, my major professor and 

mentor.  Thank you for introducing me to many different alternative policy paradigms and for 

encouraging me to dig deeper and think outside the box. You understood that I saw the world a 

bit differently then others and you helped me develop a research program that enhanced that 

vision.  I will miss our afternoon meetings discussing Foucault, Marx, and Habermas, as well as 

environmental political thought.  Further appreciation goes to Dr. Ralph Brower, Dr. William 

Earl Klay, and Dr. Robert Jackson, my committee members. I am grateful for their guidance and 

support throughout this entire process. 

 The work of this dissertation would not have been possible without the voluntary 

participation of my 22 interviewees or the expertise of Drs. Joseph Knetsch and Sara Warner. 

Their perspectives and insight are extremely valuable. I look forward to working with them in 

the future. 

 I am deeply grateful to my family, friends, and colleagues who have supported me 

throughout my graduate studies. Mike Knox, my husband and best friend, was there when I 

laughed and cried. He was my rock and I could not have done it without his support. Charles and 

Adele Connolly, my parents, gave me moral support, words of encouragement, and funding to 

travel around the state of Florida to conduct my interviews. Thank you for always believing in 

me and pushing me to pursue my dreams. Mike and Bonnie Knox, my in-laws, were some of my 

biggest supporters and allowed me to clear my head by walking on their property in the country.  

Dr. Griff Blakewood taught me as an undergraduate student to realize, and constantly question, 

my paradigm.   

My Tallahassee, Miami, and Orlando friends who made sure I balanced my demanding 

academic life with a social life.  Thanks to Brittain Quibodeaux and Susan Spice for editing the 

dissertation. My Phinished.org friends in the 50’s chat room gave me positive support and held 

me accountable to my daily work goals. Special thanks go to three dear friends whose weekly 

support is immeasurable. Portia Diñoso has been with me since the beginning of graduate school 

and is almost finished her dissertation. I will not only miss our weekly phone calls, but your 

mom’s cooking. Susan Spice, a great editor and qualitative researcher, was always there when I 



  v 

needed to bounce ideas around. She frequently played devil’s advocate to help me see the 

different angles to a particular problem or issue. I will miss our singing lunches in the conference 

room and afternoon hot chocolate breaks in the library. Friday afternoon phone calls with 

Melissa Zavala, my south Florida “sister,” were the highlights of many tough and stressful 

weeks. I cannot say thank you enough for your supportive words, hugs, and positive energy. 

 The Askew School, Florida Public Affairs Center, and the Public Administration 

Departments at Florida International University and the University of Central Florida provided 

me with financial support throughout my graduate studies.  Special thanks to Dr. Mary Guy, Dr. 

James Bowman, Dr. Janet Dilling, Dr. Audrey Heffron-Casserleigh, Dr. Meredith Newman, and 

Dr. Mary Ann Feldheim for being my mentors.  



  vi 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
 
 

List of Tables  x 
   
List of Figures  xi  
 
Abstract  xiii 
 
1.  INTRODUCTION  1 

1.1 Philosophy of Science 1 
1.2 History of American Policy Studies  4 

1.2.1 Lasswell and Stages Heuristic 4  
1.2.2 1960s to Present   7 
1.2.3 Universal Theory?   9 

1.3 An Alternative Paradigm  10 
1.3.1 Overview of Critical Theory 11 
1.3.2 Critical Theory Research 12 

1.4 Critique of the Policy Studies Paradigm  14 
            1.4.1 Role of Government 15 
            1.4.2 Audience 15 
            1.4.3 Motives of Policymakers 16 
            1.4.4 Policy Change 18 
            1.4.5 Level of Policy Change and Learning 19 
            1.4.6 Type of Rationality 20 
1.5 The Florida Everglades Program  22 

1.5.1 Anthropocentric Versus Ecocentric 22 
1.5.2 Brief Overview of the Everglades Program 23 

1.6 Research Problem  25 
1.7 Scope of the Research  26 
1.8 Organization of the Dissertation  26 

 
2.  THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK  28 

2.1 The Mainstream Paradigm: Advocacy Coalition Framework  28 
2.1.1 Policy Subsystems 29 
2.1.2 Advocacy Coalitions and Policy Belief Systems 29 
2.1.3 Policy Change and Learning 31 

2.2 An Alternative Paradigm: Critical Theory 34 
2.2.1 Legitimacy 35 
2.2.2 Principle of Organization and Social Formations  35 
2.2.3 Advanced Capitalist Society: Principle of Organization 37 
2.2.4 Advanced Capitalist Society: Lifeworld and System 40 
2.2.5 Four Crises 46 
2.2.6 Discourse and the Public Sphere 49 
2.2.7 Distorted Communication and Communication Blockages 51 



  vii 

2.2.8 Inner and Outer Nature 53 
2.3 Arguments for Including Critical Theory in Public Policy 56 

 
3.  METHODOLOGY  58 

3.1 Social Constructionist Approach  59 
3.2 Case Study Description  62 

3.2.1 Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program 62 
3.2.2 Field Observations and Archival Data 62 
3.2.3 Potential Research Bias 64 
3.2.4 Interviews 65 
3.2.5 Data Analysis 68 

3.3 Results of Pilot Case Study  71 
 
4.  HISTORY OF THE EVERGLADES PROGRAM AND POLICIES:  

MAINSTREAM PARADIGM  73 
4.1 History of the Everglades  74 

4.1.1 Draining of the Everglades: 1835 to 1928  75  
4.1.2 Water Control: 1928 to 1970 81 
4.1.3 Restoring the Everglades 1970 to Present 86 

4.2 Evidence of Instrumental and Social Policy Learning 98 
4.3 Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program 99 

4.3.1 Coalitions and Roles of the Working Group  107 
4.3.2 Policy Learning 110 
4.3.3 Phrase of the Day 112 

 
5.  HISTORY OF THE EVERGLADES PROGRAM AND POLICIES:  

ALTERNATIVE PARADIGM  114 
5.1 Government Intervening into the Economic System  115 

5.1.1 Improving Infrastructure: Hoover Dike  116 
5.1.2 Improving Infrastructure: Central and South Florida Flood  

Control Project 118 
5.1.3 Strengthening Competitive Advantage: Cuban Sugar Embargo  

and Subsidies 120 
5.1.4 Providing Resources: Limestone Mining 123 
5.1.5 Providing Resources: Land 126 

5.2 Narratives  129 
5.2.1 Power of a Narrative: “Everglades Restoration” 130 
5.2.2 Defining the Narrative “Everglades Restoration” 132 
5.2.3 Challenges to the “Everglades Restoration” Narrative 136 

5.2.3.1 Legal Actions 138  
5.2.3.2 Potential Program Failure 140 

5.3 Evidence of Motivation Crisis 143 
5.4 Critical Theory’s Analysis of Senate Bill 392 144 

5.4.1 Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program 144 
5.4.2 What is in a Name? 148 

5.5 Future of Everglades “Restoration”? 150  



  viii 

 
6.  DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 154 

6.1 Summary of Mainstream Paradigm Analysis 154 
6.2 Summary of Alternative Paradigm Analysis 156 
6.3 “Everglades Restoration”: Policy Goal or Distorted Communication 157 
            6.3.1 “Everglades Restoration” as a Policy Goal 157 
            6.3.2 “Everglades Restoration” as Distorted Communication 158 
            6.3.3 The Old Tire, Shoe, and Soda Can 160  
6.4 Theoretical Implications 160 

6.4.1 Crisis Averted? 161 
6.4.2 Norm-free Administration? 162 

6.5 Practical Implications 163 
6.5.1 Whistleblowing 164 
6.5.2 Abstract versus Concrete Language 165 
6.5.3 Collaborative Government 167 
6.5.4 Practical Recommendations 169 

6.6 Study Limitations 170 
6. Future Research 171 

6.7.1 Case Studies 171 
6.7.2 Surveys 172 
6.7.3 GIS Maps 173 
6.7.4 Social Construction Analysis  174 

 
APPENDICES  175  
 
A: GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT INTERVIEWEES 175 
  
B: ELECTRONIC MAIL LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS  176 
 
C: TELEPHONE MANUSCRIPT  177 
 
D: LETTER CONFIRMING INTERVIEW 178 
  
E: HUMAN SUBJECTS (IRB) COMMITTEE APPROVAL LETTER 180 
 
F: CONSENT FORM  182 
 
G: INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 184 
 
H: CANAL SYSTEM IN THE EVERGLADES 186 
 
I: PARTICIPANT RESPONSES ABOUT THE ORIGINS OF SENATE BILL 392 187 
 
J: NORTHERN EVERGLADES AND ESTUARIES PROTECTION PLAN AREAS 189 
 
K: EXTENT OF LIMESTONE PIT MINES IN EVERGLADES: 1984 AND 1992 190 



  ix 

 
L: LIMESTONE MINING MAP OF SOUTH FLORIDA 191 
 
M: URBAN DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARY MAP OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY 192 
 
N: REASONS FOR SUPPORTING EVERGLADES RESTORATION 193 
 
O: LANDCOVER CHANGES BETWEEN 1900 AND 1992 IN THE  
     EVERGLADES ECOSYSTEM 194 
 
P: SOUTH FLORIDA LAND USE FROM 1900 THROUGH 2010 FOR THE  
     LARGEST USERS 195 
 
Q: PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO HOW RESTORATION IS DEFINED 196 
 
R: PARTICIPANT RESPONSES ABOUT THE FUTURE OF THE  
     EVERGLADES RESTORATION PROGRAM 197 
 
REFERENCES 199 
 
BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH  222 
 
 
 
 
 



  x 

LIST OF TABLES  
 
 
 

1.1 Comparison of the mainstream and critical theory paradigm assumptions 14 

 
2.1 Habermas’ social formations  36 
 
2.2 Habermas’ social theory spheres: lifeworld and system 41 
 
2.3 Three sectors of the economic system in an advanced capitalist society  43 
 
2.4 Four crises in the three subsystems of advanced capitalism  48 
 
3.1 Example of coding technique 70 
 
4.1 Coalitions in the Florida Everglades for CERP 95 
 
4.2  Prima facie evidence of instrumental and social policy learning in the                     
 Florida Everglades history 98 
 
4.3 Caloosahatchee – St. Lucie Rivers Corridor Advisory Committee members  
 and their affiliation 105 
 
4.4 Consensus-based approach for Senate Bill 392 113 
 
5.1 Population trends in Florida and south Florida from 1830 to 2000 127 
 
5.2  Project purpose and funding (in millions of 2006 dollars) allocated       

among all south Florida restoration projects and activities (U.S. Government 
Accountability, 2007 as presented in National Research Council, 2008)               141 

 
5.3 Annual total phosphorus loads in Lake Okeechobee from 1981 to 2009 146 
 
A. N. Reasons for supporting Everglades restoration 193 
 
A. P.  South Florida land use from 1900 through 2010 for the largest users 195 
 

 

 



  xi 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
 
 

2.1 2005 advocacy coalition framework diagram 32 

 
2.2  Habermas' conception of advanced capitalism 38 
 
4.1 The northern Everglades in 1917 and the five completed canals 78 
 
4.2 Tamiami Trail through the Everglades 80 
 
4.3 Flood damage from the 1926 and 1928 Hurricanes in central Florida 82 
 
4.4 Areas shaded in gray present land damaged in the 1947 flood in central  
 and south Florida 84 
 
4.5 Historic versus current flow of water in the Everglades 85 
 
4.6 Five water management districts in the state of Florida 89 
 
4.7 Annual water levels in Lake Okeechobee from 1910 to 2010 97 
 
4.8 Annual total phosphorus loads in Lake Okeechobee from 1981 to 2009 97  
 
4.9 Watershed areas affected by the passing of Senate Bill 392 100 
 
4.10 The total discharge rate from the C-44 to the St. Lucie Estuary from January  
 2004 through January 2008 102 
 
4.11 The total discharge rate from the S-79 to the Caloosahatchee Estuary from  
 January 2004 through January 2008 103  
 
5.1 Habermas' conception of advanced capitalism 114 
 
5.2 Total acreage of Florida sugarcane farming, 1930 to 1965 121  
 
5.3 Before and after maps of the Florida Everglades 133 
 
5.4 Canal system in the northern Everglades in 1920 and 1985 134 
 
5.5 The northern Everglades as designated by Senate Bill 392 145 
 
A. H.  Canal system in the Everglades 186 
 
A. J. Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Plan areas 189 



  xii 

 
A. K.  Extent of limestone pit mines in eastern Everglades: 1984 and 1992 190 
 
A. L. Limestone mining map of south Florida 191  
 
A. M. Urban Development Boundary map of Miami-Dade County 192 
 
A. O. Landcover changes between 1900 and 1992 in the Everglades ecosystem 194 
 
 
 



  xiii 

ABSTRACT 
 
 
 

 Using a constructionist approach, this study applies the critical theory of Jürgen 

Habermas to analyze public policies surrounding the Florida Everglades.  Habermas argues that 

policymakers in advanced industrial democracies are caught between conflicting imperatives: 

they are expected to serve the interests of their nation as a whole, but they must prop up an 

economic system that benefits the wealthy at the expense of most workers and the environment.  

Critical theory suggests that this contradiction will be reflected in Everglades policy by 

communicative distortions and blockages that suppress and conceal tensions between 

environmental and economic priorities.  In theory, policymakers will give programs misleading 

names; will overstate programs’ environmental benefits and understate their benefits to 

economic special interests (farmers, ranchers, developers); and will suppress evidence and 

advocacy that cast doubt on policymakers’ claims about program performance. 

 A constructionist approach previously has been used in policy analysis, and the research 

has shown that definitions of public problems are socially constructed.  Yet without a larger 

theoretical framework, such as critical theory, constructionist analysis has been insensitive to the 

presence of systemic contradictions and reactions to those contradictions in the policy process.  

Conversely, comprehensive theories have been used in policy analysis to highlight and explain 

policy muddles and failures, but these analyses have not included constructionist research to 

investigate how systemic contradictions erupt and play out as policy develops.  Thus, this study 

bridges an important gap in policy theory and research. 

 The study also poses a challenge to mainstream policy research, which typically avoids 

comprehensive theory and treats policy areas, policy concepts, and problem definitions as 

straightforward and unproblematic.  By approaching the subject matter from a critical theory 

perspective, the study seeks to demonstrate that mainstream policy research actually relies on a 

comprehensive set of assumptions that it fails to recognize.  This set of unacknowledged 

premises constitutes a paradigm in need of articulation and assessment.  The mainstream 

paradigm assumes that government activity is fragmented into numerous, separate, and distinct 

“policy areas”; each policy area evolves independently according to its own internal logic; and 

policymakers are reasonable, truthful, and oriented to solving public problems and improving 
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policy performance.  By applying critical theory to Everglades policy and policymaking, the 

study reveals this paradigm by confronting it with competing concepts and hypotheses. 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION 

 
 
 

1.1 Philosophy of Science 

 

 Kuhn introduced the idea of paradigm in The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1970) 

and then failed to formally define a word he explained 21 different ways.  According to 

Masterman (1970), some of these different ways include “as a myth”; “as a 'philosophy', or 

constellation of questions”; “as a scientific achievement”; “as a model”; “as a standard 

illustration”; “as supplying tools”; “as a new way of seeing”; and “as something which defines a 

broad sweep of reality” (pp. 61-65).  To a novice reader, trying to understand Kuhn's exact 

definition of “paradigm” can be a challenge.  As with the socially-constructed terms discussed 

later in this study, not having a formal definition of a paradigm has positive and negative aspects.  

The vagueness of the concept has provided fertile grounds for intellectual debate as has been 

witnessed between Kuhn, Popper, and Lakatos (Lakatos & Musgrave, 1970), and which still 

continues today (e.g., Guba, 1990; Patterson & Williams, 2005). However, the failure to arrive at 

a single, formal definition has led to confusion about the meaning of Kuhn’s groundbreaking 

work (Masterman, 1970).   

A paradigm has been defined broadly in the study of organizations as a “scientific 

achievement that involves the creation of a constellation of research values, techniques, and 

beliefs, which offer a model for the type of investigation people within the scientific community 

should be following” (Barsade, Brief, & Spataro, 2003, p. 3).   These paradigms are strong 

enough to bring scientists from different fields of research together, while remaining open 

enough to allow the scientists room to solve problems (Barsade, Brief, & Spataro, 2003).  

Although there are many interpretations of Kuhn’s “paradigm,” this study will use the meanings 

that coincide with those commonly used in studying policy paradigms, such as a “set of beliefs” 

and “a new way of seeing.” 

 Paradigms should not be confused with theories, models, or frameworks, as it is larger 

than, and can exist without, any of these other things.  In her work on institutional rational 

choice, Ostrom defines a framework as being able to identify a “set of variables and the 

relationships among them that presumably accounts for a set of phenomena”; a theory as 
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providing a “'denser' and more logically coherent set of relationships”; and a model as 

representing a situation with specific sets of variables and parameters (Sabatier, 1999, pp. 5-6).  

Allison (1971) illustrates the concept of theoretical models being used by a policy analyst: 

 Conceptual models not only fix the mesh of the nets that the analyst drags through the 

 material in order to explain a particular action; they also direct the analyst to cast nets in 

 selected ponds, at certain depths, in order to catch the fish he is after (p. 4). 

These theoretical models fail to help the researcher when their fishing net includes an old tire, 

shoe, or soda can. Under the current paradigm, these odd items are labeled as outliers and cast 

back into the pond because they do not fit the analyst’s rules or beliefs about the fish he or she 

was after.  However, another paradigm explains these odd items, or anomalies to the policy 

analyst as valuable to the larger picture of what is occurring in that pond.  

The social science research community shares common values, rules, and norms that 

uphold a researcher's belief in positivist research and reinforces the paradigm.  In general, 

researchers and scientists tend to discuss theoretical or framework issues, and not paradigms, 

because paradigms are typically self-evident. As Kuhn elaborates, 

One of the things a scientific community acquires with a paradigm is a criterion for 

choosing problems that, while the paradigm is taken for granted, can be assumed to have 

solutions. To a great extent these are the only problems that the community will admit as 

scientific or encourage its members to undertake. Other problems, including many that 

had previously been standard, are rejected as metaphysical, as the concern of another 

discipline, or sometimes as just too problematic to be worth the time (1970, p. 37). 

The current mainstream policy paradigm derives its values, rules, and norms about 

empirical theory and explanation from a micro-theoretical, orthodox model (White, 1986).  This 

model desensitizes policy researchers to their own paradigmatic presuppositions and assumptions 

leading them to overlook anomalies in the policy-making process.  In general, this conventional 

paradigm assumes that government activity is problem solving and fragmented into numerous, 

separate, and distinct “policy areas”; each policy area evolves independently according to its own 

internal logic; and policymakers are reasonable, truthful, and oriented to solving public problems 

and improving policy performance.  This paradigm and all of the corresponding models, values, 

rules, and norms in the mainstream policy-studies approach are taken for granted. 
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Paradigmatic problems arise when results and discoveries from positivist studies fail to fit 

within their accepted scientific knowledge boundary.  These unexpected results are anomalies 

the currently-held paradigm cannot explain. Examples of anomalies in the mainstream policy 

paradigm include:  

• policymakers failing to learn from repeated policy failures, such as the deregulation of 

the banking industry, which led to the 1980's Savings and Loan crisis and then again to 

the present financial crisis (Curry & Shibut, 2000); 

• programs, such as Head Start and No Child Left Behind, continuing despite repeated 

studies indicating few enduring benefits (Williams & Evans, 1969; Meier & Wood, 

2004);  

• policymakers contradicting their words with actions, such as when income transfers were 

expanded greatly under the Great Society despite statements at the programs' beginnings 

that welfare would not be a productive response to poverty (deHaven-Smith, 1988), or 

the permitting of limestone mining in the protected Everglades by the U. S. Army Corps 

of Engineers, which has been entrusted to restore these areas (ENS, 2002); and 

• the mainstream paradigm assuming that policy areas are self-evident, and yet the policy 

literature itself being unclear about what exactly is a policy versus a program versus a 

law or rule.  Even the word “policy” is difficult to define precisely since it has many 

interpretations (Clark & Kellert, 1988).  Bobrow and Dryzek agree and characterize the 

field of policy studies as a “babel of tongues in which participants talk past rather than to 

one another” (McCool, 1995, p. 8). 

Kuhn explains that when faced with an anomaly, scientists will modify the tested theory or 

model to “eliminate any apparent conflict,” or the scientist will ignore the anomaly by explaining 

that it is simply an outlier or unrepresentative case (1970, p. 78).   

Lakatos argues that Kuhn overstates the degree of consensus in scientific fields.  He 

argues that science is characterized by competing paradigms or “research programs” rather than 

widespread agreement.  Approaching a common domain of inquiry with alternative 

conceptualizations, scientists judge competing research programs in terms of their relative 

success in resolving anomalies and generating “novel facts.”  Lakatos points out that anomalies 

are recognized as problematic for a given research program only when they are consistent with a 
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rival program. The implication is that scientific progress depends on comparing and evaluating 

competing perspectives on the same or overlapping subject matters.  

  This study builds upon Lakatos’ argument of advancing scientific knowledge through 

competing conceptualizations as it applies to the study and analysis of policy. The Habermasian 

critical theory paradigm will be “submerged in an ocean of anomalies” that are plaguing the 

mainstream paradigm (Lakatos, 1970, p. 133). Specifically, using a constructionist approach, this 

study applies the alternative paradigm to Florida Everglades policies. The present chapter of the 

dissertation briefly covers the history of policy studies as it has evolved from the stages heuristic 

to its current application of numerous theoretical frameworks.  The current mainstream paradigm 

is then discussed and critiqued.  Habermas’ critical theory is discussed as an alternative paradigm 

that aids in viewing and explaining anomalies in the mainstream paradigm.1  A brief overview of 

the Everglades program will illustrate the various policy and conceptual changes that have 

occurred.  Lastly, the research problem and scope are presented. 

 

1.2 History of American Policy Studies 

 

1.2.1 Lasswell and Stages Heuristic 

The application of scientific principles to administration and policy dates back to the 

beginning of political science as a discipline in the late 1800s.  In the early 1900s, the 

Progressive Movement quickly swept the United States government, was adopted by 

administrators and government officials, and called for professionalizing the field of public 

administration.  This movement supported the inclusion of science and rational decision making 

in the study of social issues, thereby replacing the corruptive bargaining and negotiating 

                                                       
1 Although often referred to as a theory, critical theory actually is a paradigm or “research 

program”. Similar to the mainstream policy-studies paradigm, there are a number of theorists and 

theories. Within this alternative paradigm are theories from Habermas to be tested, such as the 

theory of communicative action and theory of legitimation crisis. However, unlike the 

mainstream paradigm, critical theory has a different set of auxiliary assumptions, or “protective 

belt,” in its research program. This paradigm has been successfully applied by other researchers 

(i.e., deHaven-Smith, 1988; Willson, 2001)  
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occurring in the policy-making process (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  Charles Merriam, one of 

the first researchers in this new application of science to public policy, argued for a mix of 

science and politics that involved “modern methods of inquiry and investigation” (McCool, 

1995, p. 1). The need for applied social science research was heightened and such research was 

invested in during and shortly after World War II (WWII).   Not only was science being applied 

to policy at this time, but also to bureaucratic decision making.  Scientists filled leadership 

positions in federal government agencies, such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the 

U.S. Forest Service. The scientific academic fields were affected by these actions and developed 

rational standards and values, “such as the concept of sustained yield for the forest service and 

biodiversity for fish and wildlife” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 30). 

In 1951, the policy sciences discipline was defined formally and its characteristics 

explained by Lasswell as a new approach to government.  Those six characteristics that should 

be present in policy studies are interdisciplinary, empirical, megapolicy, theoretical complexity, 

applied, and normative/prescriptive.  Influenced by Merriam, Lasswell called for a 

multidisciplinary policy science pulling from the social and natural sciences. In addition, 

according to him, the study of policy should not solely be objective but normative, thereby 

capturing the values associated with the policy process and eventually evolving into the “policy 

sciences of democracy” (McCool, 1995, p. 2). Lasswell wanted policy sciences to combat the 

subtle political influences that served only to promote a particular ideology, “as well as the 

obvious threats and temptations of power in the policy domain” (McCool, 1995, p. 2). The main 

emphasis of this new, broad policy approach was based upon “fundamental problems of man in 

society, rather than upon the topical issues of the moment” (Lasswell, 1951, p. 8).   

The Lasswell approach, which uses “developmental constructs,” studies policy through 

the policy stages framework.2 Introduced in The Decision Process (1956), the original stages 

framework consisted of seven stages: intelligence, promotion, prescription, invocation, 

application, termination, and appraisal.  These stages have evolved and have been reduced to five 

stages: agenda setting, policy formulation, implementation, evaluation, and feedback.  Also 

                                                       
2 Developmental constructs specify past and future institutional patterns. While they are not 

scientific hypotheses, these constructs assist in the “total task of clarifying goals, noting trends, 

and estimating future possibilities” (Lasswell, 1951, p. 11). 
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referred to as the stages heuristic, this highly successful framework approaches the study and 

practice of policymaking process as separate stages.  As the field of policy science was 

beginning, this simple framework provided a starting point around which the future research, 

literature, and theories were to organize themselves.  Policy stages typologies developed and 

were adopted by many researchers, including: Anderson (1975), May and Wildavsky (1978), 

Jenkins (1978), and Brewer and deLeon (1983)3. 

Stages heuristic has been critiqued as a failure because it assumed there was a “single 

policy cycle focused on a major piece of legislation [which] oversimplifie[d] the usual process of 

multiple, interacting cycles involving numerous policy proposals and statutes at multiple levels 

of government” (Sabatier, 1999, p. 7).  Paul Sabatier, a leading author in the mainstream 

approach and who coined the term “stages heuristic,” critiqued these stages because they limited 

policy teaching and research and prevented scientific progress (Deleon, 1999; Jann & Wegrich, 

2007; Sabatier, 1999).  More specifically, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999, p. 24) provide six 

specific critiques of the stages heuristic with regard to policy teaching and research (original 

emphasis): 

1. 'The stages model is not really a causal model at all.' That is, it did not lend itself 

to prediction, or even to indicating how one stage led to another. 

2. 'The stages model does not provide a clear basis for empirical hypothesis testing.' 

Hence it is not amenable to confirmation, amendment, or fabrication. 

3. 'The stages heuristic suffers from descriptive inaccuracy in posing a series of 

stages...' 

4. 'The stages metaphor suffers from a built-in legalistic, top-down focus.' 

5. 'The stages metaphor inappropriately emphasizes the policy cycle as the temporal 

unit of analysis.' In other words, it neglects the concept of a system of 

intergovernmental relations. 

6. 'The stages metaphor fails to provide a good vehicle for integrating the roles of 

policy analysis and policy-oriented learning throughout the public policy 

process.' 

                                                       
3 Jann and Wegrich's chapter (2007) provides an overview of the policy research completed on 

each of the stages from the 1960s to present. 
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In addition, the stages heuristic offered no account of how problems were selected for policy 

attention, nor recognized that there rarely are definite start and finish lines in the policy-making 

process (Jann & Wegrich, 2007).  This simplistic model of the policy-making process studied 

each step of the process separately (agenda setting, policy formulation, implementation, 

evaluation, and feedback), thereby failing to account for the complexity, ambiguity, or instability 

inherent in real-world policy development.  

Yet, there arises a paradox.  While many of the mainstream paradigm theorists critique 

the stages heuristic for its lack of empirical validity and theoretical construction, “policy research 

continues to rely on the stages or cycle perspective or is linked to one of its stages or research 

questions” (Jann & Wegrich, 2007, p. 43).   Therefore, it can be argued that the stages heuristics 

has become the main framework to which the current policy theorists, such as Sabatier, are 

reacting. Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith's advocacy coalition framework (ACF) can be placed into 

the policy formation and decision-making stage of the policy cycle.  Policy researchers using 

either the stages heuristic or ACF framework continue to share the same assumptions, namely 

that policy is divided into domains, policymakers are problem solvers, and each policy area 

evolves largely independently.  Therefore, the stages heuristic continues to be the foil for micro-

policy theorizing and both groups of researchers remain entrenched in the mainstream paradigm 

of policy studies. 

Although some of Lasswell's ideas were not adopted, nor his idealistic vision fully 

recognized by policy analysts and researchers, one key idea should have been embraced - a 

normative approach to policy studies or a voice for democracy in the policy sciences.  Even 

though the mainstream approaches have not adopted this particular idea, postpositivists 

(including social constructionists, postmodernists, and critical theorists) have. Yet, two concepts 

emerged from Lasswell’s ideas. One is that policy analysis relies heavily on macroeconomic 

theories, which later caused problems; the other is that mainstream theoretical frameworks still 

are reacting to the stages heuristic. 

 

1.2.2 1960s to Present 

Public policy studies and research expanded and developed in the late 1960s, gaining 

credibility (McCool, 1995).  President Johnson's Great Society programs were the first to rely 

heavily upon this policy science to better understand government's newly expanded role in 
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solving America's poverty problem.  When these government programs started to fail, the focus 

of policy analysis shifted from agenda setting and formation to implementation and evaluation.  

Suddenly public administrators dispensing the programs were put under the spotlight.  Some of 

the analysis of program failures that used empirical methods, such as cost-benefit analysis, 

include analysis of the Great Society programs, the Vietnam War of the 1960s, and the Energy 

Crisis of the 1970s (Fischer, 2003).   

During these decades, as the practitioner aspect of policy science developed, so did the 

academic, including books from Bauer & Gergen (1968), Ranney (1968), Dror (1968, 1971), 

Lasswell (1971), Sharkansky (1970), and Dye (1972).  Along with these books, peer-reviewed 

journals committed entirely to policy studies, analysis, and theory emerged, including Policy 

Science Journal, Policy Science Review, Policy Science, and Journal of Policy Analysis and 

Management.  Within 20 years, there were more than 420 journals dedicated to policy studies 

and issues (Marien, 1992). 

In the 1980s and 1990s, academics in the field of policy studies developed new theories 

to analyze, describe, and predict the policy process and outcomes.  These theories aid policy 

researchers by highlighting what aspects of the policy process to focus on and how to categorize 

those phenomena into groups (Sabatier, 1999).  Numerous theoretical frameworks have been 

empirically tested and are commonly used, including: advocacy coalition (Sabatier & Jenkins-

Smith, 1988, 1993), multiple streams (Kingdon, 1984; Zahariadis, 1992, 1995, 1999), punctuated 

equilibrium (True, Jones, & Baumgartner, 1999; Baumgartner & Jones, 1993), institutional 

rational choice (Ostrom, 1986, 1990; Moe, 1984), diffusion theory (Walker, 1969; Berry & 

Berry, 1990, 1992), and arenas of power (Lowi, 1964).   

The advocacy coalition framework (ACF) is selected to represent the mainstream 

paradigm in this study because it has “comprehensive explanatory potential” (Zahariadis, 1998, ¶ 

2), attempts to capture the “complexity of multi-actor and multi-level policy-making, and 

share[s] a focus on major policy change” occurring longitudinally (Meijerink, 2005, p. 1061).  

Similar to multiple streams, the ACF incorporates various internal and external factors affecting 

policy change, as well as aspects of punctuated equilibrium, including policy subsystems, into its 

framework. Over 100 qualitative and quantitative case studies successfully have used the ACF 

since the mid-1990s and primarily have been applied to various environmental issues, including 

watershed partnerships (Leach & Sabatier, 2005); coastal water policy (Jordan & Greenway, 
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1998); forest policy (Burnett & Davis, 2002; Elliott & Schlaepfera, 2001); water policy 

(Leschine, Lind, & Sharma, 2003; Ellison, 1998); and Everglades policy, namely the 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (Taylor, 2007) (Sabatier & Weible, 2007).   

 

1.2.3 Universal Theory? 

With more than 50 years of theoretical development, policy scholars have been 

apprehensive about how to develop a cohesive body of knowledge about policy origins and 

effects.  This has resulted in policy studies not having one “commonly accepted, clearly 

articulated, and empirically verified body of theory” (Sabatier, 1991, p. 153) (even though most 

policy theories and research adhere to a single, unacknowledged paradigm).  This primarily 

stems from the fact that the subfield of policy and the nature of the policy problem are complex 

and need more than one theory to capture the process; however, both academic and practitioner 

policy researchers are also to blame.  These researchers have become increasingly pressured to 

provide policy makers with timely policy predictions.  Therefore, some policy scholars have 

argued for policy theories and frameworks to remain narrow in scope and predictive in nature so 

as to aid these policy decision-makers. “The more closely tailored the theories, models, and 

frameworks to the specific decision processes at hand, the more likely they are to provide 

relevant predictions” (Weimer, 2008, p. 492).  There still is value in generalization when it 

comes to policy analysis, but the continued pressure to predict policy outcomes in advance has 

led to theories and frameworks that are narrower in scope.  This current trend, which falls in line 

with Kuhn’s depiction of a researcher’s incremental, normal science, has slowed the theoretical 

progress in policy studies (Hill, 1997). 

Other scholars envision policy studies as being relevant to policy makers, while staying 

committed to scientific inquiry and theory building.  One of the more outspoken scholars on this 

topic, Thomas Dye, believes that  

policy inquiry should concentrate on acquiring 'pure' social scientific knowledge of 

 policy processes and decision-making behavior. It should answer 'why' questions rather 

 than 'ought' questions, either about decision procedures or policy ends, and focus on 

 'explanation' rather than 'prescription', since such scientific 'understanding' is a 

 'prerequisite to prescription, advocacy, and activism' (Grunnell, 1976, p. 31).  
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The policy process should not be used solely for prediction, but rather as a device (heuristic) to 

help “disaggregate an otherwise seamless web of public policy transactions” (Deleon, 1999, p. 

24).  Brunner (1991) agrees with Dye, stating that the purpose of the policy sciences is not 

prediction, but distinct from prescription.  This argument for policy sciences to be rooted in 

theory building again is linked back to Lasswell, who states: 

 it is the growth of insight, not simply of the capacity of the observer to predict the future 

 operation of an automatic compulsion, or of a non-personal factor, that represents the 

 major contribution of the scientific study of interpersonal relations to policy (Lasswell, 

 1951, p. 524). 

Overall, there is a constant need for policy theory development, but not for a single, 

overarching, universal policy theory.  The current trend has been for predictive policy analysis 

with an increasing desire to predict policy outcomes (Weimer, 2008).  Yet, whether the trend is 

for predictive or descriptive policy analysis, both need to be grounded in theory and need to 

avoid being geared toward a particular “client” (Gregg, 1976).  If the theory is too narrow in 

scope, then the bigger picture is missed and any anomalies fall aside.  By addressing only limited 

policy goals and objectives, along with being predictive, the mainstream approach is reinforcing 

the current paradigm, thereby causing paradigm paralysis.   

 The controversy over the focus of policy research has overlooked the distinction between 

theories and paradigms.  Although there are many theories available to study policy, virtually all 

adhere to the paradigm discussed above and fail to recognize that this paradigm is itself 

confronted by a number of anomalies.  We currently are dealing with paradigm paralysis in 

which there has been a stalemate in the advancement of the mainstream paradigm. There is a 

need for a paradigm shift and for a new research program to be adopted. An alternative paradigm 

is needed to provide explanations for the information, data, and problems that have fallen by the 

wayside because they did not fall within the currently-accepted paradigm.  The work of Jürgen 

Habermas, a leading critical theorist, provides the alternative paradigm for this study. 

 

1.3 An Alternative Paradigm 

 

 There are a variety of alternative paradigms from both political and social sciences that 

could be used in this study along with the mainstream paradigm: Modernism (i.e., Marx, 
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Nietzsche), Post-Modernism (i.e., Foucault, Derrida), Lasswell’s garrison construct, and Critical 

Theory (i.e., Habermas, Marcus, Horkheimer, Adorno). Critical theorists view modernism as 

sick, but unlike postmodernists, they believe modern social formations are an unfinished project 

that can be reformed or supplanted.  They search for what good parts, or “positive potentialities,” 

are left in the enlightenment and would redirect them for the future (Alvesson & Deetz, 1999, p. 

189; Eriksen & Weigård, 2003). Habermas’ critical theory was chosen for this study because his 

theories are highly critical of the “dominating epistemological view of rationality,” which is 

signified by the positivism currently used in the mainstream policy-studies paradigm (Eriksen & 

Weigård, 2003, p. 1). His theory provides the best juxtaposition between the dominant 

instrumental rationality of the mainstream policy-studies paradigm and his proposed 

communicative rationality. 

Additionally, his view of the United States as an advanced capitalist state places the 

complex “economic dynamics of capitalism at the center of the analysis” (Buechler, 2000, p. 79). 

Specifically for the Everglades, his analysis of these complex dynamics in advanced capitalism 

singles out environmental problems as intractable in the existing social formation. Therefore, the 

resulting analysis implies that environmental policies are likely to exhibit characteristics 

unexpected by the mainstream policy-studies paradigm. Other policy scholars successfully have 

applied Habermas’ critical theory to social problems, such as deHaven-Smith’s case study of the 

Great Society (1988), Shrivastavia, Mitroff, Miller, and Miglani’s case study about industrial 

crises (1988), Rahaman, Lawrence, and Roper’s case study of accounting reports for the Volta 

River Authority (2004); and Willson’s case study of transportation policy planning (2001). 

 

1.3.1 Overview of Critical Theory 

 With roots in the Frankfurt School, critical theorists, such as Adorno, Horkheimer, 

Marcuse, Habermas, and Offe, provide a traditional, German, ideological critique of 

contemporary society.  These critiques of ideas or theories were not conducted using previously 

conceived values or conceptions, but on their own accord, thereby bringing to light the 

underlying untruths. Their critiques were some of the first to cross disciplinary boundaries and 

provide new perspectives on religion, morality, reason, science, and rationality.  By blending the 

disciplines, these theorists went against the increasingly popular specialized academic domains 

approach (Finlayson, 2005).   
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 This school of thought is heavily influenced by the events of WWII, the rise and fall of 

Nazism, the writings of Marx, the failure of the communist movement in Germany, and the 

American “cultural industry”; and inspired by “German moral philosophy and its faith in 

autonomy and reason” (Finlayson, 2005; Alvesson & Deetz, 1999, p. 187).  Central to critical 

theory is the Weberian notion of rationalizing the processes of modern society. The goal was 

“not just to determine what was wrong with contemporary society at present, but, by identifying 

progressive aspects and tendencies within it, to help transform society for the better” (Finlayson, 

2005, p. 4).  Human emancipation is a central theme for critical theorists, and they draw on 

Weber’s notion of not only transforming society, but doing so with empowered individuals. 

When the first generation of critical theorists from the Frankfurt School arrived in 

America, they were astounded with the media, state, and institutional power socially constructing 

the public's reality.  This experience is similar to Lasswell's propaganda research during WWII 

that greatly influenced his view of the policy sciences.  Yet through the years, this 

“fundamentally important insight...has not been integrated adequately into theories of public 

policy” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 65).  Influenced by the civil rights and environmental 

protests in the late 1960s, Habermas' writings have included the notions that “political leaders 

control the public with propaganda, the authority of science, 'symbolic politics' and other 

methods for separating legitimation from administration” (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 102).  

Therefore, critical theory will aid in unearthing these underlying motivations, legitimation, and 

symbolic values in the history of Everglades policy.  

  

1.3.2 Critical Theory Research 

Policy research using critical theory in general has been completed on a number of topics, 

including environmentalism (Dryzek, 1987; Eckersley, 1992; Sköllerhorn, 1998), public 

administration (Denhardt, 1984; Fischer, 1990; Forester, 1985; Yanow, 1993), industrial crisis 

(Shrivastavia, Mitroff, Miller, & Miglani, 1988), welfare policy (deHaven-Smith, 1988; Piven & 

Cloward, 1993; Schram, 1993), and accounting (Rahaman, Lawrence, & Roper, 2004). This 

literature has brought a broader critical eye to public policy analysis and study. It has  

called to our attention the idea that public policy is most dangerous when it succeeds in 

placating the public, [and] disguises the inequalities that are tolerated and exacerbated by 
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government, yet appears to be produced through a process that is open, competitive, and 

accessible (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 65).   

Recent research using a constructionist approach has started to recognize policy 

contradictions and symbolic values in the Everglades program. Gonzales' (2005) research argues 

that Everglades policy and decision making are contradictory and have long been rooted in 

capitalism.  His qualitative case study concludes that the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 

Plan (CERP), passed by Congress in 2000, was more for economic than environmental 

sustainability.  With more than 60 components to this “restoration” plan, all of which include 

either a large-scale water storage, treatment, or delivery project, many people consider CERP to 

be a water use plan labeled with environmental language to collect public support (Ogden, 2008).  

Many national environmental groups, such as the Sierra Club, did not support this plan, and 

many local environmental groups, including Friends of the Everglades, were not involved with 

the governor's commission to implement this plan.  Additionally, this “restoration” plan calls for 

the destruction of 20,000 acres of Everglades for the construction of limestone pits to store 

freshwater for the residents of southeastern Florida (Gonzalez, 2005).  Although this policy was 

labeled as an environmental restoration plan, it is destroying more of the Everglades and is 

serving the needs of the development and agriculture community.   

Gonzales is not alone in this conclusion. Other researchers from other fields, including 

anthropology (Ogden, 2008) and international relations (Hollander, 2005a), have concluded with 

similar findings.  Their qualitative studies have touched on the underlying economic motivation 

and symbolic value contained within Everglades policies.  Although none of these studies used 

critical theory, they all included a large theoretical framework to capture these underlying issues. 

Without the application of such a framework, researchers would have ignored these systematic 

contradictions, and their reactions to these contradictions would have ignored the subtle 

indications that larger forces are at work in this micro-setting of the policy process.  Similarly, 

deHaven-Smith (1988) demonstrated the value of a macro-theoretical approach to U.S. welfare, 

civil rights, and voting rights policies. However, while he did not use a constructionist approach, 

his conclusions pointed in that direction because they indicated that political expectations and 

demands in the mass public change in response to new policy interventions. Therefore, in using 

critical theory to analyze the history of Everglades policy, this study will make the case that 
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other policies before and after CERP have also been rooted in capitalism, have symbolic value, 

are contradictory, and are leading to a possible legitimation or motivation crisis.   

 

1.4 Critique of the Policy Studies Paradigm 

 

The current mainstream paradigm for policy analysis provides a number of previously 

mentioned frameworks, which are adaptations of the stages heuristic moving toward a “more 

limiting methodological framework derived from the neopositivist/empiricist methods” (Fischer, 

2003, p. 4).  While these theoretical frameworks have advanced the understanding of the policy-

making progress and policy change, most of this research has remained insensitive to its own 

paradigmatic presumptions and assumptions (Table 1.1). This desensitizing has led mainstream 

policy-studies researchers to overlook anomalies in the policy-making process and blinded them 

to important characteristics of government activities, such as communication blockages, 

legitimation and motivation problems, contradictions between speech and action, and rationality 

failures.   

 
 

Table 1.1: Comparison of the mainstream and critical theory paradigm assumptions 

 

 Mainstream Paradigm Critical Theory Paradigm 
 

Role of government Problem-solving entity Government as part of the 
problem 

Audience Elites and policymakers All affected parties 
 

Motives of 
policymakers 

Rational and truthful Use of deceptive actions 
 

Policy change Incremental improvement  Repeated policy failures 
 

Level of policy change 
and learning 

Micro-theoretical - policy 
subsystems 

Macro-theoretical – lifeworld 

Type of rationality Instrumental Communicative 
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1.4.1 Role of Government 

While the mainstream approach regards government as a problem-solving entity, most 

critical theorists disagree.  In their view, both government and its public policies are part of the 

problem because they are included in the “institutional structures of society that have created and 

maintained systems of privilege, domination, and quiescence among those who are the most 

oppressed...rather than as a potentially positive means for reducing domination and oppression” 

(Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 53).  Research applying critical theory to various governmental 

public policies has stated these same conclusions (deHaven-Smith, 1988; Dryzek, 1990, 1996; 

Fay, 1987). Schneider and Ingram (1997) conclude that the “fundamental problem with public 

policy is that it controls, coerces, deceives, and then is legitimized by being linked (often 

illogically) to widely held normative beliefs” (p. 53).  This process of legitimizing beliefs is the 

primary argument in Habermas' Legitimation Crisis further discussed in Chapter 2 of this 

dissertation. 

 

1.4.2 Audience 

Besides the dependence on instrumental rationality, the majority of policy research 

“focuses on individual programs and simply assesses whether they achieve policy makers' 

narrow programmatic objectives. Approaches grounded in comprehensive social and political 

theory have been rejected because they are supposed to address issues of little interest to 

legislators and administrators” (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 1).  These approaches are viewed as 

irrational under the instrumental rationality approach.  The primary audience for policy research 

in the mainstream approach is policy makers and mid-level bureaucrats, who are assumed to be 

rational and interested in improving policy.  Rationalistic policy analysis largely “serves as an 

ideology that masks elite political and bureaucratic interests” (Fischer, 2003, p. 14).  Lasswell 

argued against having policy sciences primarily entertain the ideologies of elites and bureaucratic 

interests.  Policy studies should incorporate more citizens’ feedback to increase public 

participation in the policymaking process. 

Mainstream policy sciences have not claimed responsibility to “educate citizens about 

policy complexities so that informed citizen judgment – rather than scientific expertise – can 

guide public policy” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 38).  These actions disempowered the public 

further, leading to a breakdown in democracy that Lasswell and Weber warned against.  
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Scientific policy analysis advocating instrumental rationality, such as the positivist approach, 

would leave both the political elites and citizens disempowered. This approach chooses the best 

means to attain a clearly defined goal. Bureaucracy is blamed because it “invented the idea of 

official secrets and intentionally keeps knowledge about strategies, programs, and intentions 

exclusively to itself” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 36).  Deprived of information, these 

politicians were becoming increasingly dependent on the public administrators implementing 

programs and policies (Schneider & Ingram, 1997). 

 

1.4.3 Motives of Policymakers 

In the mainstream paradigm, policymakers are trying to legitimize their political system 

by giving programs misleading names (such as CERP); overstating programs’ environmental 

benefits and understating their benefits to economic special interests (farmers, ranchers, 

developers); and suppressing evidence and advocacy that cast doubt on policymakers’ claims 

about program performance. Therefore, policy researchers are actively suppressing findings 

critical of the policies they are studying and that fall outside of the mainstream policy-studies 

paradigm (as witnessed with the Great Society and Vietnam War, and currently witnessed with 

Head Start and No Child Left Behind).  Critical theory alerts the researcher to legitimation and 

motivation problems arising from policymakers’ repeated failures to achieve goals they 

themselves have set. These government programs are aimed at achieving these policymakers' 

goals, which further leads the research to be performance oriented and not theory oriented.   

Failed policies are not unique to the United States (U.S.).  International policy failure 

examples include Ontario’s 2000 Walkerton water crisis and France’s 2005 governmental 

response to the heat wave (Wallner, 2008).  A recent U.S. policy failure is the government’s 

2005 inadequate response to Hurricane Katrina. These failures led to legitimacy problems 

because they “compromise the long-term goals and interests of authoritative decision makers by 

eroding society’s acceptance of their legitimate claims to govern” (Wallner, 2008, p. 422).  This 

loss of legitimacy, or the “general confidence among the public that a government’s power to 

make binding decisions for the polity are justified and appropriate,” can cause problems 

(Wallner, 2008, p. 423).  Yet, these legitimacy problems are not being acknowledged in the 

mainstream paradigm; it is therefore argued that critical theory is needed to bring these issues to 

light. 
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These legitimacy problems are linked directly to the conflicting imperative policymakers 

in advanced industrial democracies are caught between: they are expected to serve the interests 

of their nation as a whole, but they must prop up an economic system that benefits the wealthy at 

the expense of most workers and the environment.   

Habermas...shifts the focus of policy analysis to the  conditions surrounding the policy 

 framework's formulation and evolution.  Habermas argues that the driving force in 

 history is an expectation, built into the nature of language, that norms, laws, and 

 institutions will serve the interests of the entire population and not just those of a special 

 group.  In his view, policy makers in capitalist societies are having  to fend off this 

 expectation by simultaneously correcting some of the inequities of the market, denying 

 that they have control over people's economic circumstances, and defending the market 

 as an equitable allocator of income.  From this perspective, analysts are led to examine 

 what policy makers said and did as the policy framework was developed (deHaven-

 Smith, 1988, p. 14; 16).   

Critical theory suggests that this contradiction will be reflected in Everglades policy by 

communicative distortions and blockages that suppress and conceal tensions between 

environmental and economic priorities.  

An example of a contradiction between stated policy and actual practice is the actions of 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), which has been tasked as the primary federal 

agency responsible for the protection and restoration of wetlands, including the Everglades.  A 

2005 St. Pete Times investigation revealed that USACE allows more wetland permits to be 

approved in the state of Florida then anywhere else in the nation. Between 1990 and 2005, this 

action has led to the destruction of more than 84,000 acres of Florida wetlands.  The areas 

experiencing the biggest losses are those areas having the largest population surge – including 

south Florida.  Out of more than 12,000 wetland permits submitted to USACE between 1999 and 

2003, only one was denied.  Therefore, the contradiction lies in the fact that the primary federal 

agency in charge of protecting Florida's wetlands saved less than 6 percent of them and cost the 

tax payers millions of dollars in flood damage (Collier County spent $30 million in tax money 

for citizens affected by flooding because of a wetland development) (Pittman & Waite, 2005).   

Although USACE is managing a public resource, it regards farmers, developers, pro-

growth politicians, and builders as customers and even sends those “customers” a customer 
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satisfaction survey with each permit (Pittman & Waite, 2005; Grunwald, 2006b).  Lt. General 

Carl Strock with USACE justifies the agency's action stating: “‘our role is not to be an 

impediment to the development process’” (Pittman & Waite, 2005, ¶ 15). Most recently in 2002 

and 2008, the USACE granted permits to 10 companies to begin limestone mining in the 

Everglades, which has the potential to destroy 7,500 acres of protected wetlands (ENS, 2002; 

Alvarado, Zeitlin, & Lush, 2008). 

 

1.4.4 Policy Change 

The mainstream paradigm assumes that policy subsystems are stable but complex, and 

incrementally change based on performance, except when there is a punctuation or an open 

policy window.  These policy changes are presumed to primarily occur internally without much 

external influence from other policy areas.  Since the top-down approach of the policy cycle 

model is commonly used in this paradigm, policy areas, such as defense, education, and 

environment, are viewed as distinct and independent from each other, while remaining equal 

amongst all of the policy areas (Jann & Wegrich, 2007).  Therefore, the focus remains on 

individual programs and decisions.  This focus portrays the policy process as a “disjointed, 

episodic process rather than a more ongoing, continuous one” and views this process in relatively 

short terms to suit the policy maker’s election cycle instead of a particular policy (Deleon, 1999, 

p. 23). This is not realistic and is something Lasswell fought against.  Policy areas are not equal 

and should not be studied separately as if the policy researcher has blinders on. These areas, 

commonly referred to as policy systems and subsystems, tend to rotate in and out of importance 

depending on external factors, such as war or a major crisis. For example, environmental policy 

making is reliant on different levels of government, international issues, and the “impact of 

activities in other policy areas (e.g. transport, energy, or the wider economic policy)” (Jann & 

Wegrich, 2007, pp. 56-57). 

Policies that are not linked to “problem-solving activities are systematically ignored” in 

the policy cycle model and mainstream paradigm (Jann & Wegrich, 2007, p. 56). Activities, 

either ritualistic, symbolic, or “purely related to the maintenance of power,” are not included in 

the stages heuristic model (Jann & Wegrich, 2007, p. 56).  The mainstream paradigm of policy 

research/frameworks does not account for the construction of policy conceptualizations (What 

are the Everglades?  What is restoration?), a policy's symbolic value (and possible unforeseen 
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effects), or a policy's contradictory nature.  For example, there are policy contradictions in the 

Endangered Species Act. Within this policy are calls for the elimination of prairie dogs in certain 

areas of the U.S.; while this same policy calls for the protection of the endangered black-footed 

ferret, whose survival is largely dependent on the same prairie dogs up for elimination (Clark & 

Kellert, 1988).  

Policymakers use symbolic language in policy, which Stone (1988) and Edelman (1964) 

explain adds ambiguity to the policy making process. Ambiguity, or vagueness of policy goals 

and objectives, provides a level of discretionary power for policy makers and public 

administrators (i.e., streetlevel bureaucrats) designing and implementing policies and programs.  

In particular Edelman’s research (1964) on the symbolic power of language in the political arena 

emphasizes not simply the words being used, but the social setting and context in which they are 

being used.  Although hortatory language is primarily directed at the mass public, Edelman’s 

legal language classification is more appropriate for this discussion of ambiguity. As he explains, 

“Dictionary meanings are operationally close to irrelevant so far as the function of the statute or 

treaty in the political process is concerned” (1964, p. 139). Public administrators and other 

“authorative interpreters” using this legal language to implement programs assume that the 

language is ambiguous and vague in meaning (Edelman, 1964, p. 139).  

 

1.4.5 Level of Policy Change and Learning 

 Another unresolved issue in the mainstream approach is at what “level” policy is 

evolving and policy learning is occurring.  deHaven-Smith and Ripley’s research (1988) 

challenged the idea that policy development occurs at the level of isolated policy areas, which is 

the mainstream assumption.  They proposed that policy learning and change occurs at the 

framework level, such as the New Deal and Great Society.  This new approach not only enabled 

the audience to view these changes from a broader perspective, but also changed the research 

audience - from the mid-level legislators and public administrators, to the general electorate, top 

political leaders, and other interest groups (deHaven-Smith & Ripley, 1988).  Others, most 

notably Lindblom (1959) who viewed policy as emerging from trial and error at the level of 

programs, have tried different levels.  However, his incremental approach failed to account for 

how original policy language was used and how changes made on a larger scale affected the 

policy/program.  
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 Similar to the other mainstream approaches, the advocacy coalition framework assumes 

policy change and learning occur at both the policy system and the subsystem levels. For 

example, Everglades policy is a subsystem within the larger environmental policy system. While 

this level of analysis has benefited the field of policy research, it still fails to capture the entire 

policy change and learning process because it still focuses on one policy area.  Meanwhile, 

critical theory assumes policy change and learning occur at the lifeworld level.4  This very broad, 

macro-level of analysis takes into account the interactions between and within three subsystems 

in the lifeworld: economic, political, and socio-cultural.   

 

1.4.6 Type of Rationality 

Critical theorists studying the policy science movement highlight that “the increased 

reliance on policy analysis, science, and technological approaches discourages citizen discussion 

of issues, thereby producing alienation and low levels of citizen participation” (Schneider & 

Ingram, 1997, p. 52).  A valued active and involved citizenship is largely ignored because of the 

“failure to examine the role of public policy in creating a just society and enabling an active 

citizenship” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 65).  Habermas agrees, but adds that actions in the 

political subsystem, which can lead to a legitimation crisis, contribute to this feeling of 

alienation.  As mentioned previously, the mainstream paradigm fails to fully recognize and 

explain how language used during the policy making process can suppress and even block citizen 

participation and communication.   

Furthermore, many critical theorists consider causal analysis, such as positivist and 

Popperian methodologies, to be “detrimental to democracy” because it strives to “explain, 

predict, and eventually control nature or human processes” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 61).  It 

assumes that humans are only means oriented and, in order to obtain those means, they will 

manipulate or adapt to their surroundings (Eriksen & Weigård, 2003).  Habermas believes that 

this positivist social science research produces “sterilized knowledge which locks up history in a 

museum” and blocks true human emancipation (Habermas as quoted in Gottlieb, 1981, p. 282).  

This type of research “rests on a failure to recognize how the fundamental human interests shape 

the situations of inquiry in which data collected for these forms of knowledge” (Gottlieb, 1981, 

pp. 282-283).  An example is hazardous waste policy research that derives a best choice through 

                                                       
4 Habermas’ lifeworld will be explained further in Chapter 2 of this study. 
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cost-benefit analysis, instead of using discourse analysis among parties being directly and 

indirectly affected by the waste.   

This type of research relies heavily on economic principles and leads to a very narrow set 

of alternatives being analyzed. For example, policy analysis of programs such as the Great 

Society failed to adequately inform leaders or develop policies/programs to solve society's many 

problems.  This empirical methodological approach to policy analysis soon came under criticism, 

most notably from John Dryzek.  Regarding the assumption of instrumental rationality that is the 

basis for most empirical (also known as positivist) methodologies, he stated that this approach 

 destroys the more congenial, spontaneous, equalitarian, and intrinsically meaningful 

 aspects of human association...represses individuals...is ineffective when confronted with 

 complex social problems...makes effective and appropriate policy analysis 

 impossible...[and, most critically] is antidemocratic (Dryzek, 1990 as quoted in deLeon & 

 Vogenbeck, 2007,  p. 10). 

Many researchers have argued for an alternative, interpretive approach to policy analysis 

(Fischer, 1990; Yanow, 1993, 1996; Schneider & Ingram, 1997; Stone, 2002).  Building from 

Weber’s critique, this approach “challenges the presumed objectivity of the policy sciences” and 

shifts the analysis focus to the “meanings that different persons bring to the policy process, the 

arguments used to legitimate policies, and the hidden assumptions or implications of the policy” 

(Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 37). In light of this instrumental rationality argument, Habermas 

proposed a new rationality, communicative rationality, in his theory of communicative action 

(1984, 1987). 

Discursive policy analysis and research is championed by critical theorists as being “self-

reflective, participatory, and consistent with the principles of communicative ethics” and offers a 

marked change from the usual “cadre of experts who gain authority through their empirical and 

causal studies” (Schneider & Ingram, 1997, p. 61).  Habermasian critical theory offers 

“macrostructural and institutional explanations for the pathologies of the society,” in addition to 

phenomenological and philosophical analysis alongside causal analysis (Schneider & Ingram, 

1997, p. 52).  While critical theorists are not arguing for the elimination of empirical 

methodologies, they are calling for all types of knowledge, such as interpretative and normative, 

to be included in policy research. These other forms of knowledge are recognized by individuals 

in the mainstream policy-studies paradigm as irrational (Schneider & Ingram, 1997).  The study 
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of policy not being solely objective, but also normative was one of Lasswell's six characteristics 

that the mainstream approach failed to adopt. The following section provides a brief history of 

the Everglades policy to highlight the conceptual change between an anthropocentric and 

ecocentric worldview of the Everglades. 

 

1.5 The Florida Everglades Program 

 

1.5.1 Anthropocentric Versus Ecocentric Approaches 

Florida has a long history of an anthropocentric approach to controlling its natural 

resources, the largest of which is the Everglades.  First used in the 1860s, an anthropocentric 

approach views humans as the center of the universe and the superior life form on earth. 

Individuals with this worldview, also referred to as a “human-centered” approach, only find 

value in other species insofar as they benefit humans (Kortenkamp & Moore, 2001).   For 

example, Americans tend to value cattle and fowl for the food they provide. However, we 

undervalue insects and rodents, such as cockroaches, wasps, mosquitoes, and rats, because they 

provide no service to humans. An anthropocentric approach would argue that the Everglades has 

value because it is a source of fresh water for the expanding agricultural industry and urban areas 

in central and south Florida.  This worldview makes it easier to understand the reasoning of 

historical leaders in charge of draining the Everglades, thus seeking to control the fresh water in 

this ecosystem. 

A different approach, which has been witnessed in the more recent history of the 

Everglades, is ecocentric.  First referred to as “biocentric,” or “life-centered,” in 1913 by 

American biochemist Lawrence Henderson, the ecocentric approach was adopted widely in the 

1970s.  This worldview, also referred to as an “earth-centered” approach, views nature as not 

solely for human benefit, but as having intrinsic value (Kortenkamp & Moore, 2001).  Ecocentric 

individuals would value all creatures, not just cattle and fowl, because they are linked together 

with humans in the same community.  As Aldo Leopold, an American ecologist who called for a 

land ethic,5 stated “All ethics rest upon a single premise: that the individual is a member of a 

                                                       
5 Aldo Leopold’s land ethic included the water, plants, soils, and animals in the concept of 

community (1949). 
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community of interdependent parts” (1949, p. 203).  For example, this approach would 

negatively view destroying the Everglades because various species and their habitat would be 

eradicated from this ecosystem. 

Regardless of which worldview the Everglades ecosystem is seen from, it is recognized 

as being internationally renowned.  This ecosystem originally comprised more than four million 

acres of land and water in southern Florida (About the Everglades, 2004).  Currently, it 

comprises 25 percent of the total wetland acreage in Florida and is divided into three sub-areas: 

“1) the 2,150-square-mile Everglades National Park; 2) 1,309 square miles of water conservation 

areas, and 3) the 871-square-mile Big Cypress Preserve” (Caffey & Schexnayder, 2003, p. 2).  

This area is a World Heritage Site, an International Biosphere Reserve, and a Ramsar6 wetland of 

international importance (Caffey & Schexnayder, 2003).  

 

1.5.2 Brief Overview of the Everglades Program 

 Before Florida received its statehood in 1845, draining of the Everglades was advocated 

by policymakers and private interests.  In 1835, the anthropocentric worldview of those leading 

the charge to drain this ecosystem produced reports supporting and encouraging the drainage of 

the Everglades. These reports tell a policy story about a wilderness that was considered a 

wasteland in its natural state.  This worldview dictated that only by being drained did the 

Everglades gain any value to man by promoting economic growth. In 1881, Philadelphia 

millionaire Hamilton Disston started the first reclamation effort by purchasing four million acres 

of Everglades’ marshlands for $1 million from the state of Florida. Within 10 years, more than 

50,000 acres were drained and 11 miles of marsh excavated for canals.   

                                                       
6 The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands is an “intergovernmental treaty which provides the 

framework for national action and international cooperation for the conservation and wise use of 

wetlands and their resources” (Ramsar Convention, 2009, ¶ 1).  Originally signed in 1971 in 

Ramsar, Iran, currently there are “159 Contracting Parties to the Convention, with 1847 wetland 

sites, totaling 181 million hectares, designated for inclusion in the Ramsar List of Wetlands of 

International Importance” (Ramsar Convention, 2009, ¶ 1). The Florida Everglades is one 

wetland that has been commissioned by this treaty to have national and international importance. 
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Florida’s anthropocentric approach to the Everglades continued through the early 1900s.  

In 1905, the Everglades Drainage District, which consisted of a board of drainage commissioners 

who were empowered to establish drainage districts, build canals, and levy annual taxes on 

district landowners, was established, (Everglades, n.d.).  Its actions continued the story that the 

Everglades in its natural state were wastelands and of no value unless converted into agricultural 

and development suitable lands. After an unnamed hurricane struck central Florida in 1928 and 

killed nearly 3,000 people, the USACE took control of the water by leveeing Lake Okeechobee.  

This hurricane and the resulting leveeing of the lake brought about a new focus for Florida – 

flood control of the Everglades.  The Hoover Dike, authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 

1930, was completed in eight years and included 83.5 miles of levee along Lake Okeechobee for 

an estimated $23 million (Everglades, n.d.).   

In 1949, Congress continued controlling Florida’s water and landscape by authorizing the 

Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project.  This management plan, a precursor to the 

South Florida Water Management District, accounted for over 1,000 miles of man-made canals 

and levees; 150 water control structures; and 16 major pumping stations channel[ing] 1.7 billion 

gallons of freshwater daily from Lake Okeechobee out into the bays, ocean, and Everglades 

(Ogden, 2008; Brief History, n.d.).  

These flood control projects markedly changed the landscape, hydrology, water quality, 

and policy that are the central focus of restoration priorities in the state. Prior to the 1970s, the 

anthropocentric focus of the Everglades was flood control.  From the leveeing of Lake 

Okeechobee after the unnamed hurricane of 1928 to the straightening of the Kissimmee River, 

the USACE, and eventually the South Florida Water Management District, controlled the water 

flow to southern Florida.  This control of the natural system and the loss of water altered the 

natural character of the marsh.  From saltwater intrusion into the system, loss of native plants and 

wildlife, and increased pollution from surrounding farms and cities, the Everglades is nearly 

unrecognizable from its original state and is half its size of a century ago (Brief History, n.d.).  

A worldview shift occurred in the Everglades in the 1970s.  After the national 

environmental movement and major drought in Florida in the 1970s, in addition to the response 

to Marjory Stoneman Douglas’ River of Grass (1947), a more ecocentric focus was adopted with 

the formation of water management districts and the restoration of the modified rivers to their 

natural state throughout central and southern Florida.  This new ecological shift gradually 
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changed the terminology (from marshes to wetlands, from Florida’s Everglades to America’s 

Everglades, from Lake Okeechobee to Florida’s Liquid Heart) and understanding of applied 

environmental science (Brief History, n.d.).  Everglades’ restoration became the new goal of 

policy makers.   

Probably the largest step in this new ecocentric approach to the Everglades was the 

passing of the Everglades Forever Act in 1994 by the Florida legislature. This Act, coming after 

a long legal battle between the federal government and the state of Florida, directed the state to 

develop criteria to address the high phosphorus levels in the Everglades Protection Area.  The 

second step was securing funding of a multi-billion dollar budget for the Act and the 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), which was authorized by President Clinton 

in the Water Resource Development Act of 2000 (Everglades, n.d.).  The CERP is estimated to 

cost $7.8 billion to implement and an additional $182 million annually to operate, maintain, and 

monitor (FAQs, 2002). This Plan’s primary purpose is to restore southern Florida’s ecosystem 

and hydrology, including the Everglades, to a more natural system by creating approximately 

217,000 acres of wetlands and reservoirs (FAQs, 2002; Caffey & Schexnayder, 2003).   

Throughout this history, the geographic boundary and political scope of the Everglades 

rested at and below Lake Okeechobee.  In the 2007 Florida legislative session, the Northern 

Everglades and Estuary Protection Program bill, Senate Bill 392, changed both this boundary 

and scope, and the socially-developed language, to denote the northern Everglades as north of 

the lake.  

 

1.6 Research Problem 

 

 This study challenges the mainstream policy research approach, which typically avoids 

comprehensive theory and treats policy areas, policy concepts, and problem definitions as 

straightforward and unproblematic. The mainstream approach avoids a comprehensive theory on 

the grounds that it is not politically practical (i.e., relevant to policy makers) and cannot act for 

policy development in the real world (i.e., micro-setting).  The mainstream paradigm assumes 

that government activity is fragmented into numerous, separate, and distinct “policy areas” or 

“subsystems”; each policy area evolves independently according to its own internal logic; and 

policymakers are reasonable, truthful, and oriented to solving public problems and improving 
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policy performance.  This set of unacknowledged assumptions constitutes a paradigm in need of 

articulation and assessment.  By approaching the subject matter from an alternative paradigm –

Habermas' critical theory – the study seeks to demonstrate that mainstream policy research 

actually relies on a comprehensive set of assumptions that it fails to recognize.  This paradigm 

paralysis hinders the field of policy studies from experiencing a paradigm shift. 

 

1.7 Scope of the Research 

 

This research examines the history of the Everglades policy program from the 

Swampland Act of 1850 to the 2007 Senate Bill 392. The Everglades program was chosen as the 

case study because this large-scale, watershed, environmental program has witnessed policy 

making at the national and state level of government; in addition, it has witnessed many different 

conceptual shifts as discussed in this chapter. This internationally-renowned ecosystem is also 

Florida’s single biggest environmental policy and planning issue. Senate Bill 392 will be 

analyzed from the perspective of both paradigms using a social constructionist approach.  This 

bill was selected for this study because it presents a change in the language and scope of the 

Everglades. Also, it was passed in the 2007 legislative session; therefore, not only are those 

participants still available for interviewing, but their recollections of their participation are fresh.  

Moreover, the rich dialogue offered by the informants of the pilot study suggests that Senate Bill 

392 is sufficiently detailed to offer useful illustration of the policy frameworks that were the 

subjects of inquiry for this research (Knox, 2008). 

 

1.8 Organization of the Dissertation 

 

 Chapter 1 has introduced and discussed the issues affecting the mainstream approach to 

the study of policy.  The rationales for applying an alternative paradigm, Habermas’ critical 

theory, and for using the Everglades program as the case study have also been presented.  

Chapter 2 offers an overview of the literature of one of the mainstream theoretical frameworks, 

advocacy coalition, and an alternative paradigm, the critical theory of Jürgen Habermas.  Chapter 

3 outlines the research design and methodology, and presents the rationale for utilizing a 

qualitative, social constructionist approach to studying both the history of the Everglades policy 
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program and Senate Bill 392.  Further explanation of the selection of the interviewees and the 

interview process is included in this chapter.  Chapter 4 will contain both the history of 

Everglades policy program and analysis of the interviews on Senate Bill 392 from the 

mainstream policy-studies paradigm. Chapter 5 will present this same history and analysis, but 

from the alternative paradigm.  Chapter 6 will conclude the dissertation with a discussion of the 

findings, theoretical and practical implications, limitations of the research, and future research 

agenda. 

 



  28 

CHAPTER TWO  
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

 
 
 

2.1 The Mainstream Paradigm: Advocacy Coalition Framework 
 

 This chapter examines the advocacy coalition framework, a mainstream policy-studies 

paradigm, and Habermas’ critical theory, an alternative paradigm, which are both utilized in this 

study.  Several different theoretical frameworks have been developed by policy researchers 

studying policy change from the mainstream perspective. Among these are: advocacy coalition, 

multiple streams, and punctuated equilibrium.   

The multiple streams framework, derived from Cohen, March, and Olsen’s (1972) 

garbage can model of decision making, focuses on the problem, policy, and politics streams. 

These three streams normally operate independently unless an opportunity, or policy window, 

permits policy entrepreneurs to bring the streams together (also known as coupling) (Sabatier, 

1999).   Punctuated equilibrium framework views policy change as incremental until punctuation 

occurs, causing a large policy change.  It borrows ideas from evolutionary biology and is 

founded on principles from bounded rational decision making and political institutions. This 

framework’s focus is on issue definition and agenda setting, and views discussions surrounding 

political issues as usually separated into various issue-oriented policy subsystems (True, Jones, 

& Baumgartner, 1999).   

 Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1988) criticized the stages heuristic model for failing to 

produce a “causal model that offers a clear basis for empirical hypothesis testing,” and called for 

a “systematic body of rigorous empirical research findings” for policy studies (Fischer, 2003, p. 

94).  They proposed the advocacy coalition framework (ACF), which is designed on a solid 

scientific foundation and empiricist research agenda to further the study of policies.  This 

framework is an integrative model built on contributions of various theories, in particular studies 

on the “socio-economic correlates of policy outcomes, policy network theory, policy learning 

theory, ideas-based empirical research, and institutional rational choice” (Fischer, 2003, p. 94). 

Following is a discussion of the ACF, specifically policy subsystems, advocacy coalitions, policy 

belief systems, and policy change and learning. 

2.1.1 Policy Subsystems 
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The advocacy coalition framework focuses on the dynamics and interactions between 

advocacy coalitions in a policy subsystem. These subsystems are framed by relatively stable 

parameters and characterized by a functional/substantive dimension and a territorial dimension 

(Weible & Sabatier, 2007).  When studying the Everglades policy subsystem, both the 

environmental and water policy would comprise the former.  The second dimension, territorial, 

would include central and southern Florida along with the original Everglades ecosystem land 

mass.  The ACF specializes in longitudinal policy change and views mature policy subsystems as 

those that are stable over a decade or more and slightly resistant to policy change.  The 

Everglades policy history spans 160 years from the Swamplands Act of 1850 to present.  These 

mature subsystems have two main characteristics that have been witnessed in the history of 

Everglades policy: 

• a set of participants who regard themselves as a semi-autonomous community, 

share an expertise in a policy domain, and have sought to influence public policy 

in that domain for an extended period 

• agencies, interest groups, and research institutions that have had subunits 

specializing in that topic for an extended period (Sabatier & Weible, 2007, p. 

192). 

In the history of Everglades policy, there have been many different types of organizations that 

have become specialized in this policy arena.  Among these are non-profit, interest group 

organizations, such as the Everglades Coalition and Audubon.  Also included are government 

organizations that have specialized subunits, such as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 

South Florida Water Management District.  Over many decades, these different organizations 

(along with many others) have formed coalitions to advocate their beliefs and positions on 

numerous policy issues.  The ACF refers to these group formations as advocacy coalitions. 

 

2.1.2 Advocacy Coalitions and Policy Belief Systems 

Advocacy coalitions, similar to policy communities, consist of actors from various 

private, public, and non-profit institutions that “share a set of normative and causal beliefs,” 

“engage in a nontrivial degree of coordinated activity over time,” and have similar concerns 

about a particular policy problem (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999, p. 120; Schlager & 

Blomquist, 1996; Fischer, 2003).  This framework assumes that those actors can be combined 
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into two to five advocacy coalitions.  The majority of those who are not aggregated are assumed 

to be unimportant in the long run since they either will leave or eventually join one of the 

coalitions (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999).  Some of the coalitions are long-lived and can 

include such individuals as agency officials, applied researchers, interest group leaders, Indian 

tribes, journalists, legislators, judicial officials, and politicians (Meijerink, 2005). Some of the 

long-lived coalitions present in the Everglades policy subsystem include development, 

agriculture, and environmental interests.  

Influenced by Simon's concept of bounded rationality (1985), the ACF “presumes that 

individuals are rationally motivated but are bounded by their imperfect cognitive ability to learn 

about, and comprehend, a complex world” (Weible & Sabatier, 2007, p. 127).  According to the 

ACF, these individuals use their beliefs to filter new information, emotions, and people.  For 

instance, when newly presented information conflicts with a personal belief system, the 

individual will ignore it - even if it is high quality, highly credible, scientific/technical 

information.  His or her emotions are linked to belief systems such that when the individual 

experiences a loss on the policy battle front, it is a personal loss.  He or she will remember these 

painful losses more than policy battle victories, and this will increase the “emotional fear of their 

opponents, bypassing more rational thinking” (Weible & Sabatier, 2007, p. 127).  These 

emotions will bind individuals to others who have similar beliefs and force them to view others 

with conflicting beliefs as untrustworthy.  Therefore, the “ACF's model of the individual 

motivates policy participants to seek out like-minded allies and form advocacy coalitions” 

(Weible & Sabatier, 2007, p. 127). 

There are three levels of policy belief systems in each individual within a coalition: deep 

core, policy core, and secondary aspects.  These beliefs are modeled after Lakatos’ (1971) theory 

of knowledge in which he distinguishes between “core and subsidiary elements of scientific 

belief systems” (Fischer, 2003, pp. 95-96).  The ACF belief systems are organized into a 

“hierarchical tripartite structure, with higher/broader levels often constraining more specific 

beliefs” (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999, p. 121).  Deep core beliefs, located at the highest level, 

are similar to religious convictions and tend to resist change.  These normative/fundamental 

beliefs can span many different policy subsystems and can be thought of as the individual's 

worldview or paradigm (Weible & Sabatier, 2007; Bulkeley, 2000).   



  31 

The second level is the policy core beliefs, which are less rigidly held.  These 

normative/empirical beliefs encompass an entire policy subsystem.  Although these beliefs are 

still hard to change, they are more flexible than the deep core beliefs.  Of the three beliefs, the 

ACF assumes the policy core beliefs hold a coalition together because “they represent basic 

normative and empirical commitments within the domain of specialization of policy elites” 

(Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999, p. 122).  

At the lowest level are the secondary beliefs, which are the easiest to change.  The most 

likely cause of change in these beliefs is new information and events.  Secondary beliefs 

primarily are concerned with the implementation of the policy and the “empirical beliefs and 

policy preferences that relate to a subcomponent (either substantively or territorially) of a policy 

subsystem” (Bulkeley, 2000; Weible & Sabatier, 2007, p. 128). These beliefs include individual's 

preferences for a “specific government tool for achieving objectives or their perceptions of 

problems in specific locales” (Weible & Sabatier, 2007, p. 128).  

 

2.1.3 Policy Change and Learning 

The interaction of these competing advocacy coalitions is how the ACF empirically 

explains policy change in the policymaking process (Fischer, 2003).  However, radical policy 

change requires an external disturbance to the policy subsystem.  Some of these external 

disturbances include changes in socioeconomic conditions, public opinion, systemic governing 

coalitions, policy decisions, or impacts from other policy subsystems (Meijerink, 2005; Sabatier 

& Jenkins-Smith, 1999) (Figure 2.1). 
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Figure 2.1:  2005 Advocacy Coalition Framework diagram (Sabatier & Weible, 2007, p. 202). 

 
 
In each policy subsystem there is one dominant advocacy coalition and a few minor 

coalitions (Sabatier & Weible, 2007).  This dominant coalition with its core beliefs sets the 

parameters within the policy subsystem and can be seen as the agenda setter.  Policy can change 

when a dominant coalition struggles and loses to a minority coalition, whose members are 

fighting for their claims to be accepted and acted upon (Burkeley, 2000). When this competition 

occurs, policy brokers are brought in to mediate for various reasons, including having a vested 

interest to resolve the problem, whether substantively or because they want to maintain political 

harmony in the policy system (Birkland, 1997).  This interaction is one of four ways the ACF 

views policy change longitudinally. The other three ways are  

[1] ‘external perturbations,’ such as changes in socioeconomic conditions, [a] shift [in] 

coalitions resources and/or perception of policy problems; [2] trial-and-error learning 

from the adoption, implementation, and evaluation of government programs modify 

belief systems; [and 3] one or more coalitions’ belief systems change in an 
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‘enlightenment’ episode resulting from the accumulation of policy information (Schlager 

& Blomquist, 1996, p. 657).  

This framework promotes subsystem policy learning and stability by incorporating the 

motivational factors of information and learning in the policy change process (Mintrom, 2000; 

Schlager & Blomquist, 1996). 

 One way for policy change, minor or major, to occur is through policy-oriented learning, 

which the ACF defines as “relatively enduring alterations of thought or behavioral intentions that 

result from experience and/or new information and that are concerned with the attainment or 

revision of policy objectives” (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999, p. 123).  Drawing upon Deutsch 

(1966) and Heclo (1974), Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith expanded upon the existing policy learning 

literature to develop policy-oriented learning. This type of learning often can affect the 

secondary aspects of participants' beliefs within the coalitions of the policy subsystem, unlike 

external shocks that create rapid policy change to the participants' core beliefs.  Minor and major 

policy change from policy-oriented learning tends to occur over a long period of time. 

In the mainstream policy-studies paradigm, there are other types of policy learning 

besides the policy-oriented learning as described above.  May (1992) reconceptualizes and 

refines the policy learning concept into two forms: instrumental and social. The first form 

“entails lessons about the viability of policy instruments and implementation designs” (May, 

1992, p. 350).  Instrumental learning consists of obtaining new information from evaluations and 

implementing new policy instruments, such as funding; penalties or enforcement; training, 

educational, or technical assistance; administrative arrangements; and actions from specific rules. 

The second form “entails lessons from the social construction of policy problems, the scope of 

the policy, or policy goals” (May, 1992, p. 350). Social learning pulls heavily from the social 

construction literature and includes changes in the scope, goals, and/or objectives of the policy; 

paradigm shifts; and “new or reaffirmed social construction of a policy by the policy elites in a 

given policy domain” (May, 1992, p. 337).  When applying the ACF to the Everglades policy 

history, general observations will include the various stakeholders and coalitions participating in 

the policy arena, external disturbances possibly affecting policy change, and policy learning 

(both instrumental and social) over the years and in the Northern Everglades and Estuaries 

Protection Program Bill.  
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2.2 An Alternative Paradigm: Critical Theory 

 

 Unlike the mainstream approaches to policy science and analysis, critical theory's goal is 

to “produce social changes that will empower, enlighten, and emancipate all people” (Schneider 

& Ingram, 1997, p. 51).  After more than 50 years of writing and lecturing, Jürgen Habermas is 

one of the leading second generation critical theorists from the Frankfurt School.  Not only was 

World War II a great influence, during which he was a member of the Nazi Youth Movement, 

but also were later events, such as “the Cold War, the student protests of 1968, the fall of the 

Berlin Wall in 1989, and the demise of the Soviet Union” (Finlayson, 2005, p. xiii).  His 

influence has affected many disciplines, including the social sciences.  Touching on a variety of 

topics, including the public sphere, discourse, ethical communication, legitimacy, and rationality, 

his most recent work focuses on religion, naturalism, and gene manipulative technology.   

 Habermas' Legitimation Crisis (1975) draws upon the works of Adorno, Horkheimer, 

Marx, and Marcuse to explain how the “collapse of the public and private realms leads to 

deformations that are exploited by the mass media, advertising, and parliamentary governance” 

(Holub, 1991, p. 87).  The foundation of Habermas' argument lies in the unequal distribution of 

wealth across society.  Legitimation crises increase the more government intervenes into the 

economy (market) because elected officials have to “legitimize their activity in securing more 

economic rewards for an increasingly smaller sector of society” (Holub, 1991, p. 88).  In 

addition to Legitimation Crisis (1975), this study includes theories and concepts featured in 

Habermas' Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere (1989)7, Theory of Communicative 

Action, Volumes 1 and 2 (1984, 1987)8, and Between Facts and Norms (1996)9. Since Habermas' 

social theory is well known for its complexity, this dissertation will focus only on those aspects 

of his theory that pertain to this case study, specifically legitimacy, the public sphere, principle of 

                                                       
7 The original version of this book was published in 1962 in German. In 1989, it was translated 

into English and became widely used. 

8 Both volumes were originally published in German in 1981. They were translated into English 

in 1984 and 1987, respectively.  

9 The original version of this book was published in 1992 in German and then translated into 

English for the 1996 edition. 
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organization, lifeworld and system, advanced capitalist subsystems, four crises, discourse and 

distorted communication, and inner and outer nature.   

 

2.2.1 Legitimacy 

 Underlying the themes of democracy and the public's confidence in government is 

legitimacy.  At its foundation, it is “a normative concept that rests upon the principles of justness 

and appropriateness.  Legitimacy, moreover, is a subjective interpretation found in the beliefs 

and perceptions of individuals and groups toward the actions and behaviors of others” (Wallner, 

2008, p. 423).  This legitimacy creates an assurance among the public that the government is 

making appropriate and just decisions for the benefit of everyone.  The legitimacy of these 

decisions, including public policies, can “affect whether a government achieves its stated goals 

and objectives, as well as its capacity to maintain public stability and support aiding its future 

endeavors” (Wallner, 2008, p. 423).  

 Habermas offers a more critical perspective of legitimacy in government and law. He 

argues the political and economic systems in advanced capitalism are intertwined; therefore, the 

need for legitimation from the public to the political institutions is increased (Habermas, 1975).  

This need for legitimacy for government’s actions or inactions is derived from the public’s 

acceptance of socio-political expectations and norms.  Legitimacy is achieved in a number of 

ways, including diffusing mass loyalty while also avoiding public participation; promoting “the 

expectation of suitable rewards” to the public, such as “money, leisure time, and security”; and 

promoting ideologies to obtain the public’s loyalty to the political system (Habermas, 1975, pp. 

36-37).  This democratic legitimacy is “measured not just in terms of law being enacted by a 

majority, but also in terms of the discursive quality of the full processes of deliberation leading 

up to such a result” (White, 1995, p. 12).  Habermas believes legitimacy must be produced 

constantly and then reproduced through public discursive actions and institutional processes.  

Legitimacy will be discussed further in later sections of this chapter. 

 

2.2.2 Principles of Organization and Social Formations 

In Legitimation Crisis (1975), Habermas “argues that social systems have evolved 

through a series of 'principles of organization' that govern production and institutionalize 

discourse on particular topics” (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 87).  The various social systems have 
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their own principle of organization, which similar to the mainstream paradigm assumptions tend 

to be taken for granted. The principles determine the learning capacity and level of development, 

as well as affecting the principles of organization that have affected the different types of social 

formation: primitive, traditional, liberal capitalist, and late/advanced capitalist (Table 2.1).  

 
 

Table 2.1: Habermas' social formations (Habermas, 1975, p. 17) 

 

 Primitive     

 Civilizations    

  Traditional   

  Modern    

Class Societies   Capitalist   

    liberal capitalist  

    organized or advanced capitalist 

   Post-capitalist   

 Post-modern    

  
 

The organizational principle found in the primitive societies is the role of age and sex.  

The kinship system serves as the institutional core, while the family structure determines the 

norms, morals, world views, and rituals. “Since no contradictory imperatives follow from this 

principle of organization, it is external change that overloads the narrowly limited steering 

capacity of societies organized along kinship lines and undermines the familial and tribal 

identities” (Habermas, 1975, p. 18). 

 Where before there was no difference between the system and social integration, the 

traditional society introduces this difference by creating the “bureaucratic apparatus of authority” 

(Habermas, 1975, p. 18).  Class domination is the principle of organization, and recognition of 

the social-economic class begins in this society.  The kinship system “surrenders the central 

functions of power and control to the state” and is no longer the glue binding together the entire 

system (Habermas, 1975, p. 19).  The system's autonomy becomes strengthened because of the 

class domination principle.  Yet crises occur, stemming from internal contradictions or an 

identity crisis.  “This contradiction exists between validity claims by systems of norms and 

justifications that cannot explicitly permit exploitation, and a class structure in which privileged 

appropriations of socially produced wealth is the rule” (Habermas, 1975, p. 20). 
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 The principle of organization for liberal-capitalist societies is the “relationship of wage 

labor and capitol, which is anchored in the system of bourgeois civil law” (Habermas, 1975, p. 

20).  This principle removed the economic system from the socio-cultural system while also 

keeping it separated from the political system. This achievement is viewed as extraordinary 

because the principle of organization can contribute to social integration that was nearly lost in 

the traditional society.  On the other hand, the separation of the economic system from the other 

systems causes the overall social formation to become increasingly vulnerable to system crisis 

because “steering problems can now become directly threatening to identity” (Habermas, 1975, 

p. 23). This systemic separation did not last long.  The political system's intervention into the 

economy denotes the end of liberal-capitalist society and the beginning of the advanced capitalist 

society (Habermas, 1975). 

 

2.2.3 Advanced Capitalist Society: Principle of Organization 

 Habermas states that the Western democracies are in an advanced capitalism system 

(Figure 2.2).  In this system the political and economic spheres are intertwined because these 

societies have become progressively more complex. This complexity stems from government’s 

intervention into the economy because of the rise of the labor movement in reaction to escalating 

economic crises.  The political sphere's role is transformed to that of protecting and creating the 

required infrastructure for the economic sphere, in addition to alleviating the “functional gaps” 

that develop (Habermas, 1975, p. 33).  This interaction between these two spheres also merged 

the two steering mechanisms, money and power, in the system. This intervention occurred when 

the political sphere institutionalized wage labor and became dependent on a taxation system. The 

state was then  

connected up with production via the yield from taxes on those employed. The state 

apparatus becomes dependent upon the media-steered subsystem of the economy; this 

forces it to recognize and leads, among other things, to an assimilation of power to the 

structure of a steering medium: power becomes assimilated to money (Habermas, 1984, 

p. 171). 

This is a reason why policy in the mainstream policy-studies paradigm focuses on inputs into the 

economy (i.e., improvement to labor through education and training, funding research and design 

through weapons development, building infrastructure) and outputs (i.e., cleaning up 
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environmental problems, caring for disabled workers). The political system is trying to promote 

uninterrupted economic growth without intruding directly into the decisions of business owners.   

 
 

 

Figure 2.2: Habermas' conception of advanced capitalism (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 101) 

 
 

As Habermas explains further, the government is simultaneously tasked with two 

different actions:  

 On the one hand, it [the government] is supposed to raise the requisite amount of taxes by 

 skimming off profits and income and to use the available taxes so rationally that crisis-

 ridden disturbances of growth can be avoided.  On the other hand, the selective rising of 

 taxes, the discernible pattern of priorities in their use, and the administrative 

 performances themselves must be so constituted that the need for legitimation can be 

 satisfied as it arises (1975, p. 62). 

If the government fails in the first task, a rationality crisis erupts. Failure in the second task 

results in a legitimation crisis (Habermas, 1975).  However, if the government can continue to 
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stabilize the economy without appearing to violate the capitalist principle of organization, then 

the public will not question these actions because the government’s justifications do not prevent 

the public from cultural reproduction.  For instance, the U.S. government is currently trying to 

stabilize the economic system by providing “loans” to bank and automobile companies. If the 

government leaders were to nationalize these companies, then the principle of organization 

would be violated because the illusion of the political system respecting the boundaries of the 

economic system would be broken. Hence, the involved political actors want to avoid giving the 

appearance that they are indeed favoring private interests with public resources. This is the 

principle of organization in the advanced capitalism principle of organization: the political 

system must prop up the economic system, as it were, from the outside.   

In the Everglades there is evidence the principle of organization still is largely in place 

between the government, the sugar industry, and the public. The sugar industry is subsidized 

heavily by the federal government, and is highly profitable and successful. In addition, this 

industry has powerful lobbyists working on its behalf at the state and federal levels of 

government.  However, this industry is impoverishing its workers and creating phosphorus 

pollution, which is harming both the environment and the public living in southern Florida. 

Sugar towns like Belle Glade, which house a majority of the sugarcane migrant workers, are 

compared to Third World countries because they are completely saturated with AIDS and 

poverty, and “foreign-service trainees [are] sent there to prepare for the Third World” 

(Grunwald, 2006b, p. 282; Nordheimer, 1985; Bramstedt, 1990).  The phosphorus pollution from 

the sugar industry first was realized by scientists at the South Florida Water Management District 

in the early 1970s; however, the pollution was not addressed adequately until the federal 

government sued the state of Florida in 1988. The subsequent legal settlement required taxpayers 

to fund over half of the cleanup costs for the phosphorus pollution. This issue, as well as other 

examples, will be discussed further in Chapter 5 of this dissertation. 

The discourse surrounding the advanced capitalist principle of organization is highly 

influenced by the media, large corporations, and society's elites.  Political actors use various 

symbols, ideologies, and language to engage the public and gain legitimacy from the public for 

their actions or inactions (Hardy & Clegg, 1996).  These influences not only manipulate the 

general population into desiring what has been manufactured for them, but also leave its 

members feeling unfulfilled and alienated.  The Frankfort School theorists referred to these 
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feelings as false reconciliation – the public's view of society as rational, and “conducive to 

human freedom and happiness” is altered to become deeply irrational and an obstacle to the 

desired freedom and happiness (Finlayson, 2005, p. 5).  These obstacles and irrationalities give 

rise to potential crises in the society.  Not until the crisis surrounding the principle of 

organization is overcome does the social formation advance.  As will be discussed in a future 

section on crises, the capitalist principle of organization can hinder collective action and the 

institutionalized learning process by constraining discourse. 

 

2.2.4 Advanced Capitalist Society: Lifeworld and System 

Habermas uses a systems approach to develop his multidimensional social theory, which 

centers on two unique spheres: lifeworld and system.  The spheres are intertwined and can be 

viewed simultaneously as a “two-tiered concept of society” (Habermas, 1992, p. 444).10 As 

illustrated in Table 2.2 and discussed further below, there are differences between the lifeworld 

and system. In order to properly manage potential crises and avoid a one-sided perspective of 

social theory, Habermas states that both perspectives of contemporary society (i.e., lifeworld and 

system) need to be analyzed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                       
10 Habermas disagrees with Marx's “monism” because Marx combines the lifeworld and system 

together into one sphere, and Marx could not “appreciate the evolutionary importance of 

autonomous subsystems for increasing the adaptive capacity of society as a whole” (Sitton, 1998, 

p. 62). 
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Table 2.2: Habermas’ social theory spheres: lifeworld and system 

  

 Lifeworld System 

Governed By - Communicative action and 
language/discourse 
- Norms 

- Steering imperatives: 
money (i.e., economy) and 
power (i.e., state) 
- Norm-free 

Function - Serves as a vehicle for the 
public’s background 
knowledge, shared 
assumptions, culture, values, 
norms, and traditions in 
society 
- Allows for social integration, 
cultural reproduction, and 
socialization 

- Allows for system 
integration and material 
reproduction  
- Dependent upon the 
lifeworld 

Individuals - Actions are synchronized 
through communicative 
validity claims 

- Actions are hindered by 
the ends/means nexus (ends 
are already chosen) 

Dominate Rationality 
Type 

Communicative 
 

Instrumental 

Structural Components Culture, society, and 
personality 

Economy and 
state/administration 

Crisis Tendencies Legitimation and motivation 
 

Economic and rationality 

 
 
The lifeworld, originally introduced by Habermas in On the Logic of Social Sciences 

(1988)11, is governed by the norms of communicative action.  This sphere is the “intuitively 

present, in this sense familiar and transparent, and at the same time vast and incalculable web of 

presuppositions that have to be satisfied if an actual utterance is to be at all meaningful, i.e., valid 

or invalid” (Habermas, 1987, p. 131).  The lifeworld encompasses the values, norms, and cultural 

traditions of the mass public, as well as the “processes of cultural reproduction, social 

integration, and socialization” (Habermas, 1987, pp. 137-138).  When faced with a new situation, 

individuals, (i.e., hearers and speakers) within this sphere pull from a source of shared 

knowledge that is very familiar and use the medium of language to communicate. The shared 

knowledge is in the background of the lifeworld and includes a combination of objective, social, 

                                                       
11 This book was originally written and printed in German in 1967 as part of a volumed journal 

and then in 1970 as a book.  The English translation was published in 1988. 
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and subjective contexts from which the individuals gain meaning. If consensus is met and 

validity claims are confirmed between these individuals, then the newly obtained knowledge is 

transferred to the reservoir of shared knowledge. If consensus is not met and a disagreement is 

not settled, then that part of the lifeworld is reflected upon the individuals and either revised or 

replaced (Habermas, 1987).  

The lifeworld is somewhat restrictive in that “communicative actors are always moving 

within the horizon of their lifeworld; [but] they cannot step outside of it” (Habermas, 1987, p. 

126). Therefore, similar to a boat always at sea and never able to reach the shore, the actors will 

never be able to become removed from their lifeworld and analyze it objectively as a whole. 

The system is governed by steering imperatives of power and money, which affect the 

discourse amongst individuals in the lifeworld. As Habermas explains,  

Media such as money and power attach to empirical ties; they encode a purposive-

rational attitude toward calculable amounts of value and make it possible to exert 

generalized, strategic influence on the decisions of other participants while bypassing 

processes of consensus-oriented communication. Inasmuch as they do not merely 

simplify linguistic communication, but replace it with a symbolic generalization of 

rewards and punishments, the lifeworld contexts in which processes of reaching 

understanding are always embedded are devalued in favor of media-steered interactions; 

the lifeworld is no longer needed for the coordination of action (1987, p. 183). 

The media-steered subsystems are dependent on the social areas of the lifeworld as a 

source for their inputs, such as citizens for labor (Sitton, 1998).  Yet, all of these subsystems 

relate to each other through various inputs and outputs. 12  The inputs for these subsystems 

include:  

• economic - labor, capital, and land; improvement to labor through education and training; 

and motivations from the socio-cultural system; 

                                                       
12 Habermas makes it clear that these subsystems are not institutions, but “processes responding 

to functional needs for maintaining society” (Sitton, 1998, p. 72).   As Habermas explains “the 

functional contexts of media-steered subsystems cannot simply be marked off topologically from 

one another and made to match certain institutional complexes” (Habermas, 1991a, p. 257). 
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• political - consumable goods and services from the economic system, and loyalty and 

support from the public; and 

• socio-cultural - consumable good and services from the economic system, and legal and 

administrative decisions from the political system (Habermas, 1975). 

Outputs for these subsystems include: 

• economic - consumable goods and services and additional capital; 

• political - administrative decisions; and 

• socio-cultural - a network of shared assumptions, norms, meanings, cultures, traditions, 

and worldviews that assures social integration (Habermas, 1975). 

 The economic subsystem comprises economic institutions dealing with production 

relations.  For instance, these institutions pay wages for labor in addition to meeting consumer 

demand with goods and services. In an advanced capitalist system, this subsystem is divided 

between three sectors (i.e., monopolistic, competitive, and public) and varies greatly in terms of 

the types of industry, labor issues, and production levels (Table 2.3). For example, both the 

public and monopolistic private sectors face strong unions when dealing with labor issues. While 

workers in the competitive private sector tend to be less organized and their wages vary 

(Habermas, 1975). 

 
 

Table 2.3: Three sectors of the economic system in an advanced capitalist society (Habermas, 
1975, p. 34). 

 

 Private Public 
 Monopolistic Competitive   

Types of 
Industries 

Capital-intensive 
industries dominate 

Labor-intensive 
industries dominate 

Capital-intensive 
industries dominate 

Labor 
Issues 

Companies faced with 
strong unions 

Workers less organized 
and wage levels are 
correspondingly 
different 

Companies faced with 
strong unions 

Production 
Levels 

Rapid advances in 
production 

Companies cannot be 
rationalized at the same 
extent as the 
monopolistic sector 

Companies do not need 
to be rationalized at the 
same extent as the 
monopolistic sector 
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 The political subsystem includes political institutions, namely the state (i.e., government).  

Habermas (1975) elaborates how the state intervenes into the market/economic system in a 

variety of ways:  

• “through 'strengthening the competitive capability of the nation by organizing supranational 

economic blocks, securing international stratification by imperialist means, etc.” (p. 35). For 

example, the 1959 Cuban Sugar Embargo and the repeal of the Sugar Act, which positively 

benefitted the sugar farmers located in the Everglades (sugar acreage quadrupled to 223,000 

and eight new sugar processing mills opened) (Grunwald, 2006b); 

• “through unproductive government consumption (for example armaments and space 

exploration)” (p. 35); 

• “through guiding, in accord with structural policy, the flow of capital into sectors neglected 

by an autonomous market” (p. 35); 

• “through improvement of the material infrastructure (transportation, education, health, 

recreation, urban and regional planning, housing construction, etc.)” (p. 35). For example, in 

the early 20th century the state paid Henry Flagler with land to build railroads along the 

eastern coastline to promote the migration of citizens down to southeastern Florida.  In 1955, 

after a real estate scam scandal, congressional leaders questioned the federal government's 

involvement with subsidizing (paying more than 3/5ths of the costs) housing developments in 

Florida (Grunwald, 2006b); 

• “through improvement of the immaterial infrastructure (general promotion of science, 

investments in research and development, provision of patents, etc.)” (p. 35); 

• “through heightening the productivity of human labor (general system of education, 

vocational schools, programs for training and re-education, etc.)” (p. 35); 

• “through relieving the social and material costs resulting from private production 

(unemployment compensation, welfare, repair of ecological damage)” (p. 35). For example, 

the State of Florida pays a 50/50 cost share with the federal government to restore the 

Everglades for an ever increasing price tag of $19.7 billion (Ogden, 2008). In addition, the 

State of Florida is in the process of purchasing land in the Everglades Agricultural Area to 

restore some of the original water flow through the heart of the Everglades. 

Since The Theory of Communicative Action, Volumes 1 and 2 (1984, 1987), Habermas 

has deemed the state and economic subsystem to be “systemically integrated action fields that 
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can no longer be transformed democratically from within” by those individuals in the lifeworld 

(Habermas, 1992, p. 444). The goal of the individual is “no longer to supersede an economic 

system having a capitalist life of its own and a system of domination having a bureaucratic life of 

its own, but to erect a democratic dam against the colonizing encroachment of system 

imperatives on the areas of the lifeworld” (Habermas, 1992, p. 444). The communicative norms 

in the contemporary society have become greatly diminished by the action of the political, 

economic, and media elites. The steering media of money and power by these elites is a force 

that interacts with the lifeworld and social culture daily.  

The interaction between the two spheres can be viewed as a negative force in which 

distorted information in the lifeworld makes it harder for the public to grasp the full reality of a 

social problem and/or their society. These steering actions, or systematic imperatives of money 

and power, have enabled corporations and the government to take control of more “processes of 

everyday life, thus undermining democracy and the public sphere,” as well as communicative 

interaction (Kellner, 2000, p. 272; Honneth, 1999).  Language and communication are some of 

the central features in the lifeworld that can be used to resist systematic imperatives, which 

ultimately undermine communicative structures (Kellner, 2000).  However the current social 

formation of advanced capitalism has a strong principle of organization, which these systematic 

imperatives coincide with and create distorted information. These systematic imperatives further 

leads to the colonization of the lifeworld by instrumental and not communicative rationality 

(Honneth, 1999; Eriksen & Weigård, 2003).   

Colonization of the lifeworld happens when “the media controlled subsystems of the 

economy and the state intervene with money and bureaucratic means in the symbolic 

reproduction of the lifeworld” (Habermas, 1987, p. 356). Colonization can occur in a number of 

ways. First, as mentioned above, it can involve systematic distortions the reproduction of the 

lifeworld, which leads to anomies, alienation, or a legitimation or motivation crisis. A second 

way involves the uncoupling of the lifeworld from the system, which results in the lifeworld 

being reduced from a sphere to a subsystem. Lastly, an increase in laws and regulations, which 

Habermas calls the “juridification of communicatively structures areas of action,” from the state 

into the lifeworld can also lead to feeling of alienation (1987, p. 356).13 

                                                       
13 For additional information about the colonization of the lifeworld, see Habermas, 1987. 
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In Habermas’ later work, Between Facts and Norms (1996), he revisits his social theory 

and makes a few modifications to the lifeworld and system that are useful to consider for this 

study. His new multidimensional approach recognizes that administrative decision making in the 

political sphere is not limited by instrumental logic in the system world, but is normative from 

the beginning (Kelly, 2004). As Habermas explains: 

My image of a democratically besieged fortress of the state apparatus was misleading. 

Insofar as the administration cannot refrain from appealing to normative reasons when it 

implements open legal programs, it should be able to carry out these steps of 

administrative lawmaking in forms of communication and according to procedures that 

satisfy the conditions of constitutional legitimacy. This implies a ‘democratization’ of the 

administration that going beyond special obligations to provide information, would 

supplant parliamentary and judicial controls on administration from within (1996, p. 

440). 

In fact, the administrators are caught in a “legitimacy dilemma” when interacting with 

individuals in the lifeworld (Habermas, 1996, p. 386). On one hand, they must remain efficient 

when implementing legal programs and regulations, but by doing so, risk becoming less 

accountable to the public they are serving.  On the other, if they increase public accountability, 

the public administrators become less efficient. In other words, by increasing efficiency, public 

administrators become more bureaucratic and less accountable to the public.  

 

2.2.5 Four Crises 

 Policy analysts in the political sphere are relying more upon the market interactions in the 

economic sphere instead of political interactions between representatives, citizens, 

administrators, and decision makers.  This reliance is leading to decreased public participation, 

an increased feeling of alienation and injustice by the public, and citizens questioning the 

economic status quo (Forester, 1982).  Habermas agrees that alienation will persist because “any 

civilization that subjects itself to the imperatives of the accumulation of capital bears the seeds of 

its own destruction, because it...blinds itself to anything, however important, that cannot be 

expressed as a price” (Habermas, 1991b, p. 32).  This is a potential crisis in advanced capitalism. 

 Habermas (1975) defines crisis as a point “when members of a society experience 

structural alterations as critical for continued existence and feel their social identity threatened” 
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(p. 3).  Analogous to the traditional societies, these crises are interchangeable, work in 

conjunction with each other, and arise when a principle of organization is challenged by 

increased production needs.  An increased need in the economic sphere is a demand that must be 

answered by the political sphere.  Following the principle of organization, this need has to be met 

under the illusion of non-interference from the political sphere. If this illusion is broken, then a 

crisis could erupt. 

Additional problems arise when governments in an advanced capitalist system make 

decisions to answer the economic sphere's demands and those decisions are perceived as only 

serving special interests by the citizens in the socio-cultural sphere. These citizens perceive 

political leaders “actively creating and protecting the infrastructure necessary for the economic” 

sphere to succeed (Rahaman, Lawrence, & Roper, 2004, p. 42).  The lack of rationality in the 

political leaders’ decisions could lead to legitimation problems in the political sphere. 

Habermas uses the terms 'meaning value' or 'motivation' for the societal acceptance of 

norms, with motivation providing political legitimation.  The reduction in motivation 

occurs because the norms to which motivation is tied require constant justification.  The 

reduction in motivation results in a reduction of legitimation (Rahaman, Lawrence, & 

Roper, 2004, p. 42). 

  As illustrated in Table 2.4, the four crises (rationality, legitimation, motivation, and 

economic) in an advanced capitalist society is categorized into one of the three subsystems 

(economic, political, and socio-cultural).  Rationality and economic crises occur at the system 

level, while motivation and legitimation crises occur at the lifeworld or society level. These 

crises at the lifeworld level become problems when an individual attempts to make sense of his 

or her world.  These four crises are further discussed below. 
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Table 2.4: Four crises in the three subsystems of advanced capitalism (Habermas, 1975, p. 45) 

 

Point of Origin System Crisis Identity Crisis 

Economic System Economic Crisis  

Political System Rationality Crisis Legitimation Crisis 

Socio-Cultural System  Motivation Crisis 

 
 
An economic crisis results when the political system acts like an “unconscious, nature-

like executive organ of the law of value” and as a “planning agent of (a) united ‘monopoly 

capital’” (Habermas, 1975, p. 50).   This crisis, originating in the economic system, primarily 

stems from problems of inadequate production and distribution of goods and services that affect 

the entire system.  An economic crisis arises when it is unable to manage the “tension between 

economic interests in the appropriation of surplus value, on the one hand, and a polity and 

culture that is oriented to the other” possibly resulting in bankruptcies and unemployment 

(Edgar, 2005, p. 129). 

A rationality crisis is the inability of government to maintain and stabilize both economic 

growth and society successfully with the use of a state-run mechanism, such as taxes, interest 

rates, subsidies, redistribution of income, and business concession. This crisis occurs because 

stated social and economic goals conflict with reality, leading to a loss of control by the state.  If 

the rationality crisis is not remedied in a timely manner, the government will begin to lose 

legitimacy thereby resulting in a legitimation crisis (Habermas, 1975).    

A legitimation crisis is a collapse of the social integration and failure of cultural 

reproduction of individuals in the lifeworld, which leads to a loss of loyalty and support from the 

public to the state (Habermas, 1987). Failure by the state is not clear cut. However, when the 

public realizes that the state is obstructing the cultural reproduction in the lifeworld, its members 

withdraw their loyalty and support. The resulting crisis stems from this need of legitimation “that 

arises from changes in the political system (even when normative structures remain unchanged) 

and that cannot be met by the existing supply of legitimation” (Habermas, 1975, p. 48). In order 

to avoid a legitimation crisis, the government encourages citizen participation in the planning 

process to help legitimize its administrative decisions (Edgar, 2005; Habermas, 1975). 
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Motivation crisis is intertwined with legitimation crisis because both are attentive to the 

socio-cultural system instead of an administrative or economic crisis tendency (McCarthy, 

1978).  Similar to legitimation claims, “motives are formed through communicative processes 

where people explore the arguments behind social norms and decide for themselves what to 

value and believe” (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 93).  The social norms are connected to the 

motivations and require constant justifications.  If the justifications are insufficient, then 

individuals question or lose their belief in whether their activities are purpose-driven and correct.  

If the communication process needed for this motivation is blocked in the lifeworld due to the 

intrusion of system imperatives, individuals will experience emotional difficulties, such as 

“social disorder, random crime, mental illness, alcoholism...as well as a general rejection of the 

system” or alienation (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 93).   

In addition, this crisis will occur whenever another system fails to “provide sufficient 

inputs (in terms of consumable values and administrative decisions) into the lives of lay 

members of society, although the form that it takes will depend upon the inherent logic and 

tensions of the system” (Edgar, 2005, p. 133).  Unlike the instrumental and primarily 

meaningless movements afflicting the administrative or economic systems, crisis problems at the 

motivation level (such as problems of criticism, interpretation, and human practice) demand 

public action (Edgar, 2005). Whether alienated people can mobilize for political action has been 

left open for debate by Habermas (deHaven-Smith, 1988). 

 

2.2.6 Discourse and the Public Sphere  

In order for the lifeworld to function properly (i.e., social integration, cultural 

reproduction, socialization), a public sphere – that ideally is not colonized by steering 

imperatives – is required for the communicative actors to gather and discuss social problems. As 

Habermas discusses in the Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere (1989), the bourgeois 

public sphere originated in the early 1700s European coffee houses. In the late 18th century and 

early 19th century, this public sphere dramatically transformed into the contemporary public 

sphere as a result of the Industrial Revolution and modern mass media.  The bourgeois public 

sphere provided a distinct sphere for the public to discuss private affairs of the family and social 

life that was separate from the public life, such as government and economy (Kinder, 1998; 

Kellner, 2000).  This sphere consisted of social spaces such as meeting halls, public assembles, 
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pubs, political clubs, and included newspapers and journals.  These spaces allowed the public to 

develop and exchange ideas critical of the government.  This “unrestricted rational discussion of 

public matters” was vital in the public sphere because many times the public opposed the 

government and economic interests that were gaining power in their society (Kinder, 1998, p. 

780; Kellner, 2000).  Therefore, these public spheres allowed open dialogue and discussion that 

shaped public opinion and affected the political system. These unique aspects of the bourgeois 

public sphere were lost when it shifted to the contemporary public sphere (Kellner, 2000; 

Bronner, 2002). 

Habermas argues that public opinion in the contemporary stage of capitalism is being 

controlled by the political, economic, and media elites who view citizens as consumers of 

political administration, goods, and services. 14  Without active public spheres, citizens are less 

concerned about democratic participation and the common good, and more concerned about 

private concerns and passive consumption. In this new public sphere, rational consensus is no 

longer occurring among citizens who are interested in supporting the common good.15  

Previously, this rational consensus was formed during discussions, debates, and reflection.  In 

this new sphere, public opinion has emerged as polls or commentary from media experts.  As 

Kellner elaborates, “Rational debate and consensus have thus been replaced by managed 

discussion and manipulation by the machinations of advertising and political consulting 

agencies” (2000, p. 265). 

This transformation affected the role of the media shifting from a vehicle for debate and 

discussion in the bourgeois public sphere, to “shaping, constructing, and limiting public 

                                                       
14 This transition to viewing the citizen as a customer was highlighted in the Reinventing 

Government Movement in American government in the 1990s. 

15 Habermas separates the contemporary public sphere into two categories: weak publics and 

strong publics.  The weak publics are informally organized public spheres “ranging from private 

associations to the mass media located in ‘civil society’” (White, 1995, p. 216).  This sphere 

identifies and interprets social problems.  Strong publics are formally organized institutions and 

government agencies in the political system.  It assumes the decision-making responsibility and, 

in addition, filters reasons of more formal government rules and procedures (White, 1995). 
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discourse to those themes validated and approved by media corporations” in the contemporary 

public sphere (Kellner, 2000, p. 265). This new role of the media reflects upon the contemporary 

viewing of citizens as consumers and spectators of the media’s presentations.  Habermas 

explains further: “inasmuch as the mass media today strip away the literary husks from the kind 

of bourgeois self-interpretation and utilize them as marketable forms for the public services 

provided in a culture of consumers, the original meaning is reversed” (1989, p. 171).  Habermas 

was not alone in recognizing the media’s transformation and its effect on the public and public 

opinion.  C. Wright Mills discusses this topic in both White Collar (1951) and The Power Elite 

(1956), both of which influenced Habermas’ modern analysis (Kellner, 2000). 

The bourgeois public sphere, presented as an idealized form by Habermas, should not be 

taken literally.  It is important to remember that these spheres were homogeneous and dominated 

by property-owning, white males.  There were other groups excluded from this public sphere, 

including women, peasants, and workers. In 1992, 30 years after releasing Structural 

Transformation of the Public Sphere, Habermas addresses this issue in his written series, 

“Further Reflections on the Public Sphere.”  In addition, other researchers (Neyt & Kluge, 1972; 

Ryan, 1992) have shown that these excluded groups formed their own public spheres that often 

collided with the dominant sphere.  For example, in America during the late 1800s, it was a 

woman’s public sphere that gave rise to political and social changes (e.g., Jane Addams’ Hull 

House) (Kellner, 2000). 

 

2.2.7 Distorted Communication and Communication Blockages 

Habermas’ theory of communicative action, in which his theoretical writing took a 

“linguistic turn,” proposes communicative rationality as an alternative to the mainstream 

instrumental rationality.  Derived from Weber’s notion of rationality, Habermas defines 

rationality as “a disposition of speaking and acting subjects that is expressed in modes of 

behavior for which there are good reasons or grounds” (Habermas, 1984, p. 22).  As Dryzek 

(1990) explains further, communicative rationality “is a property of intersubjective discourse, not 

individual maximization, and it can pertain to the generation of normative judgments and action 

principles rather than just to the selection of means to ends” (Dryzek, 1990, p. 15).  Unlike 

instrumental rationality, the ends and the means are available for discussion and debate. 



  52 

This form of rationality ties into critical theorists' pursuit of human emancipation because 

it is “free from deception, self-deception, strategic behavior and domination through the exercise 

of power” (Dryzek, 1990, p. 14). Habermas’ theory takes the negative, dehumanizing view of the 

social world and “re-establish(es) access to an emancipatory sphere of action” (Honneth, 1999, p. 

325). For Habermas, it is not the conclusions we discursively arrive at that are important, but it is 

the way in which we arrive at them. This procedural approach to rationality recognizes that we 

might not come up with the correct answers every time. However, we are empowered not only to 

continue testing the answer, but also to test the proposed questions (Eriksen & Weigård, 2003).  

In this new type of rationality, he makes a clear distinction between action and discourse. 

Action involves “an ongoing exchange of statements where implicit cognitive and normative 

assumptions remain unarticulated and unquestioned” (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 86).  Conversely, 

in discourse, “action is suspended and problematic assumptions are explicated and debated” 

(deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 86).  When individuals engage in discourse, they consciously and 

unconsciously bring into the discussion all of their assumptions, values, and beliefs, and rely on a 

set of normative expectations that lies in the background of the lifeworld.  These individuals 

follow the norms of society, yet the majority of them cannot provide reasons for their values, 

beliefs, and norms if so prompted (deHaven-Smith, 1988). For Habermas, the public sphere, or 

ideal speech situation, sets the stage for this discourse on political power and authority, and aids 

in establishing society’s normative agenda (Denhardt, 1981). This discourse is a form of 

communication “removed from contexts of experience and action” and in which all motives 

“except that of the cooperative search for truth are excluded” (Habermas, 1975, pp. 107-108).16   

Habermas believes that the two obstacles to better environmental policies are the rigidity 

in the institutions and the distorted information being provided to the public for debate on 

                                                       
16 Although he encourages it, Habermas warns that individuals should not depend on discourse 

as their only source of information because it consumes time and energy, and is cumbersome.  

Discourse should only be used when there is a disruption and/or conflict in everyday 

understandings that causes an individual or group of individuals to question common 

understandings.  He views political relationships, not social relationships, as the cause of these 

disruptions and conflicts; therefore, stressing the need of discourse in the public sphere (White, 

1995). 
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environmental issues.  This leads to a misinformed democratic public.  Systematically distorted 

communication “disturbs learning for achieving socially rationally agreements,” while restricting 

“spontaneous democratic opinion formation, so that it becomes easier to control” (Sköllerhorn, 

1998, p. 557). A blockage of this communication can result in a motivation crisis. These 

communication blockages and distortions are “identified by tracking arguments back to their 

foundations” (deHaven-Smith, 1988, p. 87; Honneth, 1999).   

 When using critical theory to retell the history of Everglades policy, we would expect to 

see contradictions between the language used by elites and their actions, land developers and 

environmentalists, and environmental and economic interests. For example, the Comprehensive 

Everglades Restoration Plan is supposes to be “restoring” the Everglades. However, it was not 

only pushed by the sugar and mining interests in the Everglades, but also called for the 

destruction of 20,000 more acres of wetlands.  Another example involves the federal government 

considering the permitting of construction of a major airport in the Everglades while requesting 

money from taxpayers to restore this ecosystem (Grunwald, 2006b).  In this study, critical theory 

will aid in finding communication blockages in the policy-making process and those instances 

will be discussed in Chapter 5 of this dissertation. 

 

2.2.8 Inner and Outer Nature 

Advanced capitalism is confronted by two limits: inner and outer nature. Inner nature is 

appropriated in the socialization process, which “shape(s) the members of the system into 

subjects capable of speaking and acting” (Habermas, 1975, p. 9). Each new generation learns to 

apply and assess social norms through communicative actions. The increasing bureaucratization 

of society, which supplants communicative action with commands and incentives (media for 

steering the economic system), runs up against the demands of inner nature for discursively 

derived meaning and inspiration.   

Outer nature, on the other hand, is “appropriated in production processes” (Habermas, 

1975, p. 9).  Controlling outer nature and incorporating inner nature “increase(s) with the 

‘power’ of the system” (Habermas, 1975, p. 9).  These systems “adapt outer nature to society 

with the help of forces of production: they organize and train labor power; and develop 

technologies and strategies” (Habermas, 1975, p. 9).  For example, when gaining control over the 

wildness of the Everglades in the early 20th century, the State of Florida advocated the draining, 
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leveeing, and channeling of the Everglades. New dredging machines were developed specifically 

for use in the harsh conditions of these wild wetlands (Grunwald, 2006b).  The continuous need 

to control this outer nature in an advanced capitalist society is in line with an anthropocentric 

view of the environment. 

Habermas believes that the public knows “nature (through science and technology) only 

insofar as we can control it” (Eckersley, 1993, p. 110).  Therefore, Habermas has an 

anthropocentric bias towards technology and economics, which stems from Marx's influence on 

him.  As Habermas explains further: 

The intervention of large-scale industry into ecological balances, the growing scarcity of 

non-renewable natural resources, as well as demographic developments present 

industrially developed societies with major problems; but these challenges are abstract at 

first and call for technical and economic solutions, which must in turn be globally 

planned and implemented by administrative means (1987, p. 394). 

This objectified and normative view of nature stems from the critical theorist’s need for human 

emancipation to empower people to make changes.  

The environmental movement rejects the limitless growth pursued in advanced capitalism 

on the grounds that the environment has limitations in its ability to absorb heat from the sun, and 

pollutants in the air, land, and water from man-made products and by-products.  Added to this 

are two pressing material limitations – an expanding population and “increasing productive 

exploitation of nature” (Habermas, 1975, p. 41).  The first limitation is the “supply of finite 

resources,” such as the area of land that can be developed for agricultural or private property 

needs, fresh water, non-renewable fuels, and raw materials.  The second limitation is the 

“capacities of irreplaceable ecological systems to absorb pollutants, such as radioactive by-

products, carbon dioxide, or waste heat” (Habermas, 1975, pp. 41-42).  

Both of these limitations have been witnessed in the ongoing struggle between capitalism 

and the Everglades.  Yet, it was not until the worst drought in Florida's history that these 

limitations were fully recognized.  Governor Askew in 1971 was the first governor to “publically 

question the goodness of growth” (Grunwald, 2006b, p. 260). Shortly after the governor's 

conference on growth management, a 14-page report announced not only that there was a water 

crisis in southern Florida, but also recognized that the population and development had reached 

the limits of the fragile ecological system.  Development had infringed upon the Everglades to 
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the point where the entire ecosystem nearly collapsed.  This ecosystem additionally was being 

stressed from the north by farming industries located in the large Everglades Agricultural Area 

that were releasing large amount of pollutants (namely phosphorus) into the Everglades.  It 

quickly became apparent that this ecosystem no longer could absorb these chemicals; cattails 

quickly took over native plant species and Florida Bay to the south of the Everglades suffered 

greatly (Grunwald, 2006b).17 

 Increasing control over outer nature, such as the “exponential growth of population and 

production[,]...must someday run up against the limits of the biological capacity of the 

environment” (Habermas, 1975, p. 42).  These limitations constantly are being challenged as 

witnessed throughout the history of the Everglades; yet the advanced capitalist society continues 

to “run up against these limitations” because there is the continued need for growth.  

Schnaiberg’s (1980) research ties into these limitations and society’s insatiable, capitalist need 

for resources. This need pressures actors in the political sphere to keep the “treadmill of 

production” going. Advanced capitalist societies “cannot follow imperatives of growth 

limitation” without violating the principle of organization because the illusion that government is 

not intervening into the economic system will be revealed (Habermas, 1975, p. 42). In addition, 

it would require capitalism to shift to a planned, qualitative growth instead of the current 

“unplanned, nature-like capitalist growth” (Habermas, 1975, p. 42).  It is not until individuals 

within this society abandon their principles of organization that they will be able to adopt a more 

planned, sustainable development and smart growth planning. 

 

 

 

 

                                                       
17 Cattails are an indicator species that signify when an ecosystem is stressed and contains an 

abundance of nutrients. In the Everglades, cattails (Typha domingensis Pers.) are more nutrient 

tolerant then the native sawgrass (Cladium jamaicense Crantz). The influx of phosphorus from 

the agricultural industry in the Everglades Agricultural Area has caused cattails to spread further 

into the Everglades and replace sawgrass as the dominant species, especially in deeper waters 

(Newman, Schuette, Grace, Rutchey, Fontaine, Reddy, & Pietrucha, 1998).  
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2.3 Arguments for Including Critical Theory in Public Policy 

 

 Mainstream theories, such as the ACF, assume that non-incremental changes are largely 

self-evident, but what is considered routine and what is seen as a departure from past practices is 

a complex judgment that depends on the understanding of policymakers.  If policy theory is to 

account for both incremental and non-incremental policy change, it must illustrate how new 

policy objectives and tactics come to be formulated and articulated. Not only is the ACF 

incapable of explaining why and how changes in the policy process originate, but it also fails to 

recognize the social and historical context of these changes.  This framework fails to pay 

adequate attention to the processes by which changes occur in language, concepts, and the 

ontology of policymakers.  These changes are “methodologically excluded from the neopositivist 

approach” (Fischer, 2003, p. 101). 

 Hajer’s (1995) research provides an example of this argument: instead of conducting an 

empirical study of an “objective” environmental problem, a discourse analyst “dig[s] out the 

different ways of talking that can be found in the environmental domain” (Fischer, 2003, p. 107).  

His research highlights flaws in the ACF, in particular regarding belief systems in environmental 

groups, stating it is “narrative storylines rather than policy beliefs and empirical evidence that 

drive institutional practices and the advocacy argumentation process” (Fischer, 2003, p. 113).  

By overlapping the ACF with discourse analysis, he found that with acid rain coalitions, it was 

the multi-interpretable storylines, and not the shared knowledge and beliefs, which held them 

together (Fischer, 2003).  Yet, the discursive analysis used by Hajer still remains grounded in the 

mainstream paradigm. It simply sheds new light on the same micro-level policy analysis lens.  

There are commonly-held assumptions, not only in the mainstream paradigm of policy 

and public administration, but also in other economic, political, and legal frameworks, that 

perceived needs for change are only to occur incrementally and moderately.  This “shave the 

rough edges” approach in a liberal-capitalist society fails to capture potential radical and large-

scale sweeping changes in both institutions and practice.  This study will not take an incremental 

step in policy research, but instead will apply Habermasian critical theory as an alternative 

paradigm.  As others have argued (i.e., Forester, 1982; deHaven-Smith, 1988), critical theory and 

its broad, macro-level, normative challenge to the status quo should be used in public 



  57 

administration and policy. The following chapter will discuss the methodology used in this 

study. 
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CHAPTER THREE 
METHODOLOGY 

 
 
 

Similar to Allison’s work (1971), in which three lenses/models (rational actor, 

organizational process, and bureaucratic politics) were used to study the Cuban Missile Crisis, 

the exploratory pilot study of this dissertation analyzed the passage of Florida Senate Bill 392 

(Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program Bill) (hereinafter Senate Bill 392) from 

four different theoretical perspectives: advocacy coalition framework, multiple streams, 

punctuated equilibrium, and social construction theory (Knox, 2008).  Preliminary results from 

this qualitative case study show that policymakers’ understanding of policy and policy change is 

not automatic and spontaneous.  It is instead a discursive process in which policy issues and 

problems are socially constructed through “images, stereotypes, and assignment of values to 

objects, people, and events...that is the elements that operationalize policy and politics” (Ingram, 

Schneider, & deLeon, 2007, p. 95).   

This dissertation slightly shifts its focus away from the pilot study to follow the research 

design of deHaven-Smith's work (1988). His research on the Great Society applied four 

perspectives to analyze those programs: “the cultural theory of poverty in which the Great 

Society was based; the welfare dependency and supply side theories of the Reagan Revolution; 

the pluralist theory of Charles Lindblom; and the critical theory of Jürgen Habermas” (deHaven-

Smith, 1988, p. 1).  This study uses two paradigms to retell the Everglades policy history.  First, 

this history is told from a mainstream paradigm (advocacy coalition framework [ACF]) using 

archival and secondary data as evidence. Then, the study focuses on Senate Bill 392 and 

analyzes it using a constructionist approach from the ACF perspective, incorporating interviews 

with participants involved in passing this bill.  Second, the same two steps are taken, applying an 

alternative paradigm: critical theory.  The following sections provide greater detail on this 

methodological approach. 

Critical theorists suggest that the mainstream approach with its positivist methodologies 

and objectivist analysis be eliminated because it employs instrumental reason. As mentioned in 

the previous chapters, the mainstream approach fails to recognize the contradictions in society 

and legitimation issues in government that directly affect policy making and change.  As an 

alterative paradigm, the critical theory framework not only recognizes these issues, but also is 
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highly critical of the theories and corresponding methodologies perpetuating these problems, 

which possibly could lead to social injustices.  By applying a critical theory paradigm to the 

study of policy change, we have a few theories that can account for the contradictions and crises, 

as well as government's intervention into the economic system of our society. These 

contradictions, crises, and interventions are affecting Everglades policy, but are neglected by the 

mainstream theoretical frameworks. 

Mainstream explanations, particularly when accompanied by positive science research 

methods, tend to regard “causal variables” as though they are connected in a linear process to the 

outcome or to outcome variables. Elements of the model that do not reveal statistically 

significant relationships are usually considered to be of no further interest. They are relegated to 

a throwaway category known as “unexplained variance,” “residual,” or “noise.” Critical 

theorists, on the other hand, see ruptures, contradictions, and conflict in the ongoing flow of 

social interaction; mainstream positive science contributions rarely account for these untidy, 

inconsistent characteristics of social processes. In addition, mainstream accounts rarely 

contemplate the powerful social construction processes through which some political agendas 

and some groups’ interests gain legitimacy while, unable to mobilize widespread visibility to 

their causes, others do not.  

  

3.1 Social Constructionist Approach  

  

The social construction framework (SCF) builds upon Karl Mannheim’s idea that there is “no 

‘single’ view of reality, that social science had to be an ‘interpretative’ science to be useful and 

insightful” (Ingram, Schneider, & deLeon, 2007, p. 94).  Studying the policy process with an 

interpretative approach, such as SCF, is “critical to understanding which proposed solution 

reach[es] the agenda and with what effect” (Birkland, 1997, p. 15). Therefore, being 

interpretative and looking outside the heuristic assembly line distinguishes SCF from the 

mainstream frameworks. In addition, SCF understands the benefits and losses of change, and 

whether those changes actually affect democratic conditions (Ingram, Schneider, & deLeon, 

2007).  As mentioned previously, this was one of Lasswell's concerns in the further development 

of policy research and theory. 
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 Theorists in this framework view policy issues as both symbolic and substantive, and 

presume that they can be constructed in different ways.  Some constructions are in competition 

with each other to convey a story or myth about why it is a problem to begin with, who is 

advantaged or disadvantaged by the problem, which is at fault, and how the problem can be 

solved (Birkland, 1997; Schneider & Ingram, 1993; Stone, 1988; Yanow, 1992, 1996).  

Therefore, by viewing the policy process through a positive science lens that claims privileged 

access to an “objective” world, the mainstream frameworks neglect the “fact that the very same 

policy is a symbolic entity, the meaning of which is determined by its relationship to the 

particular situation, social system, and ideological framework of which it is a part” (Fischer, 

2003, p. 60).   

 Stone (1988) defines one type of social construction as causal stories, which are 

situations that are anthropocentric in nature.  These stories are human-centered and constructed 

by political actors using language to make the issue fits their position while trying to capture the 

largest public interest (Birkland, 1997; McBeth et al., 2007).  Stone’s work uses literary devices, 

including colorful language, plots, characters, and metaphors, to scrutinize policy narratives 

(McBeth et al., 2007).  Similarly, Yanow (1992) focuses on myths created by policy narratives, 

which are created and believed by different groups of individuals in an effort to divert the 

public’s attention away “from a puzzling part of their reality” (p. 401).   

 The SCF approach is applied to both the ACF and critical theory when analyzing the 

interviews for Senate Bill 392.  It can be argued that the ACF and SCF are not fully compatible 

since the ACF relies upon both the stages heuristic process and positivism, which keeps this 

approach objective in its analysis of policy and policy change. At the same time, SCF 

acknowledges that all participants bring their own subjective perceptions into social interactions 

and thus recognizes multiple realities that are not accounted for in approaches that are built on 

the stages heuristic. Stone (2002) criticizes viewing the policy process heuristically because it 

mimics an assembly line, as well as mimicking the “cognitive steps of the rational model” (p. 

11).  For example, the production belt on an assembly line is one-directional with no reverse 

button.  Viewing a policy traveling down the production belt with each step of the process 

isolated from the other steps, as well as from other policies on their separate belts, is not 

characteristic of what happens in reality.  Also, the ACF fails to examine the Lasswellian 
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question: who is benefiting and losing from policy change, whereas SCF intently focuses on this 

question (Ingram, Schneider, & deLeon, 2007).   

 The current model of how to study policy is characterized by the assumption that beliefs 

are rooted in straightforward perceptions of an objective reality, which fails to capture the idea 

that policy outcomes cannot be detached from the theories, ideas, and criteria used for analyzing 

and describing policy (Fischer, 2003).  As Stone (1988) states, policymaking is a socially 

constructed process in which the struggle of ideas and their meanings – as there could be more 

than one – is rooted in discourse, both public and private (Fischer, 2003). It is essential to 

recognize that  

shared meanings motivate people to action and meld individual striving for collective 

action, [and that] ideas are the medium of exchange in policymaking, a mode of influence 

even more powerful than money, votes, or guns.  As such, policymaking is a constant 

discursive struggle over the definitions of problems, the boundaries of categories used to 

describe them, the criteria for their classification and assessment, and the meanings of 

ideals that guide particular actions (Fischer, 2003, p. 60). 

Therefore, an overlapping of positivist, objective theoretical frameworks with a more post-

positivist, subjective discursive-analytic approach, such as SCF, allows the policy analyst to 

better understand the policy problem’s complexity, competing rhetoric, and social context 

(Fischer, 2003).  As mentioned earlier, Hajer's research (1995) successfully applied a discourse 

analysis to the ACF.  Instead of focusing on the dynamics between advocacy coalitions, he 

argued that the ACF was missing the discourse occurring in and between the coalitions, which he 

called discourse coalitions.  The policy-making process through this new approach is a “struggle 

for discursive hegemony in which actors try to secure support for their definitions of reality” 

(Hajer, 1995, p. 59). Therefore, when analyzing the ACF with qualitative methods, such as semi-

structured interviews, SCF can be effective in finding symbols, beliefs, and perceptions among 

each of the coalitions.  

 Critical theory and SCF are in many ways complementary since each is concerned with 

the discourse, rhetoric, and storylines in the policymaking process.  For instance, Habermas 

believes that political actors use various symbols, ideologies, and language to engage the public, 

while Stone (1988), Yanow (1992), and Schneider and Ingram (1993) are a few social 

constructionists who regularly use these elements in policy analysis.   
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3.2 Case Study Description 

 

3.2.1 Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program 

Florida Governor Crist signed Senate Bill 392 – now the Florida State Statute 373.4595 

Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program - into law June 28, 2007, after unanimous 

passage in the House and Senate. Expanding upon the Lake Okeechobee and Estuary Recovery 

Program, this bill “safeguard(s) and restore(s) the entire northern Everglades system, including 

the Lake Okeechobee watershed, as well as the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie rivers and 

estuaries” (Florida Department, 2007, ¶ 4).  This bill is selected for this research because, as 

previously mentioned, it presents a change in the language and scope of the Everglades. Also, it 

was passed in the 2007 legislative session; therefore, not only are those participants still 

available for interviewing, but the recollections of their participation also still are fresh in their 

minds.  Moreover, the rich dialogue offered by the informants in the pilot study suggests that 

Senate Bill 392 is sufficiently detailed to offer useful illustration of the policy frameworks that 

were the subjects of inquiry for this research (Knox, 2008).  

 

3.2.2 Field Observations and Archival Data 

 Field observations of the Florida Capitol building, committee meeting room, and 

individual offices of participants were conducted for the pilot study.  Archival data were used to 

understand the process of Senate Bill 392 from the meeting of the Senate Environmental 

Preservation and Conservation Committee and working groups until Governor Crist signed it 

into law. The data were pulled from various sources to understand group participation as this bill 

passed through the policymaking process, including: the nine Florida Senate Committee 

Appearance Record cards from the March 18, 2007 Senate Environmental Preservation and 

Conservation Committee meeting; email correspondence between some of the working group 

members; a video of the Senate Environmental Preservation and Conservation Committee 

meeting where most of the participants spoke in support of the bill; and coverage of the bill 

captured by newspapers and other media sources (Knox, 2008).   

 While these collected archival data are used again in the dissertation, additional attempts 

were made to obtain the remaining data from the various participants not captured in the pilot 

study, including correspondence between participants.  In addition, an in-depth review of 
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historical information and ongoing coverage of the Everglades policy formation was conducted 

using: 

• major national and Florida newspapers and magazines (e.g., New York Times, 

Washington Post, St. Pete Times, Tampa Tribune, Miami Herald, Time Magazine, etc.)18 

(A daily Google search of local, state, national, and international news articles for the 

keyword “Everglades” was started in November 2008. Approximately 2,000 news 

articles were reviewed from this search source); 

• federal, state, and local government agency and university websites (e.g., U.S. Geological 

Survey, South Florida Water Management District, Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection, Government Accountability Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Florida 

Office of Policy Program Analysis and Government Accountability, Florida Legislature, 

Florida International University Everglades Archives, National Research Council, 

Department of Agriculture, U.S. Census); 

• state staff analysis of Everglades legislation; and 

• nonprofit (e.g., The Nature Conservancy, Audubon, Everglades Foundation, The 

Everglades Trust, Friends of the Everglades, Everglades Coalition) and corporate (e.g., 

U.S. Sugar, Flo Sun, Florida Crystals) newsletters, websites, and discussion boards.   

In addition, secondary analysis of Everglades and Florida policy history was utilized in 

conjunction with the above mentioned archival data (e.g. Blake, 1980; McCally, 1999; Levin, 

2003; Carter, 2004; Warner, 2005; Grunwald, 2006b; Pittman & Waite, 2009).  Dr. Joe Knetsch 

and Dr. Sara Warner, both with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection’s Bureau of 

Survey and Mapping in the Division of State Lands, provided feedback on the historical analysis 

in Chapters 4 and 5 of this dissertation. Dr. Knetsch, a recognized state land expert for Florida, 

assisted in Tallahassee, FL, with obtaining historical material in the Florida Collection at the 

State Library of Florida and maps at the Department of Environmental Protection map, survey, 

and deed vault. 

                                                       
18 Journalists Grunwald (formally with the Washington Post), and Pittman and Waite (with the 

St. Pete Times) have spent years investigating the history and politics surrounding the 

Everglades.  All three journalists recently have published books on their findings (e.g. Grunwald, 

2006b; Pittman & Waite, 2009). 
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3.2.3 Potential Research Bias 

 As an interpretative specialist, I worked under the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, 

and Restoration Act19 at the U.S. Geological Survey’s National Wetland Research Center in 

Lafayette, LA. During my time there, I had the opportunity to work directly with five federal 

agencies20 and the state of Louisiana. That coastal restoration program was started 13 years after 

the Florida Everglades program.  Not only did Louisiana model many aspects of its program 

after Florida’s restoration program, leaders in Louisiana's restoration program developed 

working relationships and networks with program managers, policy analysts, wetland scientists, 

GIS mappers, planners, and elected officials.  My professional experience with the federal 

government, as well as my educational background in wetland ecology and environmental 

policy, enabled me to connect with many of the interviewees for this research.21   

 I came into this research with respect for this large-scale restoration program that had not 

only received positive national and international recognition, but also was the model for so many 

other restoration programs.  I walk away from this research with a shattered paradigm in need of 

reassessment and repair. I have been forced to reevaluate government’s role in environmental 

programs and policy, and the power of capitalism. 

 To aid in eliminating potential biases, a triangulation method was used on the data.  The 

triangulation came from matching up analysis points from at least three sources, including but 

not limited to the 22 semi-structured interviews; archival and historical data from a variety of 

                                                       
19 CWPPRA is commonly referred to as the Breaux Act for Congressman John Breaux who 

helped pass the Act in 1990. 

20 The five federal agencies that collaborate on CWPPRA projects include U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Services, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, U.S. Department of Agriculture’s 

National Resource Conservation Service, Environmental Protection Agency, and U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers. 

21 A few of the participants, most notably a state legislator and an environmental non-profit 

organization scientist, did not initially answer my questions fully. After I took some time to 

inform them about my professional and educational background they relaxed and opened up.  

They gave me the opportunity to re-visit my first set of questions, so they could answer them 

again. 



  65 

sources; and secondary academic, non-profit, and government data. In addition, being a native 

Louisianan, much of the history of Florida and the Everglades was unknown to me, so I relied 

upon the two historical and state lands experts for feedback and critique on the two analysis 

chapters. 

 

3.2.4 Interviews 

 A total of 31 individuals active in the passing of the Northern Everglades and Estuaries 

Protection Program Bill were contacted via the phone and email for an interview.22 Of those 

contacted, 22 interviews were completed for the study for a response rate of 71 percent.  The 

interview population was chosen from the nine speaker cards from the March 8, 2007 senate 

committee meeting, email address lists provided by the organizing participants, and names 

discussed by the first six interviewees (also known as snowball sampling).  The first open-ended, 

semi-structured interviews were completed for the pilot study with the primary active 

participants of Senate Bill 392: a male state department official, a regional district official, an 

environmental non-profit organization policy representative, a female state department official, a 

Florida Senate legislative policy analyst, and a male agriculture lobbyist. 

All of the interviews were conducted between July 29 and November 10, 2009 with each 

interview lasting between 60 and 90 minutes.  Due to scheduling and travel conflicts, 4 of the 22 

interviews conducted were completed over the phone and were digitally recorded for accuracy. 

                                                       
22 Mr. Robert H. Buker, CEO, and Mr. Robert E. Coker, Senior Vice-President of Public Affairs, 

of U.S. Sugar Corporation were contacted repeatedly for an interview for this research.  Two 

former, high-ranking state officials called on my behalf requesting an interview and both 

gentlemen declined the interview. Mr. Coker stated that they frequently are asked for interviews 

and he simply does not have the time to entertain all requests. I was able to secure interviews 

with two agricultural lobbyists who work directly with the company and who shared similar 

perspectives.  Other participants declining an interview include a director of a state agency who 

referred me to their policy director (who was interviewed), the head of a policy working 

committee, and a handful of agriculture, development, and business lobbyists. Their perspectives 

on this policymaking process were represented by the other interviewees who worked closely 

with them. 
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The remaining 18 interviews were conducted in person.  All but one of the interviews was 

conducted in the participant’s personal office or conference room.23 The female agriculture 

lobbyist interview was conducted in a hotel lobby while the interviewee was traveling for 

business in south Florida. 

 Unlike the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan policy-making process, in which 

a large number of organizations and stakeholders participated in the process, Senate Bill 392 was 

narrower in scope (only encompassing the land north of Lake Okeechobee) and did not attract as 

much  public attention.  Therefore, the participant list is much smaller and numerous attempts 

were made to contact and interview all of the participants.  The categories of interviewees 

include representatives from private industry, non-profit organizations, local governments, state 

agencies, legislative committees, and lawyers/lobbyists. (Appendix A contains a more detailed 

description of the participants in this study).  Each interviewee was first contacted via email with 

a brief description of the project and why they were being asked for an interview (Appendix B). 

A follow-up telephone call a few days later provided additional information and an interview 

date, time, and location at which the interview was to occur were arranged (Appendix C).  A 

formal letter was mailed to each participant after the interview had been confirmed (Appendix 

D).  This letter confirmed the interview date, time, and location; identified the reasons for and 

purpose of the study; the style of the interview session (semi-structured, seven questions); 

affirmation of confidentiality; explanation of the consent form; and contact information for 

myself, my major professor, and Florida State University's Human Subject's Committee 

(Approved IRB letter, see Appendix E).  An approved consent form was provided, explained, 

and signed by the interviewee at the start of the interview session (Appendix F). 

                                                       
23 The director of an environmental non-profit mentioned at the start of the interview that he was 

hesitant to participate in this research. When asked to elaborate, the director expressed concern 

that their interview responses would end up in the newspapers.  After reassuring the participant 

that would not happen and re-explaining the IRB process, including confidentiality, they agreed 

to be interviewed. However, this individual remained apprehensive. The interviewee had brought 

along a friend, with whom I had an interview scheduled for the following day, who also worked 

on SB 392. The friend did not have the same misgivings. The researcher notes that there is a 

good probability the first interviewee was not as candid as some of the other participants. 
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 Since the majority of the interviewees still are active in Everglades policy and decision 

making, everything possible has been done to protect their identities, including eliminating their 

names and generalizing their affiliations, in this dissertation. Digital recordings of all of the 

interviews were transcribed by the researcher and a professional transcriptionist.  The 

participants were informed that this confidentiality only applies to the interviews as Florida has a 

broad public records law.  As mentioned earlier, historical data will be used in this research and 

the individual's information received from these public records and documents will not be 

protected. 

 The interview questions (Appendix G) focused on Senate Bill 392, which created a point 

for the interviewees to gravitate toward when thinking of their role in the policy process. Follow-

up questions focused on group dynamics during the working group meetings, the participants' 

perceptions and experiences in this policy process, affected individuals, information sources, 

information gathering techniques, and general opinion about the Everglades restoration effort.  A 

beginning “grand tour” question was asked and followed up with appropriate probing questions 

that allow the interviewee to elaborate more on the issues (Spradley, 1979).  Grand tour 

questions intentionally are designed to permit the interviewees to recount events or 

circumstances that either are particularly vivid or situated in “everyday” routines (Goffman, 

1959) so that they do not invite abstract reasoning or socially-desirable biases into the story.  

Having gotten the interviewee off to a non-threatening start – in this instance inviting the 

interviewee to give a short description of his/her involvement with Senate Bill 392 – the answers 

to follow-up questions generally were anchored in the initial story.  It is important that the grand 

tour question not ask for value-laden perspectives or judgments.  In this way, once an initial story 

is established, the interviewee is less likely to respond to subsequent questions with socially-

desirable responses that are reactive to the interviewer’s presence.  These semi-structured 

interviews allowed the participants to talk freely and provide their interpretation of the policy-

making process. 

After reviewing these transcripts for accuracy, a few of the tools used in a modified 

grounded analysis (i.e., open and axial coding) were applied on all of the collected data 

(transcribed interviews, archival data, secondary data, and field observations). A full grounded 

analysis was not attempted at this time because it is not the goal of this study to develop a new 

theory, but to elaborate upon the chosen theories representing very different paradigms.  This 
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modified analysis took place during the interview process so further data collection was guided 

by the initial results (Strauss & Corbin, 1998). 

 

3.2.5 Data Analysis 

The analysis for this study was conducted in two phases. The first phase took a broader 

view of the history of the Everglades policy program.  Both the ACF and critical theory allow for 

longitudinal analysis of the policy development and change process.  Therefore, secondary data, 

namely historical and documented records, provided evidence for both of the theories in the 

retelling of the Everglades policy history from the Swampland Act of 1850 to the Northern 

Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program Bill of 2007.  Once this phase was completed, the 

history was told from both perspectives, that of ACF and that of critical theory, similar to 

deHaven-Smith's work on the Great Society (1988) and Allison's work on the Cuban Missile 

Crisis (1971). 

The second phase narrowed the view to the recently passed Senate Bill 392.  The 

researcher analyzed primary (approximately 550 pages of transcribed interviews) and secondary 

data.  Both types of data were utilized because secondary sources, although important and 

needed, cannot fully explain the weaving of perceptions, beliefs, and intentions that tend to 

encompass a participant's understanding of the policy-making process (Green & Houlihan, 2004; 

Young, 1977).  In addition, the primary information gathered from the interviews allowed for 

“distinctions to be made between the 'rhetoric' provided in policy documents, and the 'reality' of 

an agent's perspective on a particular issue” (Green & Houlihan, 2004, p. 389).  This distinction 

is important in both the ACF and critical theory.  

Keeping the theoretical frameworks in mind, the collected data were open and axial 

coded for phrases and references pertaining to those frameworks. Both deductive and inductive 

coding techniques were applied since qualitative researchers acknowledge that relationships and 

concepts are data driven, and realize that their own biases can distort the meaning of the analysis 

(Strauss & Corbin, 1997). For example, major elements of Everglades’ policy development and 

change were inductively identified from an extensive literature review.  This inductive process 

provides consideration of different understandings and explanations, and was also informed by 

deductive insights (Marshall & Rossman, 1999).  The use of both of these coding techniques 

marks a difference between quantitative and qualitative researchers.  While qualitative 
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researchers recognize themselves in the analysis because of their interaction with the 

interviewees and view subjectivity in the social sciences as “unavoidable,” quantitative 

researchers attempt to remain objective and “detached from their research participants to avoid 

having the participants react to their presence” (Brower, Abolafia, & Carr, 2000, p. 366). 

First, open coding helped identify key concepts and ideas within the data.  For example, 

Habermas states that policymakers in the policy-making process use narratives to legitimize their 

actions. The researcher examined the transcripts and archival data for references to any type of 

narratives policymakers are using to explain their actions in the Everglades.  Some of the codes 

included: future of restoration program, defining restoration, leadership bill, consensus building, 

instrumental learning, and importance of the Senate Bill 392.  A second pass through the 

material focused on the micro-dynamics/constructions that comprise these narratives. For 

example, the various perspectives of each participant regarding the future of the Everglades 

restoration program. If there is a narrative being used, the literature states that it will come from 

different points of view/perceptions.  These key concepts were placed into categories, and the 

researcher prepared a series of theoretical memos as a “thought record” of conjectures drawn 

during the inductive process.  These memos recorded the evolving analytic process and helped to 

refine coding categories and their definitions. Next with axial coding, the researcher induced the 

relationships that existed between these categories and prepared memos related to the 

relationships among conditions, actions, and consequences that were identified during previous 

open coding. 

More specifically, the researcher searched the transcribed interviews and highlighted 

every time “restoration” and other forms of the word (i.e. restore, restored, restoring) was used 

by the interviewees.  Then, sentences before and after “restoration” were reviewed in order to 

place the use of the word in the proper context. Any memos created the day of the interview, as 

well as memos taken during the transcription process, were assessed in regards to the 

interviewee’s body language and voice inflection.  From that information, categories were 

created for how “restoration” was used by all of the interviewees.  An illustration of this process 

is provided below (Table 3.1). 
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Table 3.1:  Example of coding technique 

 

“If the Everglades restoration program continues on the track it has for the last ten years then I 

really do not see it producing major results in the next ten years. You probably sense my 

frustration with the process.” 

 

Memo: Interviewee lowers his voice, looks down, and shakes his head when he makes this 

statement. Researcher senses frustration and sadness in his body language. 

Memo: States they are frustrated with the process. Add new category: Frustrated. 

Memo: Stresses “major results” versus minor results.  Interviewee is possibly looking at the 

larger picture of the Everglades restoration program. 

Memo: States “last ten years” and “next ten years.”  Interviewee has been around this program 

for a number of years. Although frustrated with the restoration process, he mentions “next ten 

years.” This leads the researcher to believe that he is dedicated to continue working in this 

program.  

 
 
Key phrases or ideas regarding the ACF used in the analysis include references to 

different coalitions, interactions between the coalitions, external subsystem events (such as 

changes in public opinion, socioeconomic conditions, or systemic governing coalition; and other 

subsystem policy decisions), and relatively stable parameters (such as distribution of natural 

resources, constitutional structure/rules, attributes of the problem area, and socio-cultural values 

and social structure).  May’s approach to policy learning also will be used to capture 

instrumental and social policy learning since it captures a policy subsystem in a historical context 

better than ACF (1992).  Based on historical testimony and data from secondary sources, 

evidence of both instrumental (new policy instruments adopted, funding sources, etc.) and social 

(new social constructions, new or reaffirmation of policy goals and objectives, etc.) was sought 

in this study. 

Meanwhile, analysis of the interviews from a critical theory perspective searched for key 

phrases and ideas that refer to legitimacy problems in government; the suppression of 

contradictions between actions and words, environmental versus economic values; class structure 

and struggle; government taking or limiting its responsibility in “restoring” the Everglades; and 
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tradeoffs between the various interests in the Everglades policy arena, such as agriculture, 

environment, and urbanization.  Although the above-mentioned ideas are founded in the 

literature for both theories, the researcher left open the possibility of other themes and ideas 

developing. Some of those themes included inconsistency in the definitions being used for 

restoration, as well as inconsistency in the description and agreement on the scope of the 

Everglades boundary. 

 

3.3 Results of Pilot Case Study 

 

The pilot study provides the background information for the subsequent data analysis that 

will constitute this dissertation. It also illustrated a functionally specialized subsystem in which 

different actors have developed specific roles, and in which there is general agreement about 

goals and appropriate programmatic actions.  A change occurred in the perceived nature of the 

problem (phosphorous flows into the estuaries during the 2004 hurricane season); the players 

agreed in a consensus-based, decision-making process that the area north of Lake Okeechobee 

needed to be addressed; and the change in gubernatorial administrations (from that of Governor 

Jeb Bush to that of Governor Charlie Crist) created a window of opportunity.  This was seen as a 

non-incremental change by policymakers, but was phrased in preexisting terminology to make 

the change appear as simply a small, incremental adjustment to the Lake Okeechobee Protection 

Act (Knox, 2008).   

Yet, if the study stopped here, only one story would be told.  By adding the social 

construction framework to the pilot study, we saw a larger picture of how the language in Senate 

Bill 392 created a more radical change.  The new language of “Northern Everglades” may have 

lasting effects on the geographic boundary and the political scope of the Everglades and water 

policies in Florida.  Although the ACF accounts for radical policy change, there was no external 

disturbance witnessed in Senate Bill 392. Analysis in the pilot study revealed that although the 

policy was framed as a small, incremental change stemming from the Lake Okeechobee 

Protection Plan, it was actually more substantial than this. Thus, this case study shows us that 

policymakers’ understanding of policy and policy change is not automatic and spontaneous, but 

is itself discursive and understood by policy makers to be socially constructed (Knox, 2008).  

This study further develops this exploratory research by applying an alternative paradigm, 
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Habermas’ critical theory. By applying an alternative paradigm to Everglades’ policy and 

policymaking, the dissertation attempts to uncover the mainstream paradigm and its anomalies 

by confronting it with competing concepts and hypotheses. 



  73 

CHAPTER FOUR 
HISTORY OF THE EVERGLADES PROGRAM AND POLICIES:  

MAINSTREAM PARADIGM 
 
 
 

 In this chapter, the history of Everglades’ policy development, learning, and change is 

recounted from the mainstream perspective.  Policy change and learning in this perspective is 

incremental, adaptive, and experimental, and has been witnessed in the history of the Everglades 

program.  Policy learning has resulted in a language shift from the Everglades being considered a 

“wasteland” to a “national treasure.”  In a similar way, Lake Okeechobee, once referred to as the 

“source of all evil,” now is better known as “Florida’s liquid heart.” Policy learning has shifted 

the methods for management approaches to carrying out the programs from single-species 

management to ecosystem/watershed management. This new management style was adopted 

under the Clinton Administration with the passing of the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration 

Plan in 2000.  Lastly, policy learning has resulted in institutional changes with the creation of 

boards, commissions, and districts to help implement and direct newly-created policies and 

programs.  Among these are the Trustees of Internal Improvement Fund, Board of Drainage 

Commission, South Florida Water Management District, South Florida Ecosystem Restoration 

Task Force, Governor’s Commission for a Sustainable South Florida, and Caloosahatchee/St. 

Lucie Rivers Corridor Advisory Committee. 

Different mainstream theories—such as advocacy coalition framework, punctuated 

equilibrium, and multiple streams—discuss policy learning within the policymaking process.  

The pilot study for this dissertation research overlapped these three theories to successfully 

capture policy change through the 2007 Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program 

bill.  While all of these mainstream theories vary a bit, what remains constant is that policy 

changes over time as policymakers’ knowledge changes or shifts.  The earlier study also 

concluded that policymakers’ understanding of policy and policy change is not automatic and 

spontaneous, but is itself socially constructed and is understood by policy makers to be socially 

constructed (Knox, 2008). 

One of the ways policy changes is policy-oriented learning, which the ACF defines as 

“relatively enduring alterations of thought or behavioral intentions that result from experience 

and/or new information and that are concerned with the attainment or revision of policy 
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objectives” (Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith, 1999, p. 123).  Policy-oriented learning in the history of 

the Everglades has been based on new information (i.e., Randolph report, Restudy, and various 

scientific reports) and experience (i.e. natural and man-made disasters, and legal actions). Minor 

and major policy change from policy-oriented learning tends to occur over a long period of time.   

  Viewed from the mainstream paradigm of policy development, the history of Everglades 

policy can be divided into three eras: drainage, water control, and restoration.  Until the most 

recent era, policy makers took a decidedly anthropocentric stance toward the Everglades system.  

The shift to Everglades restoration, which began in the 1970s, involved a turn toward an 

ecocentric orientation.  The mainstream paradigm would characterize these shifts as responses to 

external system events, such as natural disasters (i.e., the hurricane of 1928 and the floods of 

1947-1949), changes in public opinion (i.e., 1970s environmental movement), and trial-and-error 

learning (i.e., incremental policy change for Lake Okeechobee).  However, critical theory, 

presented in chapter 5 of this dissertation, would challenge this account and would see policy as 

driven by industrialization and the interests of capital accumulation.  It would also question the 

actuality of the restoration era and suggest that policy represents a problematic, unstable, and 

legitimacy-begging compromise between economic and environmental interests.   

Both paradigms capture a complicated reality that is the policymaking process, but they 

do it from different perspectives by using different sets of assumptions (as outlined in chapter 1 

of this dissertation).  By reviewing both perspectives, we can expand our insight into this 

process. The mainstream paradigm does not anticipate policy prevarication, at least not as a 

systematic response to an intrinsic contradiction. The alternative paradigm highlights these 

contradictions, as well as the narratives used by governments to prevent legitimacy claims by the 

public.  This chapter will present the history of the Everglades from the mainstream paradigm to 

help us understand more than 160 years of policy change and development.  Then we will 

narrow our focus to an analysis of the passing of the 2007 Northern Everglades and Estuary 

Protection Program bill. 

 

4.1 History of the Everglades 

 

The word “Everglades” first was referenced in civil and topographical engineer Charles 

B. Vignoles’ Observations upon the Florida in 1823.  In 1856, U.S. Secretary of War, Jefferson 
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Davis, ordered a map of the Everglades. This task was completed by Joseph Ives who produced a 

compilation map of the Everglades, which was derived from a series of survey descriptions. This 

map was published in Davis’ book, Memoir to Accompany a Military Map (J. Knetsch, personal 

communication, May 11, 2010).  Dating back to 5,000 B.C., these lands originally comprised 

more than four million acres of land and water in southern Florida (About the Everglades, 2004).   

 

4.1.1 Draining the Everglades: 1835 to 1928 

 Before Florida received its statehood in 1845, draining of the Everglades already was 

being advocated and was started in 1835.  Engineer Buckingham Smith’s 1848 report to the 1st 

session of the 30th Congress called for additional draining of the wilderness of south Florida in 

Senate Document No. 242 (Everglades, n.d.).  This report described the Everglades as “suitable 

only for the haunt of noxious vermin, or the resort of pestilential reptiles” (as cited in Grunwald, 

2006b, p. 4). The Buckingham report, along with the success of the Swamplands Act of 1849, 

lead to Congress passing the Swamp and Overflow Land Act of 1850 (otherwise known as the 

Swamplands Act), which “provided a mechanism for transferring wetlands to states with the 

contingency that these lands be 'reclaimed' for agriculture production” (Ogden, 2008, p. 22).24  

Florida benefited from this Act with the federal government transferring 20 million acres to the 

state for drainage and reclamation (Everglades, n.d.). Only by draining the Everglades did it gain 

any value to man by promoting economic growth and public recognition.  As Smith explained in 

his report, “The statesman whose exertions shall cause the millions of acres they [the 

Everglades] contain, now worse than worthless, to teem with the products of agricultural 

industry…will merit a high place in public favor, not only with his own generation, but with 

posterity” (as cited in Grunwald, 2006b, p. 59).  

Tasked with draining and reclaiming these newly acquired lands, the Florida legislature 

established the Trustees of Internal Improvement Fund (IIF) through the Internal Improvement 

                                                       
24 Although the original intent was to allocate five to six million acres of public lands to the 

states, more than 64 million acres were reclaimed by many states over a series of Swampland 

Acts beginning with Louisiana in 1849 (Knetsch, 2004). 
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Fund Act of 1855 to manage, sell, and develop these lands.25  The IIF was given the authority to 

sell the land and apply the monies toward additional reclamation efforts. However, in the 1860s 

and 1870s, the IIF was on the verge of declaring bankruptcy and had to sell the federally-

transferred lands for considerably less than their original value (Clement, 2002a). 

In January 1881, Philadelphia millionaire Hamilton Disston started the first reclamation 

effort.  Disston helped the IIF by purchasing four million acres of Everglades’ marshlands for $1 

million from the state of Florida. Part of this deal included Disston gaining ownership of half of 

the successfully drained lands (Ogden, 2008).  This transaction between Disston and the state of 

Florida “temporarily returned the IIF to solvency” by relieving it of its $1 million debt, and the 

legislature “resumed its practice of making generous land grants to the railroads” (Clement, 

2002a, ¶ 7). Two of Disston’s companies, Okeechobee Land Company and the Atlantic and Gulf 

Coast Canal Company, continued draining and building canals throughout central and southern 

Florida greatly altering the landscape (Everglades, n.d.).  

Within 10 years they had drained over 50,000 acres and excavated 11 miles of marsh for 

canals extending south from Lake Okeechobee towards Miami. Additionally, Disston “dredged a 

navigable waterway from Lake Okeechobee north to Kissimmee and west to the Gulf of 

Mexico,” which opened central Florida to steamboat travel and commerce (Clement, 2002a, ¶ 9). 

He was successful in draining parts of the Kissimmee River Valley lying north of Lake 

Okeechobee and proving that sugarcane and rice would be a profitable crop. Disston’s actions in 

central Florida started a trend that other entrepreneurs continued, most notably Henry Flagler and 

his railroad.26 

 In 1903, crops surrounding the Everglades were destroyed by floods. Although still 

growing in numbers, the farmers in central Florida joined together as an agriculture coalition and 

petitioned the government for assistance. Governor Jennings responded by pressuring the federal 

government for $1 million to reclaim more lands in the Everglades. The federal government 

                                                       
25 The original Internal Improvement Board was started in 1851, but only lasted a few years and 

was replaced by the IIF (J. Knetsch, personal communication, May 11, 2010). 

26 For additional information on the economic and development influence of Flagler’s railroads, 

as well as the history of the railroad system in Florida, see Johnson (1965), Pettengill (1998), and 

Turner (2008). 
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refused his monetary request; however, it ceded the title to “20 million acres of public land 

earmarked in the 1850 Swamp Land Act, including the Everglades” (Clement, 2002b, ¶ 6). The 

floods and additional political pressure prompted President Teddy Roosevelt to transfer 

additional federally-owned lands to Florida and created a focus for the upcoming gubernatorial 

race. In 1904, Napoleon Bonaparte Broward won the governor’s race by running on a platform to 

reclaim and drain the Everglades. He added political capital to the drainage projects by 

promising to “wring the last drop of water out of that ‘pestilence-ridden swamp’ and create an 

‘Empire of the Everglades’” (Everglades, n.d., ¶14). Later, Broward again spoke about the 

draining of south Florida: 

Here is land in plenty, which the sea does not need, we will take it. How much simpler it 

would be to drain the Florida Everglades where no danger from overflow would exist 

once canals of sufficient capacity were cut and the canals themselves would serve as 

effective channels of communications (Broward cited in Rodriguez, 2002, pp. 18-19). 

He further claimed that drainage activities would create “economic opportunities for small-scale 

homesteaders” (Gonzalez, 2005, p. 473).  In 1905, shortly after Broward’s election, the Florida 

Legislature established the Board of Drainage Commission, later the Everglades Drainage 

District, which was empowered to establish drainage districts, build canals, and levy annual taxes 

on district landowners (Everglades, n.d.).  The legislature would later, in 1917, create the 

Napoleon B. Broward Drainage District to manage the reclamation and drainage of 

approximately half a million acres in southeast Florida, namely Broward County and northern 

Dade County (Clement, 2002b).   

The building of the North New River Canal, the first of many canals yet to be built in 

south Florida, commenced in 1906 and was opened on April 25, 191227 (Figure 4.1).  The first 

drainage boat used in the construction of these canals was called the “Everglades” (Levin, 2003). 

While construction on the man-made canals to drain the Everglades progressed, invasive species 

were introduced at this time to aid in the drainage as well. Most notably, the Australian 

                                                       
27 The four main drainage canals that would soon be built in the Everglades were based on James 

Ingraham's plan, which was adopted by the State of Florida in 1892. These four canals include 

the North New River Canal, completed in 1912; the Miami Canal and the South New River 

Canal, both completed in 1913; and the Hillsboro Canal, completed in 1915 (Grunwald, 2006b).   
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Melaleuca tree, which promised to aid in draining the wetlands because it could absorb more 

than three times the amount of water than the established native swamp trees could, was planted 

throughout Biscayne Bay. Introduced in 1906 by U.S. Department of Agriculture forester John 

Gifford, the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) planted Melaleuca around the southwest 

edge of the Hoover Dike in the 1930s to provide protection against wave and wind erosion 

(Toufexis & Taylor, 1985; Levin, 2003). The building of the canals and planting of these 

Melaleuca trees were a large part of the policy-oriented learning to reach the goal of converting 

these wastelands into agricultural and development-suitable lands. 

 
 

 

Figure 4.1: The northern Everglades in 1917 and the five completed canals (Light & Dineen, 
1994, p. 56). 

 
 
Reports, such as the Wright Report and the Randolph Report, were ways in which 

decision makers obtained new information for Everglades’ policies. However, the content in the 

reports and studies created disagreement among the various stakeholders. For example, James 

Wright’s draft of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) feasibility study report on 

draining the Everglades was presented to the IIF in 1909.  The “Wright Report” claimed that 
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digging eight canals from Lake Okeechobee through the Everglades to the Atlantic coast would 

drain and reclaim approximately 2 million acres of land for the cost of about $2 million.  Within 

a year, an outraged Florida legislature confronted the USDA over the inaccuracy of this report, 

which led to discontinuing publishing of the “Wright Report.”  The primary issues were that the 

data used in the report were not only “incomplete and inadequate, but data actually available 

were not utilized,” including data from the U.S. Weather Bureau (Mead, Hazen, & Metcalf, 

1912, p. 24).  Pro-drainage Florida Senator Duncan U. Fletcher, a member of an opposing 

coalition, obtained, published, and distributed the original report to the general public, complete 

with erroneous engineering data. This led to increased public criticism, which in August of 1912 

resulted in the resignation of James Wright as the Florida Chief Drainage Engineer (Mead, 

Hazen, & Metcalf, 1912).  

In 1913, the federal government assigned Isham Randolph, a highly respected hydraulic 

engineer,28 to survey the Everglades and its drainage efforts. The Randolph Everglades 

Engineering Commission report concluded that “‘the drainage of the Florida Everglades is 

entirely practicable’” (Clement, 2002b, ¶ 29). In addition, the “Randolph Report” recommended 

several innovative ideas to control and prevent flooding around Lake Okeechobee, including “a 

massive canal to send water east from Lake Okeechobee into the St. Lucie River and out to sea” 

(Clement, 2002b; Grunwald, 2006b, p. 161). Randolph wrote to former Gov. Jennings, “Without 

the canal, the efforts now being expended are a sheer waste of money” (Grunwald, 2006b, p. 

161). 

 The more reliable information led the Florida legislature to create new drainage laws and 

establish the Everglades Drainage District Commission.29 These laws, as well as the news of 

drainage projects and the increased “demand for agricultural products during World War I,” 

lured farmers and development entrepreneurs to southern Florida. One of the new laws allowed 

landowners to create their own sub-drainage districts. Between 1914 and 1918, the largest 

                                                       
28 Isham Randolph was one of the top engineers who designed the Panama Canal. He also 

oversaw the Chicago Drainage Canal, which reversed the Chicago River's flow (Grunwald, 

2006b). 

29 The Everglades Drainage District Commission was formed under the 1913 Florida Law, 

Chapter 6456, No. 36. 
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number of farmers until that time relocated in the Lake Okeechobee region. This area of land 

would later be named the Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA) and the main crops grown here 

were sugarcane, peas, beans, tomatoes, potatoes, and peppers (Clement, 2002c). Many new cities 

were established in south Florida by 1921, including Naples, Marco Island, and Miami Beach 

(Everglades, n.d.). The population for this south Florida region was approximately 86,000 and 

increasing (Historical Census, 2004).  

Transportation between the southeast and southwest coasts of Florida was made easier 

with the construction of the Tampa-Miami Trail, commonly known as the Tamiami Trail. This 

trail, which was started in 1918 and completed in 1928, successfully hampered the flow of 

freshwater in the southernmost section of the Everglades (Clement, 2002b) (Figure 4.2). By 

1928, “the agricultural economic pattern of America’s winter vegetable kingdom was fashioned 

in the Everglades with plentiful crops, beef and dairy products assured, the state was set for the 

metropolitan and industrial expansion that characterizes south Florida today” (Clement, 2002b, ¶ 

1). These two issues, road building and continued drainage of the Everglades, were heavily 

debated during the 1924 Florida gubernatorial campaign. 

 
 

 

Figure 4.2: Tamiami Trail through the Everglades (Light & Dineen, 1994, p. 57). 
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4.1.2 Water Control: 1928 to 1970 

With new drainage laws and policies implemented, central and south Florida’s 

development and agricultural sectors grew.  Yet with all of this planning, Mother Nature tested 

those newly implemented policies and programs. These experiences showed policy makers that 

more policy change was needed. Florida’s battle with water continued through the early 1900s, 

including the floods of 1903 and 1924, and the September 16, 1926 hurricane that destroyed 

13,000 farms and homes, and killed more than 400 people in Palm Beach County. However, 

after an unnamed hurricane struck Belle Glade southeast of Lake Okeechobee in 1928 and killed 

nearly 3,000 people, the USACE was authorized by the Hoover Administration to take control of 

the water by leveeing Lake Okeechobee (Kleinberg, 2003) (Figure 4.3).  The victims were 

“predominately African Americans who were ill served by the rudimentary emergency 

management of those times” and, within an hour, a wall of water from Lake Okeechobee hit the 

western shore, drowning them (Manderson, n.d., ¶ 8; Clement, 2002c; Catastrophe, 1928). Many 

more victims were homeless.  These experiences, the hurricane and the resulting leveeing of the 

lake, brought about a new policy focus for Florida – flood control of the Everglades. 
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Figure 4.3: Flood damage from the 1926 and 1928 hurricanes in central Florida (Light & Dineen, 
1994, p. 57). 

 
 

The first large-scale, flood control project was the Hoover Dike. Authorized by the River 

and Harbor Act of 1930, it was completed in eight years and included 67.8 miles of levee along 

the southern rim and 15.7 miles of levee on the northern rim of Lake Okeechobee for an 

estimated $23 million. The USACE promised that this dike, extending 18 to 22 feet above the 

lake’s normal level, would protect the surrounding areas from floodwaters (Everglades, n.d.).  

This new dike, a limestone rock levee, replaced the smaller 5 to 9 foot high and 47 mile long 

earthen dam the Everglades Drainage District had constructed along the southern rim of Lake 

Okeechobee (Clement, 2002d). During the Great Depression, this dike project was one of the 

few drainage activities in the Everglades. The vast majority of the drainage projects came to a 

halt (Clement, 2002c). 

Another flood and two more hurricanes affected south Florida between 1947 and 1949 

with over 100 inches of rain that resulted in the drowning of 2,000 people and 25,000 cows 
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(Figure 4.4). With their lands flooded for more than six months, the cattlemen migrated from 

Broward and Dade counties to the Kissimmee River Valley north of Lake Okeechobee. With this 

additional flooding experience, massive flood control was authorized by Congress to protect the 

citizens of Florida. Support for this new project was championed by a vast majority of elected 

officials from all levels of government (J. Knetsch, personal communication, May 11, 2010). In 

1947, the USACE “deepened and widened those four 1917 canals, which soon became the 

cornerstone of the Central and South Florida Project for flood control and other purposes” 

(Levin, 2003, p. 209).  For 20 years, this Central and Southern Florida Flood Control Project was 

managed by the USACE and the Central and South Florida Flood Control District, a precursor to 

the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD)30. It accounted for more than 1,000 

miles of man-made canals and levees; 150 water control structures; 15 square miles of 

interconnected water reservoirs; and 16 major pumping stations channeling1.7 billion gallons of 

freshwater daily from Lake Okeechobee out into the bays, ocean, and Everglades (Ogden, 2008; 

Brief History, n.d.). 

                                                       
30 Originating in 1949, the SFWMD is the oldest and largest of the five Florida water districts. It 

incorporates approximately 18,000 square miles and 16 counties from Orange County (Orlando) 

in the north to Monroe County (Key West) in the south. The agency's mission is to “manage and 

protect water resources of the region by balancing and improving water quality, flood control, 

natural systems, and water supply” (South Florida, 2009, ¶ 14). Restoration of the Everglades is 

a primary agency initiative. 
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Figure 4.4: Areas shaded in gray represent land damaged in the 1947 flood in central and south 
Florida (Light & Dineen, 1994, p. 59). 

 
 

In 1959, the northern Everglades, now known as the Everglades Agricultural Area 

(EAA), was dissected from the central and southern Everglades by these engineered structures 

(Clement, 2002e).31 In the same interest of flood control, the USACE in 1962 began 

straightening and channelizing the Kissimmee River, which destroyed 48,000 acres of marsh. 

This project created approximately 45,000 acres of pasture for primarily dairy and cattle farmers 

(Everglades, n.d.; Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 2008).  This new 52-mile-long, 200-feet-wide, 30-

foot-deep canal was no longer the Kissimmee River; it was renamed the C-38 by the USACE and 

“the ditch” by environmentalists (Levin, 2003; Angier & Segall, 1984).  

                                                       
31 The current landmass size of the EAA is approximately 700,000 acres; an area larger than the 

state of Rhode Island (Levin, 2003). 
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These flood control projects markedly changed the landscape, hydrology, water quality, 

and policy that were the central focus of drainage policy priorities in the state (as illustrated in 

Figures 4.5 and Appendix H). By 1963, the system of canals and levees draining and controlling 

the flow of water in south Florida was completed. This new system, as well as the Tamiami 

Trail, resulted in the discontinuation of a natural sheet of water flowing through the Everglades, 

which allowed for the land to dry, and development and farming to increase. The USACE 

divided this area into three water conservation areas: WCA 1, WCA 2, and WCA 332.  Water 

Conservation Area 1, also known as the Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge, is leased by the 

Department of Interior (namely the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) from the state of Florida 

(Everglades, n.d.; Clement, 2002e). These water conservation areas are water reservoirs designed 

as flood protection for the EAA in the northern Everglades and the southeast coast of Florida, as 

well as to replenish the Biscayne aquifer underlying that area (Levin, 2003; Salt, Langton, & 

Doyle, 2008).  

 
 

 

Figure 4.5: Historic versus current flow of water in the Everglades (Short, n.d.) 

 

                                                       
32 The acreage for each of the three water conservation areas is as follows: WCA 1 is 142,212 

acres, WCA 2 is 133,544 acres, and WCA 3 is 593,148 (Anderson & Rosendahl, 1998). 
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While the primary focus at this time was flood control and the construction of drainage 

canals, there was a small movement starting that called for the preservation of some of the 

original Everglades.  Although the idea of the Everglades being preserved as a national park was 

originally suggested by Stephen Mather, Director of the National Park Service in 1923, it did not 

come to fruition until June 20, 1947 (Clement, 2002c). The 1.3-million-acre Everglades National 

Park was established after many years of effort by Ernest F. Coe, a landscape architect 

(Everglades, n.d.; Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 2008).  It was the first national park set aside for 

biology rather than scenic reasons (Grunwald, 2006a).  

Prior to the 1970s, the anthropocentric focus of the Everglades was drainage and flood 

control, and these policy changes were based on both experience and newly obtained knowledge.  

From the leveeing of Lake Okeechobee after the unnamed hurricane of 1928 to the straightening 

of the Kissimmee River, which was completed in 1971, the USACE, in response to state and 

local political pressures, controlled the water flow to central and southern Florida.  This control 

of the natural system and loss of water altered the natural character of the marsh, and new 

scientific information was surfacing about the environmental consequences from those drainage 

and flood control policies.  From saltwater intrusion into the aquifer system, loss of native plants 

and wildlife, and increased nutrient pollution from surrounding farms and cities, the Everglades 

was quickly becoming unrecognizable from its original state and was shrinking to half the size it 

had been a century ago (Brief History, n.d.).  

 

4.1.3 Restoring the Everglades: 1970 to Present 

A meaningful policy learning example in the history of the Everglades occurred in the 

shift between the previous, anthropocentric approach to the Everglades and the newly-formed 

ecocentric approach.  This paradigm shift originated at the national level.  Policy changes in the 

environmental policy system affected policy change in a number of environmental policy 

subsystems, including the Florida Everglades policy subsystem.  As specified by advocacy 

coalition framework, major national environmental policy changes (e.g., Clean Water Act) affect 

minor subsystem changes, as witnessed in the Everglades and described below.  

The move to a more ecocentric focus in the early 1970s resulted in part from such 

external system factors as the worst recorded drought in Florida in 1971, the nitrification of Lake 

Okeechobee, the national environmental movement, the Nixon Administration’s failed attempt to 
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build the cross-Florida barge canal,33 thermal pollution into Biscayne Bay by Florida Power and 

Light Company, and the delayed response to Marjory Stoneman Douglas’ River of Grass (1947). 

These factors further acted to catalyze change in public opinion regarding the environmental 

ethos. This transformation resulted in both major and minor policy changes in the environmental 

system and subsystems, as well as an overall paradigm shift.  One obvious result was the creation 

of the water management districts with their mission to restore the modified rivers to their 

natural state throughout central and southern Florida.  This new ecological shift gradually 

changed the terminology (from marshes to wetlands, from Florida’s Everglades to America’s 

Everglades, from Lake Okeechobee to Florida’s Liquid Heart) and understanding of applied 

environmental science (Brief History, n.d.). New non-profit, environmental organizations 

concerned about the Everglades were founded, including the Everglades Coalition in 1968 and 

Marjorie Stoneman Douglas’ Friends of the Everglades in 1969 (Clement, 2002e). These 

external factors and policy changes in the larger environmental policy system resulted in 

Florida’s policy makers shifting their paradigm of the Everglades and learning that Everglades’ 

restoration was becoming a new goal for the state of Florida.   

The first test of this new ecocentric approach came in 1968 when the world’s largest 

jetport, currently named the Dade-Collier Training and Transition Airport, was proposed to be 

built in the Big Cypress Park. The jetport was to be located six miles north of the Everglades 

National Park. The Dade County Port Authority, which oversaw this new project, had acquired 

39 square miles of private property just outside Big Cypress Swamp. The U.S. Department of 

Transportation had provided a $700,000 grant to the Authority for development and construction 

costs. Both organizations also were in talks to develop high-speed ground transportation from 

Miami to the jetport, which would have run through the Everglades. This 750-foot-wide corridor 

already was becoming a dotted line on planning maps.  Lastly, 200 Miccosukee Indians and 

numerous wildlife species would have been displaced and their habitats destroyed by the 

proposed airport (Conservation, 1969). 

                                                       
33 In 1970, a 107-mile waterway between Jacksonville on the Atlantic coast and Yankeetown on 

the Gulf coast was planned to increase economic growth in Florida.  The USACE carved the first 

27 miles of the $177 million canal project before stopping (Environment: Cloudy, 1970). 
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Dade County Port Authority Director Alan C. Stewart touted this jetport as a large 

success for south Florida, stating that it would create 60,000 new jobs and nearly 180,000 related 

jobs with the anticipated development around the jetport. Stewart stated, “I’m more interested in 

people than alligators. This is the ideal place as far as aviation is concerned” (Conservation, 

1969, ¶9). However, studies conducted by former Secretary of the U.S. Department of Interior 

Stewart L. Udall’s new consulting firm disagreed with Director Stewart’s assessment and the 

proposed jetport was postponed. The divide between the federal, state, and local agencies made it 

inevitable for President Nixon to step into the battle and make the final decision (Conservation, 

1969). In January 1970, the Nixon Administration announced it had won the proposed jetport 

battle and saved the Everglades National Park (Environment: Saving, 1970). 

With increasing environmental and water supply problems in south Florida, Gov. Rubin 

Askew called the Governor’s Conference on Water Management in 1971.  The conference 

brought together experts in the water management field and concluded that “water quality was 

deteriorating significantly and that water quantity was insufficient during the dry season” 

(Clement, 2002e, ¶ 14). With this new information and knowledge, Congress set 315,000 acre 

feet per year as the minimum water flow into the Everglades National Park. The Florida Water 

Resources Act, passed in 1972, “established fundamental water policy for Florida, attempting to 

meet human needs and sustain the natural system” (Clement, 2002e, ¶ 18). This Act, which 

provides evidence of both instrumental and social learning, was a comprehensive restoration and 

preservation strategic plan for the Everglades (National Research Council, 2008). The five water 

management districts were created by this action along hydrological boundaries throughout the 

state of Florida (Figure 4.6)  
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Figure 4.6: Five water management districts in the state of Florida (Water Management, 2008). 

 
 

This same year, the Florida Environmental Reorganization Act established the Florida 

Department of Environmental Regulation (now part of the Florida Department of Environmental 

Protection), which combined all of Florida’s environmental protection programs. Later in 1985, 

the Florida legislature would pass the Growth Management Act, which would establish that all 

local governments are required to have comprehensive land use plans that would prevent water 

pollution (Anderson & Rosendahl, 1998). Both of these Acts provided additional evidence of 

instrumental learning because new policy instruments were created and utilized by government 

officials. 

The first public lands in the Everglades were purchased by the state of Florida in 1974 to 

become the Fakahatchee Strand Preserve State Park located in the Big Cypress National 

Preserve.  This park is home to many native and protected species, such as the Florida Panther, 

West Indian Manatee, large black bear, and the Ghost Orchid.  Armed with this new ecocentric 

approach, the Florida legislature passed the Kissimmee River Restoration Act in 1976. This Act 

required the creation of restoration measures, including the USACE backfilling eight miles of the 

river, which was completed in 1999.  It is estimated that for each mile of backfilled canal, two 

miles of meandering river flow is recovered. “The estimated price for restoring less than half the 
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river is $500 million, 14 times what it cost to obliterate it” (Levin, 2003, p. 241).  In 1979, 

attention was paid by the media and government officials to the increased phosphorus-loving 

cattails that were spreading across the water conservation areas south of the EAA (Everglades, 

n.d.). The process of pumping the “stormwater from the EAA into the WCA, instead of into Lake 

Okeechobee, resulted in the spread of phosphorus-loving cattails across the northern Everglades” 

(Clement, 2002e, ¶ 25).  This issue would be later addressed in the Surface Water Improvement 

and Management Act of 1987. 

The 1980’s brought about a list of policies and programs adopted to restore, protect, and 

clean up the Everglades, while providing new opportunities for policy development, change and 

learning.  Evidence of two large systematic policy-oriented learning events, both instrumental 

and social, happened in 1983 when Governor Bob Graham established the Save Our Everglades 

Program. First, this program created a new conceptualization of the restoration efforts in the 

Everglades combining of many different parts (i.e., Lake Okeechobee, the WCAs, Big Cypress 

Swamp, Everglades National Park, and Florida Bay) to view the Everglades as a whole 

ecosystem. Second, this program adopted a collaborative decision making approach by requiring 

“state agencies, the SFWMD, federal agencies, the Florida congressional delegation, and the 

Florida legislature (to) cooperate to tackle comprehensive restoration” (Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 

2008, p. 11).  This program outlined a “six-point plan for restoring and protecting the South 

Florida Ecosystem so that it functions more like it did in the early 1900s” (National Research 

Council, 2008, p. 26). The Kissimmee River Restoration Project was initiated. Wetlands and 

surface water received protection from Florida’s Warren Henderson Act, which gave this 

authority to the State Department of Environmental Regulation, later incorporated into the 

Department of Environmental Protection.  When Governor Bob Martinez, a Republican, took 

office after Governor Graham, a Democrat, he continued the Save Our Everglades program. This 

action solidified the bipartisan Everglades Restoration support in this policy subsystem that had 

started a decade earlier and continues today.  

In 1987, the first Everglades cleanup plan, the Surface Water Improvement and 

Management (SWIM) Act, passed the Florida legislature and was signed into law by Governor 

Bob Martinez. This Act “required the five Florida water management districts to develop plans 

to cleanup and preserve Florida’s lakes, bays, estuaries, and rivers” (Clement, 2002f, ¶ 4). The 

Everglades Nutrient Removal Project constructed the first man-made wetland to aid in removing 
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phosphorus in 1988.  At the federal level, the Everglades National Park Protection and 

Expansion Act of 1989 (Public Law 101-229) was signed into law by President George H. W. 

Bush, which authorized adding 107,000 acres of land in the eastern Everglades to the national 

park. In addition, the Act instructed the USACE “to construct modifications to the Central and 

Southern Florida Project to improve water deliveries into the park and shall, to the extent 

practicable, take steps to restore the natural hydrological conditions within the park” (Clement, 

2002f, ¶ 7). That same year, the authorization of the Modified Water Deliveries to Everglades 

National Park Project was completed (National Research Council, 2008). 

By 1988, the state of Florida still was resisting needed environmental changes and reform 

in the Everglades.  Although many new policies aimed at restoring the Everglades had been 

passed over the previous decade, the projects were experiencing delays in construction and 

funding.  The federal government stepped in with a lawsuit to force those changes.  Under the 

leadership of U. S. Attorney Dexter Lehtinen, the federal government sued the governor of 

Florida and his appointed leadership at the SFWMD (U.S. versus SFWMD et al. - Case #88-

1886-civ-Hoeveler) for “not enforcing the state's water quality standards - for looking the other 

way as phosphorus poured out of the EAA” by the agricultural industry (Levin, 2003, p. 211).34  

After three years of legal battles, Governor Chiles arrived in court on May 21, 1991, asked Judge 

Hoeveler for permission to speak, and then promptly surrendered in court. After much discussion 

in the courtroom about Florida efforts to clean up the water flowing in the Everglades, Governor 

Chiles stated: 

I am ready to stipulate today that the water is dirty...We want to surrender. We want to 

plead that the water is dirty (Transcript of hearing, 1991). 

In 1991, the Marjory Stoneman Douglas Everglades Protection Act was passed by the Florida 

legislature.  This was the first time the word “restoration” was used in Florida legislation 

concerning the Everglades.  Then in 1992, parties for the federal and state government entered 

into “a consent decree on Everglades water quality issues in federal court” and the new 

conceptualization and goal of the Everglades were reaffirmed (National Research Council, 2008, 

p. 26).  Under this agreement, “all parties committed themselves to achieving both the water 

                                                       
34 A comprehensive Everglades litigation collection is available at 

www.law.miami.edu/library/everglades 
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quality and quantity necessary to protect and restore the unique ecological characteristics of the 

Arthur R. Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and Everglades National Park” 

(National Research Council, 2008, p. 26). That same year the Water Resources Development Act 

approved the Kissimmee River Restoration Project and the Central and South Florida Project 

Restudy, which provided a comprehensive review of the hydrology restoration efforts in South 

Florida (National Research Council, 2008).  

During this time, the federal government created the South Florida Ecosystem 

Restoration Task Force (SFERTF) to bring together various stakeholders engaged in the process. 

The original task force members were from four federal departments and there was no 

representation from the state of Florida.35 In 1996, Congress revised the task force and included 

state, local, and tribal members (Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 2008).36 The state of Florida created a 

special commission to bring stakeholders together as well. The Governor’s Commission for a 

Sustainable South Florida, meeting from March 1994 until June 1999, consisted of a 40 member 

group with representatives from the state legislature (2), regional groups (4), local government 

(7), business community (10), public interest and environmental groups (11). There were five 

non-voting members representing federal agencies and the SFERTF.  One of the plans developed 

by this commission would later be recommended for consideration in the design of the 2000 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP) (Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 2008). This 

Restudy will also play a large role in the policy-oriented learning during the development of 

CERP. 

Probably the largest evidence of policy change in Everglades’ restoration was the passing 

of the Everglades Forever Act in 1994 by the Florida legislature. As mentioned by many of my 

interviewees, this Act ranks highest in the list of policies passed over the years to restore the 

Everglades.  A legislative policy analyst stated that the “Everglades Forever Act obviously ranks 

above and beyond everything else” (personal communication, August 20, 2009).  An 

                                                       
35 The four federal departments represented on the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Task 

Force were the Department of Interior (the senior official on the task force), U.S. Army Corps of 

Engineers, Department of Justice, and Department of Commerce (Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 2008). 

36 This task force is in existence today and is headquartered out of Florida International 

University in Miami.   
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environmental government consultant agreed and elaborated, “I would probably put the 

Everglades Forever Act first because I think they imposed the most specific sort of long term 

programmatic changes on how things were going to be done. It had a big effect” (personal 

communication, August 21, 2009).  

This Act directed the State of Florida to develop criteria for the high phosphorus levels in 

the Everglades Protection Area limiting them to 10 parts per billion. It states, “In no case shall 

nutrient concentrations of a body of water be altered so as to cause an imbalance in natural 

populations of aquatic flora or fauna” (Everglades, n.d., ¶ 45).  The areas to be restored included 

the WCAs, Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge, and the Everglades National Park. More 

specifically, this act required the construction of 44,000 acres of stormwater treatment areas 

(STA) “to improve water quality in the Everglades. The sugar industry agreed to pay $320 

million over 20 years with the taxpayers expected to pay the rest” (Clement, 2002f, ¶ 17). The 

first six STAs were completed in 1997. This Act required the SFWMD “to ensure that best 

management practices (were) being used to reduce phosphorus in waters discharged into the 

STAs from the Everglades Agricultural Area and other areas” (National Research Council, 2008, 

p. 26). Lastly, the EFA ended 36 separate lawsuits filed by sugar and vegetable farmers in the 

EAA fighting these new requirements (Elmer-Dewitt & Booth, 1993). 

The second major policy change was securing funding of a multi-billion dollar budget for 

the Act and the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP), which was authorized by 

President William J. Clinton in the Water Resource Development Act of 2000 (Everglades, n.d.).  

Armed with new information and a new dedication to restoring the Everglades, Florida coalitions 

rallied in Washington, D. C. to gather federal support and succeeded.  As a 30-year plan, CERP 

was originally estimated to cost $7.8 billion to implement and an additional $182 million 

annually to operate, maintain, and monitor (FAQs, 2002). However, more recent estimates state 

that implementing CERP is going to cost $19.7 billion (U.S. Government Accountability, 2007).  

This plan’s primary purpose is to restore southern Florida’s ecosystem and hydrology, including 

the Everglades, to a more natural system by creating approximately 217,000 acres of wetlands 

and reservoirs (FAQs, 2002; Caffey & Schexnayder, 2003).  “Section 601(h) of WRDA 2000 

states, ‘the overarching objective of the Plan is the restoration, preservation, and protection of the 

South Florida ecosystem while providing for other water-related needs of the region, including 

water supply and flood protection’” (Department of Defense, 2003).  This objective was to be 
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carried out through a new ecosystem management approach being endorsed by the National 

Research Council – adaptive management. This new approach would allow public administrators 

implementing CERP on a system-wide basis a tool to cope with technological uncertainties 

(Voss, 2000).  

A large component of this plan includes 300 Aquifer Storage and Recovery (ASR) wells, 

which will store needed freshwater underground. The USACE, lead agency of these projects, and 

the federal government provides 50 percent of the project funding (Fact Sheet, n.d.).  In 2000, 

the Florida legislature showed continued support of restoration efforts and CERP with the 

passing of the Everglades Restoration Investment Act (50/50 cost share between the state and 

federal government).  One of the Act's provisions states that “more than $2 billion in state and 

local resources would be directed toward restoration over the next decade through the Save our 

Everglades Trust Fund” (Florida Department, 2009, ¶ 6). 

 A large number of stakeholders were involved with passing CERP and were divided 

among four coalitions: agriculture, utilities, developers, and environmental groups. The 

agriculture coalition was the dominant coalition and comprised of three different stakeholder 

groups: cattle farmers, fruit and vegetable farms in Miami-Dade County, and sugar cane and 

citrus farmers in the Everglades Agricultural Area. As highlighted in Table 4.1, each coalition 

had different beliefs, priority issues, and concerns during the CERP policy process. These 

coalitions deliberated over scientific policy and technical issues, as well as framing policy issues. 

In the end, the agricultural coalition’s core beliefs affected the end result of a favorable policy 

for them (Taylor, 2007). 
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Table 4.1 Coalitions in the Florida Everglades for CERP (Taylor, 2007, p. 117) 

 

Coalitions Belief Systems Priority Issue(s) Other Concerns 
Agriculture 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 divergent interests 
 
Vegetable and fruit 
farmers in Miami-
Dade County 
 
Cattle farmers 
 
 
Sugar cane growers 

Anti-agriculture groups 
want to eliminate 
agriculture in Florida, in 
spite of the fact that the 
industry contributes 
immensely to the Florida 
Economy 
 
The effects of urban 
growth on the Everglades 
are far greater than 
agriculture. 
 
 
 
 
 

-Provision of water for 
irrigation 
-Flood control 
-Survival of agriculture 
in Florida 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-Water quality and 
delivery 
 
 
-Water quality and 
delivery 
 
-Water control to avoid 
flooding of agricultural 
lands 

-Non-point source 
pollution 
-Limit economic 
impact of Everglades 
restoration 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-Phosphorus in 
Biscayne Bay 
 
 
-Drainage 
 
 
-Protection of rich 
muck land for 
protection 
 
-Increase in land 
values and land taxes 
 

Utilities Mismanagement of water 
flow from the Everglades 
will cause significant 
impact on urban 
communities in South 
Florida 

-Quantity of water 
supply 
-Sufficient water to 
meet future needs 

-Freshwater and 
drinking water 
-Saltwater intrusion 
-aquifer storage and 
recovery 

Developers Environmentalists and 
some state actors must be 
challenged in order to 
preserve and not limit 
Floridian’s Fifth 
Amendment rights 

Land development 
activities in South 
Florida and the 
opportunity to provide 
space for the expanding 
population 

-Limitations on 
developable land 
-Economic impact of 
the industry 
-Flood control 

Environmental 
Groups 

Decline of the Everglades 
will have dire 
consequences not only for 
wildlife but also for 
humans 

Restoring Everglades to 
its pristine nature 

-Phosphorus flow from 
the EAA to Everglades 
-Mercury 
-Stop water wastage 
-Water quality 
-Habitat destruction 
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Prior to 2000, the majority of the Everglades restoration efforts focused on the land and 

water mass south of Lake Okeechobee. The most recent bills passed by the Florida legislature 

have shown evidence of significant policy-oriented learning regarding the large sources of 

pollution located north of Lake Okeechobee. After 2000, new efforts to the areas north, east, and 

west of Lake Okeechobee grabbed the policymakers’ attention.  Once viewed as the “point of 

attack” and the “source of all the evil” in the Randolph Report, this lake is the largest in the 

southeastern U. S. and means “big water” in the Seminole language.  This 730-square-mile lake 

has been affected by four long-term problems: “(1) excessive phosphorus loads, (2) unnaturally 

high and low water levels, and (3) rapid spread of exotic and nuisance plants in the littoral zone” 

(areas in the west and northwest portion of the lake) (Grunwald, 2006b, p. 90; James & Zhang, 

2008, p. 10-1). The fourth long-term problem, identified by an anonymous source with a state 

agency, is toxic levels of lead and arsenic, which are released when there are interactions with 

phosphates. These heavy metals from Lake Okeechobee have been measured at high levels in the 

St. Lucie River estuary (MacDonald, Carr, Calder, Long, & Isgersol, 1996).   

Based on the new information about high pollution levels in the lake, the Lake 

Okeechobee Protection Act (LOPA), a comprehensive plan for restoring and protecting the lake, 

was adopted in 2000. LOPA is a phased, comprehensive program, which was allocated $38 

million to restore and protect the Lake Okeechobee watershed from area pollutants (Florida 

Department, 2009). In 2004, Acceler8 was launched to expedite the restoration efforts in the 

Everglades.  A year later, Governor Jeb Bush revealed the Lake Okeechobee and Estuary 

Recovery Plan, “a comprehensive plan to accelerate restoration and recovery of the largest 

freshwater lake in the southeast” (Everglades, n.d., ¶ 52). 

After passing a number of bills to help restore Lake Okeechobee, the lake was still 

experiencing abnormally low water levels (Figure 4.7) and high levels of pollution, namely 

phosphorus (Figure 4.8).  After experiencing a phosphorous reduction in the late 1980s and early 

1990s, Lake Okeechobee has since contained a steadily rising level of phosphorus despite the 

additional policies, which were passed to reduce the amount of phosphorus in the lake. A policy 

change was needed. 
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Figure 4.7: Annual water levels in Lake Okeechobee from 1910 to 2010 (National Research 
Council, 2008, p. 147). 
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Figure 4.8: Annual total phosphorus loads in Lake Okeechobee from 1981 to 2009 (data source: 
South Florida Water Management District, 2010). 
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4.2 Evidence of Instrumental and Social Policy Learning 

 

 In the mainstream paradigm, policy learning and change can originate from a number of 

sources both internal and external to the policy system or subsystem.  Similar to May’s research 

(1992), prima facie, or first evidence of policy learning through the 160 years of Everglades 

policy history has been completed.  The table below highlights major policies passed in the 

Everglades and the corresponding evidence of both instrumental and social learning (Table 4.2). 

Indicative of instrumental learning, new policy instruments have been implemented, including 

funding, institutional changes and modifications, and new management approaches. Examples of 

social learning in the Everglades policy subsystem include new social constructions, 

reaffirmations of policy goals and objectives, and paradigm shifts. 

 
 

Table 4.2: Prima facie evidence of instrumental and social policy learning in the Florida 
Everglades history 

 

Policy and Year Evidence: Instrumental Learning Evidence: Social Learning 
River and Harbor Act 
of 1930 

 Paradigm shift from drainage of 
the Everglades to water control. 

Central and South 
Florida Project (1948) 

 Reaffirmed the social construction 
of drainage and water control in the 
Everglades. 

Florida Water 
Resources Act (1972) 

New policy instrument implemented: 
creation of the five water districts. 

New social construction of water 
management and policy. 

Florida Environmental 
Reorganization Act 
(1972) 

New policy instrument implemented: 
combination of all Florida 
environmental protection programs 
(Florida Department of Environmental 
Protection). 

 

Kissimmee River 
Restoration Act of 
1976 

 New goal and social construction 
of the Kissimmee River. 

Growth Management 
Act (1985) 

New policy instrument implemented: 
requirement of comprehensive land use 
plans by local governments to prevent 
water pollution. 

 

Save our Everglades 
Program (1983) 

New policy instrument implemented: 
collaborative decision making 
approach. 

New conceptualization of the 
Everglades by combining the 
different systems. 
 
New conceptualization of 
Everglades as a national treasure 
and not a wasteland. 
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Table 4.2 Continued 
 
Policy and Year Evidence: Instrumental Learning Evidence: Social Learning 
Marjory Stoneman 
Douglas Everglades 
Protection Act (1991) 

 New conceptualization: 
Restoration of the Everglades. 

Everglades Forever 
Act (1994) 

New information from the settlement 
of the 1988 lawsuit. 

Reaffirmed the goal and social 
construction of restoration of the 
Everglades. 

Comprehensive 
Everglades Restoration 
Act (2000) 

New information from the 1992 
Restudy evaluations. 
 
New policy instruments implemented: 
ecosystem/watershed management, 
adaptive management, and federal 
funding commitment. 

Reaffirmed the social construction 
of nonpartisanship in the 
Everglades policy subsystem. 

Everglades Restoration 
Reinvestment Act 
(2000) 

New policy instrument implemented: 
$4 billion funding commitment from 
the state of Florida. 

Reaffirmed state policy goal of the 
restoration of the Everglades. 

 

 

4.3 Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program 

 

 In the 2006 Florida legislative session, government leadership decided to organize a 

committee to bring together stakeholders and interested parties to discuss expanding the Lake 

Okeechobee and Estuary Recovery Plan. As a former local elected official elaborates: “we had 

lots of discussion about the Lake Okeechobee Restoration Plan and how could we adapt that to 

the rivers and estuaries.  Because it was a good basis to start with...So we had a really good 

start with the Lake Okeechobee Plan” (personal communication, July 28, 2009).  However, since 

that plan did not fully account for the two estuaries affected by discharges from Lake 

Okeechobee (St. Lucie37 and Caloosahatchee38 Rivers and Basins) (Figure 4.9), a new plan had 

to be developed. As a local elected official explained:  

                                                       
37 “The St. Lucie River and estuary are located on the central east coast of Florida and covers 

approximately 780 square miles with approximately 9.2 square miles of estuary” (St. Lucie, n.d., 

¶ 1). It encompasses both St. Lucie and Martin counties. 

38 “The Caloosahatchee River and Basin, located in southwest Florida, stretch 70 miles westward 

from the western edge of Lake Okeechobee to San Carlos Bay and the Gulf of Mexico. The basin 
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We started in 2006 with the legislature having concerns over the Lake Okeechobee 

regulation schedule and the challenges of frequent and large releases and their effects on 

the Caloosahatchee River.  Part of the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act, which is a 

separate statute, it refers to the St. Lucie River and the Caloosahatchee River as 

receiving bodies of water.  It did not even identify these very unique and important 

estuaries by name and the focus of the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act was really on 

Lake Okeechobee and not really recognizing the detrimental impacts it was having.   

The state and local elected officials from Martin and Lee counties pushed hard for this new plan.  

They had been meeting with and listening to their constituents, namely local fishermen and 

business owners, directly affected by the unregulated discharges of polluted waters from Lake 

Okeechobee into their estuaries. Tied together by these experiences and new knowledge of the 

problem, these elected officials created a strong coalition to push for a new policy to address 

these overlooked and unresolved issues. 

 
 

  

Figure 4.9: Watershed areas affected by the passing of Senate Bill 392 (South Florida Water 
Management District, 2009) 

                                                                                                                                                                               
covers approximately 1,408 square miles. It is situated in Charlotte, Lee, Glades, and Hendry 

Counties, with a small portion lying in Collier County” (Florida Department, n.d., p. 2). 
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Several reports had been published a few years earlier regarding the pollution in St. Lucie 

and Caloosahatchee estuaries, which provided new scientific information for the policymakers.  

A July 2002 Department of Environmental Protection report concluded that there was evidence 

of impairment in the St. Lucie Estuary. This report stated that “studies document the loss of 

oyster and seagrass populations, fish abnormalities, increased sedimentation rates, high nutrient 

loadings, adverse fluctuations in normal estuarine salinity regimes, and impacts to invertebrate 

populations” (Graves, Thompson, & Fike, 2002, p. 3). These issues arose from the construction 

of the St. Lucie Canal (C-44), which was completed in 1931 and connects Lake Okeechobee to 

the St. Lucie estuary system.  Discharges from Lake Okeechobee down the C-44, as seen in 

Figure 4.10, have increased freshwater and sediments into the St. Lucie brackish estuary.39 The 

sediments in this estuary, referred to by local residents as “St. Lucie ooze,” are “accumulating at 

a rate 2.5 times faster than historic or normal levels” (Graves, Thompson, & Fike, 2002, p. 7). 

Their study concluded that the ecosystem is stressed.  The median total phosphorus levels in the 

St. Lucie estuary were greater than double the statewide estuarine median. Nitrogen and copper 

were higher than the statewide estuarine medians (Graves, Thompson, & Fike, 2002). A previous 

study (MacDonald et al., 1996) of heavy metals in the St. Lucie estuary sediments also resulted 

in higher than normal levels of arsenic, cadmium, copper, mercury, nickel, and lead. 

 

                                                       
39 Estuaries are ecologically sensitive areas where river(s) meet the ocean. They are brackish 

meaning they contain a mix of fresh and salt water that is driven by the tides.  In Florida, they are 

a nursery for a variety of at least 70 percent of fisheries, including commercial and recreational 

fishes, crustaceans, and shellfish (Florida Department, 2010).  Large amounts of unregulated and 

polluted freshwater being discharged from the lake upsets this natural balance. This can result in 

red tides, algae blooms, and fish kills. 
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Figure 4.10: The total discharge rate from the C-44 to the St. Lucie Estuary from January 2004 
through January 2008. The dark gray accounts for the portion of discharges released from Lake 
Okeechobee (National Research Council, 2008, p. 161). 
  

 

Similar to the St. Lucie River and estuary ecosystem, the Caloosahatchee ecosystem has 

been modified with dredging and channelizing.  The primary canal carrying discharge water 

from Lake Okeechobee to the Gulf of Mexico is the S-79 canal. As seen in Figure 4.11, this 

ecosystem had experienced nearly twice the amount of discharge releases from Lake 

Okeechobee than St. Lucie’s ecosystem, which has affected the sediment levels and freshwater 

amounts similar to those seen in the St. Lucie ecosystem. 
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Figure 4.11: The total discharge rate from the S-79 to the Caloosahatchee Estuary from January 
2004 through January 2008. The dark gray accounts for the portion of discharges released from 
Lake Okeechobee (National Research Council, 2008, p. 160). 
  

 

These figures help to illustrate that the previous Lake Okeechobee bills did not take into 

account the estuaries located due east and west of the lake, nor the negative effects they were 

confronting from the large freshwater discharges. Armed with new information from these 

reports and studies, elected officials passed new policies incrementally to address this pollution 

source. First it was the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act, then the Lake Okeechobee and Estuary 

Recovery Plan, and most recently the Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program.   

All of the interviewees were asked “Where did the Northern Everglades Bill originate 

from?” Of the 20 interviewees who answered the question, 45 percent of them answered that it 

was an expansion of the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act; 30 percent said that it originated from 

unregulated Lake Okeechobee overflow into the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee rivers and 

estuaries; and 25 percent said that Senate Bill 392 originated from political leadership either in 

the state government or with a government agency (Appendix I). As discussed by an 

environmental non-profit organization scientist:  

 we had the drought in 2001 which really emphasized we don't have enough water  storage 

 and severe rationing.   And then we have really high water years in 2003, 2004, and 2005 

 and massive estuary dumps.  And also everybody was absolutely incensed that the lake 
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 was in such bad shape and the estuaries were in such bad shape. And so that is kind of 

 what really...then people started paying attention.  It was not until we had the big natural 

 disaster that suddenly the public was aware of the problem.  They started yelling at their 

 legislators.  The legislators were being pressured to do something.  And so everything 

 just kind of lined up (personal communication, September 9, 2009). 

In order for the decision makers to avoid repeating mistakes by not taking into account these 

sensitive estuaries, substantial policy-oriented learning needed to take place.  One of the learning 

results was the creation of a new policy instrument for this area: the Caloosahatchee-St. Lucie 

Rivers Corridor Advisory Committee (Table 4.3). This committee brought together a wide 

variety of interests and, unlike the Water Resource Advisory Committee, local government 

officials were allowed to sit at the table with the rest of the stakeholders (former local elected 

official, personal communication, July 29, 2009). There were many interests for this particular 

bill: 

 You have Lake Okeechobee interests, you have Martin County interest, you have Lee 

 County interests.  Lee County wants more water.  Martin County wants no water.  Lake 

 Okeechobee people want the lake at a higher level.  Sometimes they want it at a lower 

 level...Then you have the Miccosukee Indians.  You have the Save the Everglades 

 Foundation.  You have the Everglades National Park.  They all have different interests in    

what they are looking for (former local elected official, personal communication, July 29, 

2009). 

Although this committee contained individuals from different sectors and organizations, 

they worked together for a common goal. The goal of the committee was  

 to come up with a plan that could be delivered to the legislature of Florida and have a 

 positive action, and it was a plan to restore the estuaries.  We had a plan to restore 

 Kissimmee River basin.  We had a plan to restore Lake Okeechobee.  We had a plan 

 amongst many to restore the Everglades.  But there was never a plan for the rivers.  

 So it was our goal to develop those plans.  And part of those plans was the various time 

 tables necessary to get to achieve our goals (former local elected official, personal  

communication, July 29, 2009). 
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Table 4.3: Caloosahatchee-St. Lucie Rivers Corridor Advisory Committee members and their 
affiliation (Caloosahatchee-St. Lucie, 2007). 

 

 Caloosahatchee-St. Lucie Rivers Corridor Advisory Committee Members 

Name Organization 

The Honorable Jay Arend Mayor of Bonita Springs 

Mr. Ted Astolfi Executive Director of the Martin Business Development 

Mr. Joe Collins Lykes Brothers, Inc. 

Mr. Kris Dane Marina Owner 

The Honorable Mike 
Deterlizzi Martin County Commissioner 

Dr. Ernie Estevez Director of the Mote Marine Lab 

Dr. Paul Gray Audubon of Florida 

The Honorable Tammy Hall Lee County Commissioner 

Ms. Vera Locke Marine Industries Association of the Treasure Coast 

Mr. Tom MacVicar MacVicar, Federico and Lamb 

Ms. Mary Ann Martin Roland Martin Marina 

Mr. D.T. Minich  Lee County Visitor & Convention Bureau 

Mr. Tom Missimer Missimer and Associates 

Mr. Max Quackenbos Martin County Conservation Alliance Rivers Coalition, 
Independent Homeowners Association 

Mr. Nat Roberts Seminole Improvement District 

Dr. Claire Schelske University of Florida 

 
 

While this new legislation was a priority for the Governor's office, and therefore the 

SFWMD and Department of Environmental Protection (DEP), the State of Florida did not want 

to fund the committee. The DEP and SFWMD stepped in to organize and fund the committee 

(environmental non-profit organization representative, personal communication, August 20, 

2009). Governor Jeb Bush gave the committee a tight deadline. The committee members met 

September 28, 2006, in Fort Myers, October 19, 2006, in Jensen Beach, November 16, 2006, in 

Okeechobee, and January 18, 2007, in Fort Pierce to draft legislation that would eventually 

become the basis of the 2007 Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Plan Bill.  

The committee debated a number of pressing issues over the course of these four 

meetings including whether or not to dredge Lake Okeechobee, funding sources and 

mechanisms, quality and quantity of discharged water from the lake into the two estuaries, and 

whether or not to include the Kissimmee River Basin in the new legislation.  Lee County 
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Commissioner Tammy Hall took a leading role in the October 19th meeting and recommended 

that the committee expand the LOPA bill language to include protection for the St. Lucie and 

Caloosahatchee estuaries.  She recognized the challenge facing the group of submitting a report 

to the legislature within three months.  The committee members agreed and over the next few 

months supplied language to be considered in the new legislation. John Fumero, a Lee County 

lawyer, voluntarily drafted the Lake Okeechobee and Estuary Protection Plan.  The draft 

legislation was sent to Tallahassee in time for the start of the 2007 legislative session by Rep. 

Trudi Williams (R – Fort Myers). Senate President Ken Pruitt (R – Port St. Lucie) gave the bill 

to Senator Burt Saunders (R – Naples), who was the Chairman of the Joint Committee on 

Everglades Oversight.  

 Both the House and Senate environmental committees separately expanded upon the 

drafted legislation and ended up with two separate, but similar, bills (i.e., Senate Bill 0392 and 

House Bill 7157). Rep. Stan Mayfield's (R – Vero Beach; deceased) House Committee heard the 

bill before Rep. Williams presented it to the Senate. The Senate version was the final selection 

that was voted on the floor of the Florida House and Senate and passed unanimously (Senate 35 

– 0; House 116 – 0).  Florida Governor Crist signed Senate Bill 392 – now the Florida State 

Statute 373.4595 Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program - into law June 28, 

2007. Expanding upon the Lake Okeechobee and Estuary Recovery Plan, this bill “safeguard(s) 

and restore(s) the entire northern Everglades system, including the Lake Okeechobee watershed, 

as well as the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie rivers and estuaries” (Florida Department, 2007, ¶ 

4).  (Appendix J).  It allocates $200 million for the northern Everglades and expands the Save 

our Everglades Trust Fund through fiscal year 2019 – 2020. 

 This bill mandates that the SFWMD, DEP, Department of Agriculture and Consumer 

Services (DACS), and affected local governments (Lee, Hendry, Charlotte, Glades, Okeechobee, 

Martin, and St. Lucie) develop two protection plans for the St. Lucie and Caloosahatchee river 

watershed (Figure 4.13). Governor Crist and the Florida Legislature received the Lake 

Okeechobee Watershed Construction Project Phase II Technical Plan on February 1, 2008, and 

the Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie Rivers Watershed Protection Plans on January 1, 2009.  
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4.3.1 Coalitions and Roles of the Working Group 

During the Senate Committee meetings in Tallahassee, additional dynamics occurred 

between the various stakeholders in the working group. This group, which consisted of various 

coalitions, was different from the advisory committee and included representatives from the state 

government agencies, environmental non-profit organizations, local governments, state and local 

elected officials, and agricultural and development lobbyists.  Each theoretical framework needs 

key players to participate to make the policy process work. These are the roles found within the 

coalition of interviewees who participated in the working group for the Northern Everglades and 

Estuary Protection Program bill.  Based on interview analysis, the dominant coalition was 

comprised of elected state government officials and representatives from state government 

agencies. This coalition formed before Governor Crist’s administration was in office. As a male 

state department official explained, “Governor Bush and president of the senate, some house 

members, secretary of DEP, commissioner of agriculture, and the executive director of the water 

management district -- South Florida Water Management District all came together” (personal 

communication, August 21, 2009). Senator Burt Saunders, head of the Senate Environmental 

Preservation Committee, was witnessed as the dominant force during the working group 

meetings by other group members.  “It’s pretty clear the committee was going to take the lead. 

Senator Saunders was the chair, so Senator Saunders took the lead” (Florida Senate legislative 

policy analyst, personal communication, August 20, 2009). 

Minor coalitions within this working group included environmental, agricultural, and 

business/development interests, in addition to local government officials.  As a staff member 

explains, each coalition had to designate a spokesperson.  

The general rule of thumb we do in these work groups is the environmental groups get 

one spokesman, the developers get one spokesman, agriculture gets one spokesman. That 

way you’re not getting eight different people who represent the same group trying to 

overtake the meeting (Florida Senate legislative policy analyst, personal communications, 

August 20, 2009).  

Within these groups were teams of lobbyists. “The major players in the group had their own 

lobbying teams” (Male agriculture lobbyist, personal communication, August 27, 2009). 

During the passing of the bill there were two disputes between the dominant coalition and 

two minor coalitions that were witnessed and discussed by a few interviewees. The first involved 
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Senator Burt Saunders in the dominant coalition and an environmental representative from a 

minor coalition. This dispute was that the bill was not environmentally stringent enough for the 

minor coalition. As another working group member noticed: “they (the minor coalition) were 

basically advocating that the bill was not strong enough without the Environmental Resource 

Permit (ERP) stuff, and that irritated Burt Saunders, and he wouldn’t talk to them for a while” 

(Environmental non-profit organization policy representative, personal communication, August 

19, 2009).40 The environmental representative went so far as to speak to the media about their 

position calling the bill “essentially meaningless” (Ash, 2007, ¶6). The primary concern was that 

developers would postpone taking action to reduce runoff pollution by tying up the “state’s 

rulemaking process up in court for months or years” (Ash, 2007, ¶8).    

The second dispute was between Senator Burt Saunders in the dominant coalition and a 

local government official in a minor coalition. The draft language that John Fumero and the local 

government coalition had worked diligently on was changed by the working group in the final 

draft. When the local government officials were notified of these changes from a member of 

another minor coalition, they flew overnight to Tallahassee to meet with the state elected official 

the next day. After agreeing to delay a Senate vote, the state elected official agreed to meet with 

the local government officials to review the changes in the final version of the bill. 

[A representative] from [an environmental non-profit organization] calls and says you 

guys have to get up here right now.  Every piece of teeth in our legislation’s been pulled.  

It is not the same bill because I just saw it and you gotta come up here.  So…we jumped 

on a plane and we got there ten minutes before the committee meeting and we met with 

Senator Saunders.  And Senator Saunders said Water Management District and 

Department of Environmental Protection has come to me this is the bill.  This is a 

starting place. I don’t want to see any of these amendments come back in.  I feel strongly 

that it is a starting point.  You are asking for too much too soon and I’m not comfortable 

with that. I said Burt [Saunders] you committed to us that if there were going to be 

changes that you would let us know.  I said if it was not for [an environmental non-profit 

                                                       
40  An Environmental Resource Permit is required by the South Florida Water Management 

District prior to “any activity that could affect wetlands, alter surface water flows, or contribute 

to water pollution” (Environmental Resource Permit, n.d., ¶ 1). 
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organization representative], we would not be here.  All we are asking is that you give us 

a week’s delay so we can go back to the stakeholders and come back at least try to 

negotiate a better piece of legislation.  This is not satisfactory.  I would rather see 

nothing than this. He said no.  So he went through the backdoor to the committee 

meeting.  I bumped into a member of the [state agency] staff and really pleaded my case 

to them. He went behind us and talked to the Senator and he implored him to give us the 

week and said you know I really believe that while we recommended this be the piece of 

legislation I think it would be worth if you would consider, reconsider delaying a week to 

give us that chance to go get everyone together. So when this bill came to committee, 

Senator Saunders immediately requested that it would be delayed a week…That was the 

longest week of my life.  Because we literally went in to a closed-door session with big 

land owners, agriculture, a senate staff, a house staff…and we sat and went over word by 

word and line by line this legislation and rewrote the entire piece in very long session 

basically over probably thirty hours of that week (Local elected official, personal 

communication, August 5, 2009). 

This victory the minor coalition achieved over the dominant coalition to have their voice heard 

and changes made is one of the ways policy is passed under the advocacy coalition framework. 

The different coalitions within the working group played different roles.  For example, an 

environmental non-profit organization policy representative was the negotiator and possible 

policy broker.   

one of my major contributions was at one point things were getting somewhat derailed 

because of the ERP issue, and one of the environmental groups had sort of taken the 

position that the bill wasn’t strong enough the way it was written without that.  And 

[Senator] Saunders committed to having a separate bill that had the ERP portion in it, 

and so there was some meeting…at the [state agency] conference that had the whole 

panoply of stakeholders and the [state agency] lawyers, and the sugar interests, 

agriculture interests, environmental interests, and they -- I guess the water management 

district had brought some draft language about addressing the ERP, and there was some 

discussion about it, and it was controversial with the agriculture and development 

interests, and I suggested kind of the simplistic solution that people bought into and 

which had to do with just sort of a sentence making it clear…this one sentence was put in 
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there, and that kind of unstuck that particular impasse (personal communication, 

September 1, 2009). 

This participant was new to the process and joined the working group in February 2007 before 

the legislative session started; therefore, they did not have any alliances with the other working 

group members/participants.  It can be argued from the ACF that this participant was filling the 

role of negotiator and policy broker because they were a weak tie, not affiliated with any of the 

strong ties within the network, and had freedom of movement (Granovetter, 1973; Burt, 2002). 

Other roles filled by the participants include:  

• A regional district official as the charismatic leader making his rounds in the House and 

Senate gaining support for the bill;  

• A male state department official as the administrator setting up and hosting the working 

group meetings in his conference room, making copies, and supplying resources as 

needed;  

• A female state department official as the editor for the bill and analysis as it progressed 

through the working group;   

• A Florida senate legislative policy analyst as the neutral, objective moderator of the 

meetings and filter of information to Senator Saunders and the rest of the Senate 

Environmental Preservation and Conservation Committee; 

• A Florida house legislative policy analyst as a meeting facilitator who kept the discussion 

productive and progressing forward; 

• A state department program coordinator as a drafter/writer of the legislation who pulled 

from their past Everglades legislative experience; 

• A state legislator as an information gatherer, especially for technical information needed 

by the working group members; and 

• A former state legislator as a mediator to initiate compromise and consensus between 

stakeholders. 

 

4.3.2 Policy Learning 

 When analyzing the passing of Senate Bill 392, there is strong evidence of instrumental 

policy learning. This type of policy learning pulls primarily from a policymaker’s prior 

experience or from formal evaluations (May, 1992).  Many of the participants in this research 
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recognized that they, as well as their colleagues, have learned over the years through 

experiences, as well as newly obtained information. This new learning changed not only the way 

they designed Senate Bill 392, but also the way they implemented and managed programs in the 

new northern Everglades area. As explained by a regional district official, work experience on 

previous Everglades’ legislation provided this participant with an improved understanding of 

implementing restoration programs. 

It was kind of bizarre having lived through the 1994 amendments of the Everglades 

Forever Act [EFA] to watch the amendments be viewed as such a terrible thing. Saying 

all that, this bill [referring to Senate Bill 392] is sort of learning from that mistake - if 

you blindly go into a deadline that's imposed by a regulatory program without some 

course of action, then you're going to be litigated and you're going to lose.  And so if you 

look geographically at the land that was affected by the EFA, a comparable amount of 

land and landowners, maybe even a greater amount of land and landowners, are affected 

by the Northern Everglades Legislation. While it's not in your face “you have to do this, 

do this, and do this,” it has the direct links to the appropriate regulatory programs, 

which we didn't have in 1993. We didn't have this requirement for the Total Maximum 

Daily Load program to develop basin management action plans.  But the Northern 

Everglades Legislation has those linkages and these plans that were developed in this 

collaborate, cooperative way through the Northern Everglades and Estuary Bill are now 

legally the technical underpinnings of what is going to become the basin management 

plans, which then have the direct regulatory linkages back to the Clean Water Act, 

Chapter 373, Chapter 403 of the state statute. Now you have a pathway to get to that and 

it took a lot of very sophisticated bill drafting by people who knew what they were doing.  

And it was based on the history that I personally had learned from going through the 

EFA stuff in the 1990s and 2000s (personal communication, September 1, 2009). 

Similarly, three other state agency employees felt they had learned from implementing the 

previous Lake Okeechobee bills, on which Senate Bill 392 was based. As elaborated by a state 

department program coordinator: 

The Northern Everglades Act is essentially an expansion of the Lake Okeechobee 

Protection Act [LOPA]. So it was a combination of sort of building from the original Act, 
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but also taking into account what we had learned so far in implementing the LOPA 

(personal communication, August 21, 2009). 

A local government lawyer, also pulling from prior experiences working on Everglades’ 

legislation, commented on the learning, seen here as trial-and-error learning (May, 1992), that 

occurred amongst the Senate Bill 392 policymakers. This learning was a change from 

approaching the policy problem from an individualized approach to a holistic approach.  

We have learned over time that some individualized approach where we will fix this one 

problem leads to three other problems arising and that you really have to look at it like a 

whole basin as an entire watershed and know that there are many different elements that 

all work together to reach that end goal.  So you realize, that was one of our objectives.  

And to use the holistic approach that was codified in the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act 

as our template (personal communication, September 1, 2009).  

 

4.3.3 Phrase of the Day 

The social construction framework literature states that the politicians are primarily the 

ones keeping the social construction of the policy going.  This is witnessed in Senate Bill 392 

with the sponsor, Sen. Burt Saunders, or his staff being involved in each step of the process. He 

viewed his role as the leader of the group: “There was no consensus and my role was to get the 

groups together and achieve some consensus on the issues that were keeping us from getting the 

legislation approved” (personal communication, August 5, 2009). A local government lawyer 

agreed with Senator Saunders. After speaking to many legislators, he observed that there was 

“absolutely no consensus for such a mammoth undertaking” (personal communication, 

September 1, 2009).  Although Senator Saunders did not personally attend a majority of the 

working group meetings, he advised his policy analyst who did attend these meetings, what he 

did and did not want included in the bill:  

The members tells us [the senate staff] to go back and make it very clear to the group 

[working group] that this -- this is what I’m going to sit on, and I ain’t changing it and 

then the group will just look up.  Okay, no reason to waste our time on that one.  The 

members are very clear on where they’re going (Florida Senate legislative policy analyst, 

personal communication, August 20, 2009). 
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In addition, the members influence public support by convincing their constituents to submit 

comments to the newspapers, thereby perpetuating or creating a social construction of the issue 

at hand: “one of the senators or house members will say it’d be really good if we saw a nice 

editorial, because that might sway governor” (Florida Senate legislative policy analyst, personal 

communication, August 20, 2009).  However, as our findings reflect, it is not only the politicians 

who are responding to, perpetuating, and creating the social construction; all of the participants 

in the policy-making process have a hand in it as well.   

Fifty percent of the interviewees repeatedly said the working group used a consensus-

based approach when working together on Senate Bill 392 (Table 4.4).  The process of a 

consensus-based approach is in itself a social construction and rooted philosophically in social 

constructionism.  By relying on this type of decision-making approach, meaning is rhetorically 

created to become reality by reaching a consensus within the group (Peterson, Peterson, & 

Peterson, 2005).  A female state department official explains the environmental legislative arena 

is comprised of the “same 10 people all the time” or the “usual suspects,” and comments that 

“we probably all have kind of this warped idea of how things work” (personal communication, 

August 19, 2009).   

 
 

Table 4.4: Consensus-based approach for Senate Bill 392 

 

“consensus-based approach” “consensus on language” 

“consensus-based piece of legislation” “consensus effort” 

“negotiated consensus product” “consensus feel” 

 
 

The consensus-based approach has been critiqued as a social construction, yet the use of 

science in the consensus-based, decision-making process helps create common ground among 

participants and stakeholders (Leach, 2006).  Although decision making by consensus sounds 

good in theory, it leads one to ask: who has the greatest power within that group and has the 

advantage to shape group consensus to support a continuance of current hierarchical 

relationships (Peterson et al., 2005).   



  114 

CHAPTER FIVE 
HISTORY OF THE EVERGLADES PROGRAM AND POLICIES:  

ALTERNATIVE PARADIGM 
 
 
 

As seen in Chapter 4, the mainstream paradigm assumes that government is working in 

the public's best interest. Policymakers are assumed to be truthful and rational, while policy 

changes primarily are incremental improvements. An alternative paradigm, Habermas’ critical 

theory, relies on a different set of assumptions.  In Habermas' conception of advanced capitalism, 

the political and economic systems are no longer separate, but intertwined (Figure 5.1).  The 

political system's steering activities provide the economic system with needed resources and 

capital for the corporations and businesses.  In the Everglades program, the government is 

intervening into the market system and these actions have been increasing since the decision to 

build the Hoover Dike in 1928. Archival data show that the government's role in the Everglades 

and its role in the economic system have grown greatly under advanced capitalism.  

  
 

 

Figure 5.1: Habermas’ conception of advanced capitalism 

 
 

As discussed in Chapter 1 of this dissertation, Habermas (1975) explains that there are 

many ways in which government intervenes into the economic system by using steering 
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activities as shown in the figure above. Some of the actions witnessed in the history of the 

Everglades include “strengthening the competitive capability of the nation by organizing 

supranational economic blocks, securing international stratification by imperialist means, etc.”; 

“guiding, in accord with structural policy, the flow of capital into sectors neglected by an 

autonomous market”; and “improve(ing) of the material infrastructure (transportation, education, 

health, recreation, urban and regional planning, housing construction, etc.)” (Habermas, 1975, p. 

35). 

 When we study the Everglades program under a different set of assumptions than those 

associated with the mainstream paradigm, we find evidence of Everglades policy being driven by 

industrialization and the interests of capital accumulation—not simply government’s actions in 

an incremental process of policy learning and improvement.  This chapter also raises the 

question of to what degree the Everglades actually are being restored, and suggests that the 

policies represent a problematic, unstable, and possibly illegitimate compromise between 

economic and environmental interests. Using archival and secondary data, evidence of such a 

compromise has been found in the Everglades program and is discussed below. Then analyzed 

statements from the interviewees will highlight how the “Everglades Restoration” narrative is 

being used by the government to legitimize this compromise.  

 

5.1 Government Intervening into the Economic System 

 

 From the perspective of critical theory, the government’s increased involvement in the 

Everglades ecosystem is not due to policy-oriented learning as highlighted by the mainstream 

paradigm.  It is instead the result of government intervening into the economic system to 

promote growth and development, which benefits a small subset of the state’s population, often 

at the expense of the larger public and the environment.  Furthermore, the more government 

becomes involved in supporting and steering economic activity, the less effective its actions are.  

As Buechler (2000) explains, government must  

intervene extensively to offset an economic crisis, but doing so requires more revenue 

than it can effectively generate. It must engage in long-term planning and regulation, but 

it has no real authority over the critical variable of capital investment. It must respond to 
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a wider range of societal needs, but each effort to do so creates higher expectations and 

invites further demands on its already limited resources (p. 81). 

In this research, government steadily has increased its intervention into the economic system 

surrounding the Everglades. Although there are numerous examples of these activities, this study 

will focus on a select few: providing infrastructure, a competitive advantage, and a variety of 

resources to select Florida industries, namely Big Sugar41, mining, and residential and 

commercial development.  Using archival and secondary data, this section provides evidence of 

government’s intervention into the economic system in the Everglades. 

 

5.1.1 Improving Infrastructure: Hoover Dike 

Similar to the Mississippi River overflowing its banks during the wet season, Lake 

Okeechobee expanded and overflowed nearly 850 square miles during its wet season (Levin, 

2003).  This expansion during the wet season created flooding problems for the farmers trying to 

locate in this region.  Following in Louisiana’s footsteps of diking the Mississippi River to the 

outer continental shelf, Lake Okeechobee needed to be contained, especially after the flood of 

1928.  As discussed in Chapter 4, the Hoover Dike was constructed around Lake Okeechobee to 

provide flood control after the 1928 hurricane struck central Florida, killing nearly 3,000 people.  

In the name of flood control to protect the public, President Hoover assigned the U.S. Army 

Corps of Engineers (USACE) to build the levee around Lake Okeechobee. The alternative 

paradigm, which highlights the compromises between economic and environmental interests, 

provides a different reason as to why the Hoover Dike was built – protection and drainage of 

land for the developing sugar industry and the future Everglades Agricultural Area. In the 

conflict between economic interests and the environment, the former won. 

 Prior to the American Civil War, cane sugar represented 95 percent of the world supply.  

After the war, cane sugar production dropped and beet sugar increased to 66 percent of the world 

supply. The federal government wanted not only to become competitive with the European beet 

sugar markets, but also to become the international sugar leader (Hollander, 2005b). While 

Louisiana had the only successful commercial sugarcane industry in the U.S., many viewed 

                                                       
41 The companies considered to be included with Big Sugar: U. S. Sugar; Flo-Sun, Inc.; and 

Florida Crystals. 
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Florida's subtropical climate as ideal for growing and crystallizing sugar cane, primarily because 

the state had a harvest season that was twice as long (Martin, 1941).  Governor Broward, a large 

supporter of this new national goal, noted, “All the sugar necessary to make up this deficiency in 

the production in this country to meet its consumption can be grown in one corner of the 

Everglades in Florida” (Broward as quoted in Hollander, 2005b, p. 346).   

C. Lyman Spencer, an influential realtor and scientist, partially agreed with Governor 

Broward. They disagreed on the size of the sugar farms.  As per Dr. Joe Knetsch, Governor 

Broward was influenced by President Theodore Roosevelt’s 1902 Reclamation Act in the west.  

This Act called for farms to be 160 acres or less, and the governor campaigned for small farms in 

this region that used this same acreage requirement (J. Knetsch, personal communication, May 

11, 2010). Meanwhile, Spencer advocated that “innumerable large sugar estates…be 

established...without the necessity for consolidation of small land owners” and viewed this 

approach as an advantage to planting sugarcane in the Everglades (Spencer as quoted in 

Hollander, 2005b, p. 347).  Additionally, this ecosystem was the only area in the U.S. where 

sugarcane grew to 20 feet high and produced “between 40 and 80 tons of cane an acre”; much 

more than Louisiana’s sugarcane  production (Martin, 1941, p. 39).  This land designated for 

sugar production later became known as the Everglades Agricultural Area (EAA) in the northern 

Everglades, and labeled as the “Sugar Bowl of the Nation” by Governor Carlton in 1929. This 

label made the EAA a region of national importance, which later proved to be effective when 

requesting additional federal and state political and financial support (Hollander, 2005b). 

 At this time, the land in the future EAA was too wet for farming. The Florida Department 

of Agriculture’s “Florida Sugar Bowl” 1941 report explains that since 1885 numerous attempts 

at commercial cultivating and manufacturing sugar “failed largely because of a lack of proper 

flood control” (p. 11).  Dahlberg, President of Dahlberg Corp of America, owned approximately 

130,000 acres of sugar cane fields in this area south of Lake Okeechobee and needed this type of 

flood protection and control, especially following the two 1920s hurricanes. After contributing 

campaign money and adding pressure with lobbying efforts, Dahlberg was able to secure federal 

funding to build the Hoover Dike, which helped to drain the Everglades for his sugar business, 
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Southern Sugar42. He was reassured by Florida's congressional leaders via telegrams that “the 

'entire Florida delegation are working in and out of season to secure the passage of a bill' that 

would provide federal support for drainage and reclamation of more wetlands for sugar” 

(Hollander, 2005b, p. 348). However, prior to building the Hoover Dike, the federal government 

had to disguise the levee as a navigation project because the public officials were “leery about 

appropriating funds for flood control during the depression” (Levin, 2003, p. 208).   

 The end result was the construction of the Hoover Dike around the southern rim of Lake 

Okeechobee which promptly dried Dahlberg’s property. The Florida Department of 

Agriculture’s 1941 report estimated that in the Everglades there were between 1.5 million and 2 

million acres of suitable farm land for sugarcane production.  “Of this acreage, there are 

approximately 200,000 acres bordering the southern rim of Lake Okeechobee which is now 

properly drained and under cultivation and which could be planted almost immediately into 

sugarcane” (Martin, 1941, p. 13) (emphasis added). This levee construction, and especially the 

Central and Southern Florida Project (discussed in the following section), enabled the sugarcane 

production to increase in the Everglades ecosystem. 

  

5.1.2 Improving Infrastructure: Central and South Florida Flood Control Project 

 During World War II, there was an increased need for sugar, as it was viewed as a 

necessary raw material, such as iron, beef, petroleum, and tin.  However, even with the 

suspension of domestic sugar quotas (which lasted until 1948), the U.S. production of sugar 

                                                       
42 A bankrupt Southern Sugar was reorganized and renamed U.S. Sugar Corporation on April 28, 

1931 by Charles Stewart Mott (Martin, 1941; A Family, n.d.). Numerous attempts over the span 

of three months were made with state and university librarians; Clewiston, FL Clerk of Courts 

and Property Appraiser’s Office; and a former surveyor from the U.S. Sugar Corporation to 

obtain a map of this land purchase. This map does not exist. Future research will include a 

rendering of this area and the subsequent land and canal development in the EAA using ArcGIS 

software for a possible journal publication. A public records request for this parcel information 

has been made with the SFWMD, which includes information regarding the pending purchase of 

the sugar lands. 
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could not keep up with the demand. The first rationed food staple in the U. S. was sugar and it 

was the last staple released from rationing in 1947 (Hollander, 2005b). 

 After the war, Florida sugar farmers lobbied Congress to allow for higher quotas, namely 

two and a half times greater than the 1941 quotas (Hollander, 2005b). In addition, then President 

of U.S. Sugar Clarence R. Bitting claimed that if the Florida sugarcane industry would expand, 

“it would mean a yearly increase of about $2.5 million in payrolls for the next 10 years” (Martin, 

1941, p. 42).  This increased production would only be possible with additional “properly 

drained” wetlands.  Therefore, in 1948, the USACE began building the Central and South 

Florida Flood Control Project, with over 1,000 miles of man-made canals and levees; 150 water 

control structures; 15 square miles of interconnected water reservoirs; and 16 major pumping 

stations channel[ing] 1.7 billion gallons of freshwater daily from Lake Okeechobee out into the 

bays, ocean, and Everglades (Ogden, 2008; Brief History, n.d.). This state-sponsored project 

allowed the wetlands south of Lake Okeechobee to drain and the land was then suitable for 

planting more sugarcane. Further south of the EAA, those dried, reclaimed wetlands gave way to 

a large development boom. This boom gave way to a new source of revenue for the state’s 

economy, which continues today. 

 The USACE and SFWMD both acknowledge the problems that the Central and South 

Florida Project (C&SF Project) has caused: 

This project [C&SF Project] accomplished its intended purpose and allowed people to 

more easily live on the land. It did so, however, at tremendous ecological cost to the 

Everglades. While the population of people has risen from 500,000 in the 1950s to more 

than 6 million today, the numbers of native birds and other wildlife have dwindled and 

some have vanished. The size of the Everglades has been reduced by half since the turn 

of the century. The splendor that was the Everglades is rapidly being lost (Why restore, 

n.d., ¶ 1). 

This project has allowed two-thirds of the Everglades to be developed and modified for human 

needs.  Recurrent water shortages from Orlando to Miami, and saltwater intrusion into the 

Biscayne aquifer, are caused by the daily pumping of approximately 1.7 billion gallons of 

freshwater out of the Everglades ecosystem and into the Atlantic Ocean (Ogden, 2006). 
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5.1.3 Strengthening Competitive Advantage: Cuban Sugar Embargo and Subsidies 

With the 1959 revolution in Cuba, many American, Cuban, and Spanish entrepreneurs 

moved to southern Florida, some specifically into the Everglades for sugar farming.  After the 

U.S. embargo on Cuban sugar in 1961, the Florida sugar producers took advantage of the 

disruption in Cuban sugar imports by increasing their planting. “The demand for acreage by new 

growers, both in sugar beets and in Florida, is reaching a breaking point,” commented Director 

L. Myers of the Sugar Division in the USDA's Commodity Stabilization Service (Myers as 

quoted in Hollander, 2005b, p. 353). The completion of the canals and levees from the Central 

and South Florida Project in the Everglades Agricultural Area in 1963, as well as the creation of 

the three water conservation areas to its south, provided the state-sponsored landscape for this 

rapid increase in production. Additionally, Florida provided this industry “low taxes for land and 

water, and at an annual expense of more than $50 million to the American taxpayer, Washington 

kept the EAA drained in the wet season and irrigated in the dry” (Levin, 2003, p. 202).  This 

newly created wet and dry season did not correlate with the natural wet and dry seasons of 

central and south Florida. This has resulted in increased droughts and wildfires throughout the 

Everglades ecosystem. 

As highlighted in Figure 5.2, the total acreage of Florida sugarcane farming gradually 

increased from 1930 through 1960. After the Cuban sugar embargo and completion of the canals 

and levees, the total acreage increased substantially from just under 50,000 acres to 

approximately 223,000 acres, sugar producing mills increased from three to eleven, and annual 

raw sugar production from 175,000 tons to 572,000 tons (Alvarez & Polopolus, 2009; Salt, 

Langton, & Doyle, 2008).43  Land that had been selling for $300 an acre in 1960 was being 

bought for $1,000 an acre in January of 1961 (Business, 1961). 

 

                                                       
43 In 2001, the total acreage of Florida sugarcane reached a high of 454,000 acres, but then 

decreased to 400,000 acres in 2009.  The 2008 harvesting season yielded 1.41 million metric tons 

of raw sugar valued at $450 million. This accounted for 48 percent of the cane sugar produced in 

the U.S., keeping Florida the leader of sugarcane production (Baucum & Rice, 2009). 
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Figure 5.2: Total acreage of Florida sugarcane farming, 1930 to 1965 (Salley, n.d. as cited in 
Hollander, 2005b, p. 353). 

 
 

The disruption of Cuban sugar imports also increased the sugar industry’s political 

influence in the Everglades, which was witnessed in the creation of the Everglades Agricultural 

Area south of Lake Okeechobee (Rodriguez, 2002).  During this time period, one of the most 

powerful families growing sugar in the Everglades was the Fanjul family. Owners of Flo-Sun, 

Inc. and Florida Crystals, they were close friends with the Kennedys for over three generations. 

Jose Pepe Fanjul stated in a 1997 letter to Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. “our families have known each 

other for three generations, since the time our grandparents used to frequent each others' homes 

as guests...I have personally met your uncles, late father, and different members of your family 

on many occasions” (Fanjul as quoted in King, 1997, ¶ 21).44 This close relationship with the 

Fanjul family and the political elite in America continues today. For example, on February 16, 

1996, President Clinton had a 22 minute phone conversation with Alfie Fanjul regarding a tax on 

sugar farmers. The tax would help to pay for the water pollution coming out of the EAA into the 

Everglades.  This tax never passed and the public’s tax dollars are funding the majority of the 

cleanup (Barlett & Steele, 1998). 

 Subsidies, bounties, tariffs, and the “Sugar Trust” date back to the 1890s. Studies by the 

Cato Institute have shown that sugar policies, such as the Jones-Costigan Act of 1934, are a 

“textbook case of economic damage done by big government intervention in the marketplace” 

(Edwards, 2007, p. 2).  The federal government's actions to restrict sugar supplies has given the 

                                                       
44 Robert F. Kennedy, Jr. is the nephew of the late President John F. Kennedy and late Senator 

Edward Kennedy. He is an environmental attorney and activist. 
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sugar industry a “monopoly power, and they protect that power by becoming important 

supporters of presidents, governors, and many members of Congress” (Edwards, 2007, p. 2).  An 

April 1994 report from the Department of Interior to Congress concluded: “Withdrawing import 

quotas and price support subsidies [to the sugar industry] would have a major positive effect on 

consumers, taxpayers, and the Everglades wetlands” (Vick, 1994, p. 1A). 

Yet, the power held by these special interests in the Everglades remains strong and has 

been recognized by a variety of individuals, including Charles Lee, Florida Audubon Society’s 

senior vice-president. In 1993 he stated:  

It does not seem to make a lot of difference whether the politician is a Bob Martinez, a 

Lawton Chiles, a Bob Graham, a George Bush, a Bruce Babbitt, or a Bill Clinton…the 

reality is the same. Sugar’s mess in the Everglades is still something political figures just 

have press conferences about…The courage, candor, and moral strength necessary to 

look across the table into the eyes of the sugar industry lobbyists and tell them they are 

going to have to significantly change their ways isn’t there (Lee as quoted in Perry & 

Perry, 1994, pp. 168-169). 

The sugar industry has received assistance and support from leaders of state agencies in 

Florida as well. The first example of this support is evidenced during the 1988 lawsuit between 

the federal and state government regarding the polluted waters flowing out of the Everglades 

Agricultural Area and negatively impacting the Everglades.  The original smoking gun memo, 

Exhibit No. 57, in this landmark case was from SFWMD biologist J. Walter Dineen to one of his 

colleagues. In the memo dated June 16, 1971, Dineen expressed concern about the “giant doses 

of farm pollutants his employer was pumping into the river of grass” (Crook, 1990, ¶ 1). A 1975 

SFWMD scientific report, Exhibit No. 60, stated that water conditions were possibly being 

affected by agricultural runoff. However, in both instances little to no action was completed by 

leadership at the SFWMD to clean up the pollution (Crook, 1990).  In 1990, two years after the 

lawsuit was filed and two years before a compromise was struck, the SFWMD was placing the 

blame for allowing this pollution in the Everglades to continue for 20 years on the USACE and 

Congress (Perry & Perry, 1998). 

A second example is from May of 2003 when Governor Jeb Bush modified the 

Everglades Forever Act to benefit the sugar industry in two ways.  First, the deadline for the 

cleanup of the pollution was extended 10 years from 2006 to 2016. Second, phrases in the 
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original EFA were changed.  The modified phrases regarded the original goal of the Everglades 

Forever Act to reach a phosphorus limit of 10-parts-per-billion in the Everglades. The phrase “to 

the maximum extent possible” was added and “polluter pays” was removed. These changes 

allowed the sugar farmers in the EAA neither to reach the original goal nor to pay new taxes on 

pollution set forth by the legislation (Weisskoff, 2005). Governor Bush said the law was “strong 

legislation buil(t) upon good policy” and these new changes would “alleviate concerns about 

their intent and commitment” (as quoted in Clark, 2003, ¶7).  This revision of the EFA passed 

both the House (96-18) and Senate (34-4)45 with bi-partisan support in the Florida legislature 

(Clark, 2003).  At this same time, the SFWMD Director, Sam Poole, was avowing: “The 

environment comes first, every time. Cities and farms will have to wait in line” (Rozsa, 1994b, 

¶6).  This contradiction between the actions of Gov. Bush and the words of Director Poole 

happens consistently throughout the history of the Everglades.  

Meanwhile, the sugar industry has spent millions of dollars fighting Everglades’ 

restoration efforts. For example, it spent millions of dollars fighting a variety of components in 

the 1994 Everglades Forever Act and hired more than 36 lobbyists (Fineout, 2004). In addition, 

$3 million was spent fighting three amendments (Numbers 4, 5, and 6) to expand the 1996 Save 

Our Everglades program (Levin, 2003). 

 

5.1.4 Providing Resources: Limestone Mining 

 Limestone beds underlie a majority of the Everglades, and there is a history of limestone 

mining in this ecosystem.46 Yet this destructive activity continues to be permitted by the 

                                                       
45 The only senators who opposed this modification were four south Florida Democrats (Clark, 

2003). 

46 Limestone is not the only mineral being mined in the Everglades; phosphorus is as well.  

Florida has been recognized as the world's leader in the production of phosphate rock, 

accounting for approximately “75 percent of the U.S. supply and 25 percent of the world supply” 

(Overview, 2005, ¶ 30).  The commercial production of all the phosphate is broken down 

accordingly: “90 percent is used for fertilizer for the production of food and fiber; 5 percent is 

used for livestock feed supplements; 5 percent is used for vitamins, soft drinks, toothpaste, film, 

light bulbs, bone china, flame-resistant fabrics, and optical glass” (Overview, 2005, ¶ 30-31). 



  124 

USACE, which is the lead agency for the majority of restoration projects in the Everglades. 

Additionally, the agency has been criticized heavily for leveeing Lake Okeechobee and 

channeling the Kissimmee River. The evidence shows that the USACE’s actions, as with state 

government, are more in the service of developers than in the service of the ecosystem and the 

public at-large.  The 2005 St. Pete Times investigation discussed in Chapter 1 of this dissertation 

illustrates this contradiction. Out of more than 12,000 wetland permits submitted to the USACE 

between 1999 and 2003, only one was denied (Pittman & Waite, 2005). Between 2002 and 2008, 

the USACE has granted permits to 10 companies to begin limestone mining in the Everglades, 

which has the potential to destroy 7,500 acres of protected wetlands (ENS, 2002; Alvarado, 

Zeitlin, & Lush, 2008).  

 Most recently on January 29, 2010, the USACE issued a limestone mining permit that 

would account for the destruction of 10,044 acres of wetlands in the Everglades (U.S. Army, 

2010).  This latest permit, in a long line of other similar permits, is compatible with the 2000 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (CERP).  As the Corps explain this compatibility, 

the new mining permit is “part of the legislatively endorsed Lake Belt Plan to mesh 

environmental restoration with the public's needs for construction aggregate, clean fill material, 

and cement products” (Army Corps Approved, 2002, ¶ 3).  

 Under CERP, limestone pits are to be mined in the Everglades, affecting 20,000 acres of 

wetlands. The justification government is providing to the general public for allowing these pits 

to be mined is to prepare the land for future water retention areas for south Florida’s drinking 

water supply (Gonzalez, 2005).  The limestone companies47 are arguing that these mining 

activities are beneficial for the state of Florida because they provide jobs. Hardy Johnson, 

Business Unit President of Titan Florida, stated, “Our economy is in critical need for jobs and 

construction materials, especially in Florida” (Richesson, 2009, p. 6).  Yet these same companies 

have been legally cited for using blasting compounds found to be chemically hazardous, which 

led to benzene contamination in the Biscayne aquifer. This aquifer is a major source of drinking 

                                                                                                                                                                               
 

47 The major companies mining in the Everglades are: Cemex, Vulcan Materials Company, Titan 

America, and White Rock Quarries. 
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water for Miami-Dade County. However, benzene is not the only contaminate the county should 

be concerned about; another contaminate is cryptosporidium (Grunwald, 2006a).48 

  In 2002, the USACE issued permits for limestone mining on approximately 5,409 acres 

of historic Everglades on top of the Biscayne aquifer. These permits have been the center of a 

legal debate49 in the U.S. District Court.  Judge Hoeveler ruled in favor of the Sierra Club that 

the 2002 limestone mining permits approved by the USACE were in violation of the Clean 

Water Act50, National Environmental Protection Act51, and Administrative Procedure Act52. Yet 

this agency continues to approve these permits and has slated permits for 10,000 to 15,000 

additional acres for limestone mining. (A more detailed map is available in Appendix K). “Rock 

from the Everglades quarries supplies about 40 percent of the crushed stone used in cement 

across Florida for new highways and bridges,” stated Greg May, the USACE official in charge of 

issuing the permits (Army Corps Approved, 2002, ¶ 4). Limestone mining in the Everglades is 

authorized for an additional 10 years (Appendix L).  

 Local governments in south Florida also are allowing limestone mining to occur within 

their boundaries. Palm Beach County commissioners have allowed limestone mining to occur on 

restoration lands and have been heavily criticized for these actions (Reid, 2002).  Most recently, 

in November 2009, Miami-Dade County commissioners had on their agenda53 to allow Collier 

Resource Company to mine for petroleum and minerals at the Dade-Collier Training and 

                                                       
48 Cryptosporidium is a one-celled parasite in waterways that causes human and animals to 

become ill. It is one of the most common diseases and is especially problematic in immune 

deficient individuals. For additional information about this disease, see the Center for Disease 

Control and Prevention website http://www.cdc.gov/crypto/ (Cryptosporidium, 2009).  

49 Case No. 03-23427-CIV-HOEVELER: Sierra Club, Natural Resources Defense Council, and 

National Parks Conservation Association versus Lt. Gen. Robert L. Van Antwerp, Chief of 

Engineers, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and H. Dale Hall, Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 

Service. 

50 33 U.S.C. §1251 

51 42 U.S.C. §4321 

52 5 U.S.C. §706 

53 Agenda Item No. 8(A)(1)(H) 
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Transition Airport in the Big Cypress Wildlife Management Area in the middle of the Everglades 

(Mining for Money, 2009). This is the same airport that was the center of an environmental battle 

in the 1970s. This one runway is the only portion of the proposed world's largest airport 

remaining. The agenda item was quickly heard and unanimously passed the Miami-Dade Airport 

and Seaport Commission on October 15, 2009, and was scheduled to appear on the County 

Commission meeting agenda on November 3, 2009. Mayor Alvarez disagreed with this decision 

and removed the item from the agenda the day before the commission meeting. 

 

5.1.5 Providing Resources: Land 

 Population in the state of Florida slowly increased between the years 1830 and 1950. The 

population began to increase rapidly in the 1950s and the increase continues today.  South 

Florida’s population followed the state’s trend until the 1960s (Table 5.1).  This population boom 

is viewed by many as the “most powerful force shaping the destiny of south Florida” and the 

Everglades (Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 2008, p. 8).  The completion of the Central and South 

Florida Project in 1963 “allowed people to more easily live on the land” (Why restore, n.d., ¶ 1).  

With this rapidly increasing population in south Florida, the need for land resources for the 

development industry expanded as well.  Urban sprawl is a problem affecting many cities across 

the United States. However, when this sprawl encroaches onto sensitive lands that are being 

restored, it creates more problems.  This has been witnessed as the Miami-Dade County Urban 

Development Boundary (UDB) has been expanded continuously and this trend is increasing.  
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Table 5.1: Population trends in Florida and south Florida from 1830 to 2000 (Historical Census, 
2004). 

 

Population Trends in Florida and South Florida (U.S. Census Data)
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Miami-Dade County has had a generalized land use plan map since the 1960s.  In 1975, 

the county commissioners adopted the first comprehensive development master plan (CDMP). 

This plan only had urban versus rural demarcation until 1983 when an official urban 

development boundary was added to the CDMP map. This boundary separates urban from rural 

areas, and has many goals including preventing leap-frog development, promoting 

redevelopment, and protecting environmentally sensitive lands, such as the Everglades (Dekle, 

2006).  In the 1990s, this boundary moved only twice. However between 2002 and 2009, the 

boundary line expanded westward into the Everglades more than five times and all expansions 

were voted upon by the Miami-Dade County commissioners.  Since 1993, the UDB has not been 

expanded for residential reasons in Miami-Dade County; all of the applications have been for 

industrial and commercial property. 

Since 2002, there have been a number of expansions of this UDB (Appendix M).  

According to staff with the Metropolitan Planning Section of the Miami-Dade County Planning 

and Zoning Department, on May 30, 2002, Miami-Dade County commissioners voted to allow 

westward development into the Everglades for two projects. The first, Beacon Lakes, consisted 
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of a 432-acre commercial park at 25th Street and the Florida Turnpike and was listed as a 

development of regional impact. Compared to the current Parkland approval process, Beacon 

Lakes did not receive much media attention (Perkins, 2003).  The second, Shoppy Land, 

consisted of 160 acres and was approved by the Miami-Dade County Commission at the same 

time as Beacon Lakes. Both of these projects were for industrial offices.  In 2006, Hialeah was 

annexed into Miami-Dade County. These 1,000 acres were added by expanding the UDB.   The 

Brown application was approved by the county commission in April 2008 for approximately 50 

to 60 acres of industrial land. This expansion of the UDB is located west of Kendall and has yet 

to be built upon (personal communication, May 7, 2010). 

The latest approved expansion currently is in a legal battle.  In April 2008, the majority of 

Miami-Dade County commissioners voted to extend the UDB to allow Lowe's, a home 

improvement store, to build on 50 acres of wetlands thereby further encroaching westward into 

the Everglades. Although Mayor Alvarez vetoed the new development, the commission 

overruled him twice and the item passed the agenda. Mayor Alvarez explained his veto decision,  

It would be highly hypocritical of us to be asking [Washington] for hundreds of millions 

of dollars for the restoration of the Everglades and then turn around and make decisions 

that infringe on the integrity of the Everglades. It shoots our credibility (as quoted in 

Padgett, 2008, ¶6) 

In May 2009, Judge Bram D. E. Canter, an administrative law judge, ruled that the county 

commission's vote and expansion of the UDB was unlawful. In August 2009, the Florida Cabinet 

voted 3 to 1 in support of the judge's ruling, stating that the state's Growth Management Act was 

violated (Klas, 2009). Lowe’s is in the process of appealing Judge Canter’s decision. Currently 

being debated by the commission is a 961-acre suburb named Parkland that would again expand 

the UDB to accommodate 19,000 new residents with homes, offices, and shops (Haggman, 

2009). Due to the economic situation, their application with the county is on hold and has yet to 

be reactivated (Metropolitan planning staff, personal communication, May 7, 2010). 

 Miami-Dade County is not the only local government in south Florida allowing westward 

expansion into the Everglades. Broward and Palm Beach counties are allowing urban sprawl to 

creep westward.  On December 15, 1994, the SFWMD approved the Sunset Lakes residential 

area, which allowed an additional 2,000 homes to be built on approximately 1,280 acres of 

Miramar wetlands on the eastern edge of the Everglades.  Only two members of the Water 
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District Governing Board voted against this new development: Allan Milledge of Coral Gables 

and Betsy Krant of Fort Lauderdale (Rozsa, 1994e).  A few days later, the Broward County 

Commission voted 4-3 in favor of the development.  Commissioner Suzanne Gunzburger, who 

voted against the measure, stated, “I thought we were going to do something to help restore the 

Everglades. I don’t think we helped it by our actions today” (as quoted in Tanfani, 1994, ¶19). 

Habermas’ analysis of the ways government intervenes in the market/economic system 

can shed light on these scenarios. By improving material infrastructure, strengthening 

competitive advantages, and providing resources, the state has stepped out of the political 

subsystem and into the economic subsystem.  The state legitimizes its actions to the public by 

informing them that building the new dike around Lake Okeechobee and the canals in the 

Everglades will benefit the common good (i.e., flood control and protection; and national 

security during World War I, World War II, and the Cold War), while having the potential to 

benefit a select few (i.e., sugar farmers in the EAA and consequently the developers in south 

Florida) at the expense of the environment (i.e., polluted waters, saltwater intrusion).  To prevent 

the public from questioning the legitimacy of these actions taking place in the Everglades 

ecosystem, the political officials use story lines or narratives in an attempt to rationalize, 

legitimize, obscure, and conceal their actions under advanced capitalism. 

 

5.2 Narratives 

 

 Throughout the history of the Everglades, there have been many policy myths and 

storylines. This first policy storyline, as highlighted in Chapter 4, was propelled into the media 

by the Swamplands Act of 1850: The Everglades was a wilderness that was designated as a 

wasteland in its natural state.  This storyline was politically powerful and used successfully by 

gubernatorial candidates in Florida, most notably Broward in 1904.  As described earlier in this 

chapter, the narrative “flood control” was used to promote the draining of the Everglades in the 

early part of the 20th century. The Everglades policy history has shifted over the years from 

draining and reclamation of the unwanted land for agriculture and development interests, to 

restoration of a unique ecosystem, to the current fight to control water resources. The most recent 

narrative being widely used by political officials and public administrators is “Everglades 

Restoration.”  These narratives are needed because of the conflict between the generalizable 
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interests of the population and the special interests. These interests, including Big Sugar, mining, 

and development, are benefitting from the government policies supporting economic growth 

(i.e., capital accumulation).  Using secondary data and interview analysis, evidence of this 

narrative is discussed below. 

 

5.2.1 Power of a Narrative: “Everglades Restoration” 

 The “Everglades” is a politically powerful word. When CERP was being discussed in 

Congress, Sen. Robert Smith (R – N.H.) noted how powerful the Everglades were: “The 

Everglades became motherhood and apple pie. Everybody wanted to be seen as a supporter of 

the Everglades” (Smith as cited in Grunwald, 2002, ¶ 83). Many of the participants interviewed 

for this research either stated or eluded to this idea, including a regional district official: 

The Florida legislature has funded Everglades legislation at a phenomenal level even in 

the best of times and the worst of times. This past year (2008) with a $7 billion shortfall 

in the state budget, they still funded $50 million for Everglades restoration (personal 

communication, September 1, 2009). 

In the current economic recession, Governor Charlie Crist has announced continued support for 

the Everglades with an allocation of $50 million for Everglades restoration and $3 million for 

best management practices set forth in the Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program 

in the 2010-2011 state budget (Hasner, Flores, & McKeel, 2010). 

 A former state legislator elaborated that not only is “Everglades” a powerful word, but 

also great is the trust of the public in those overseeing the Everglades restoration program. Only 

a few agencies have been provided a large amount of money and yet they have not been held 

accountable for a number of years.  He concludes that the day will come when the public will 

question how the money has been spent. 

You can spend an infinite amount of money on the Everglades and people will not even 

blink an eye.  If I spent a rare nickel on lets say...an economic program initiative.  They 

want to know where every penny [goes] and how the money is spent.  The Everglades, the 

love for the Everglades the Floridians have is like nothing I have every seen.  It is almost, 

and this is why you have to caution regulators and those who are implementing it, is that 

we have been given a free pass to spend enormous sums of money.  There will come a day 

when people are going to finally say, “show me the results.” But it is amazing, I have 
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never seen an issue where there is more passion…I have never seen any other initiative 

that has gained, that is more favorable, or has more acceptability and where we have 

been as legislators trusted more which is a huge leap because we are not trusted a whole 

lot in anything.  Where we have been given a free pass to do whatever it is when 

appropriate, whenever it is on the Everglades. It is just an amazing treasure that people 

appreciate not only in the state but also in the country and in the world.  And that is why, 

that is why it is so important that we take advantage of that.  And also make sure that at 

the end of the day, we have the results to back it up (personal communication, September 

29, 2009). 

 The narrative “Everglades Restoration” is strong among the public as well. A September 

2009 study54 of 600 Floridian voters found that 82 percent of those polled agree that Everglades 

restoration is important to them (Appendix N). Of the six reasons offered to the participants of 

why the Everglades should be restored, “ensuring a freshwater drinking supply to Floridians” 

ranked highest with 97 percent supporting that statement, while “helping to combat the effects of 

climate change and saltwater intrusion” ranked last with only 82 percent supporting that 

statement (Everglades Foundation, 2009).  While the public is supporting the idea of Everglades 

restoration, a 2004 survey indicates that approximately 66 percent of the south Florida 

population is unfamiliar with Everglades restoration plans, including the well-documented 2000 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan (Conway, 2004).  A similar study55 sponsored in 

2006 by the National Park Service concluded that 55 percent of the respondents were unfamiliar 

with these restoration plans (Bransford, Bixler, & Hammitt, 2006).  

Public administrators at the state level of government recognize that the public’s support 

of the narrative is important.  As a state department program coordinator stated: “people kind of 

have this idea of the Everglades that they’re very attached to and I mean certainly in terms of 

public support, I think that’s what’s driving it more than anything else…I think we’re very 

attached to the idea of restoring the Everglades” (personal communication, August 21, 2009). A 

former state legislator agreed: “If the citizens continue to support the Everglades, they will be 

                                                       
54 The study was completed by the Orlando-based Kitchens Group and commissioned by the 

Everglades Foundation. 

55 The study was completed by researchers at Clemson University. 
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restored” (personal communication, September 29, 2009). The narrative needs to remain strong 

in order to continue receiving public support for the Everglades. 

Yet, studies have shown that public engagement strategies used in Everglades restoration 

by public administrators are being geared to target populations, namely “representatives from 

utility companies, the real estate sector, planning and zoning, the agricultural industry, and 

natural resources users” (Brennan & Dodd, 2009, p. 327; Clarke & Dalrymple, 2003; Ogden, 

2006). Focusing only on these target populations can lead to public administrators ignoring the 

concerns of “citizens or groups who do not have a clear economic gain” (Brennan & Dodd, 2009, 

p. 327). Therefore, while these administrators are recognizing the importance of the public’s 

support, the institutional structures are creating communication strategies that privilege certain 

segments and interests over the public at-large. The analysis presented in this research 

highlighted that there is evidence of government approaching the Everglades program with big 

ambitions, big symbolic actions, and narratives to silence the critics. The narratives used by the 

government are powerful enough to keep the public from questioning the legitimacy of the 

“restoration” activities occurring in the Everglades. This narrative allows policymakers to gloss 

over the fact that the Everglades are being sacrificed and reengineered to an extent for special 

interests, namely sugar, mining, and developing interests.  Although this narrative is widely used, 

research in the next section highlights that there is not a consensus on a definition of “Everglades 

Restoration.”  

 

5.2.2 Defining the Narrative “Everglades Restoration” 

 In August 1984 at the groundbreaking ceremony of the Kissimmee River restoration 

project, Governor Bob Graham planted a cypress tree sapling and announced, “Our goal is, by 

the year 2000, the water system will look and function more as it did in the year 1900 than it 

does today” (as quoted in Angier & Segall, 1984, ¶2).  Within seven years of this statement, the 

next governor, Governor Chiles, conceded in court that increased and unregulated water 

pollution was flowing into the Everglades from the Everglades Agricultural Area. 

Restoration is commonly defined as “a return of something to a former, original, normal, 

or unimpaired condition” (dictionary.com). Scientifically, restoration in relation to the 

Everglades ecosystem is defined as “one that mimics as closely as possible the appearance and 

behavior of the system as if drainage and development had not occurred” (Davis & Ogden, 1994, 
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p. 4).  Based on Governor Graham’s statement, as well as the common and scientific definitions 

of restoration, the current Everglades do not resemble the historic ecosystem.  As witnessed in 

Figure 5.3, the after picture reflecting the restoration efforts is far different from the original 

Everglades ecosystem. In the original ecosystem, clean freshwater from Lake Okeechobee 

overflowed the southern rim of the lake and started a long and slow process of filtering through 

the Everglades, or “river of grass,” until it reached Florida Bay in the south.  

 
 

 

Figure 5.3: Before and after maps of the Florida Everglades (U.S. Government Accountability, 
2001). 

 
 

The original ecosystem on the left did not have canals, levees, an Everglades Agricultural 

Area, or water treatment areas just south of the EAA to filter contaminated water (Figure 5.4). In 

addition, the urban sprawl in the southeast region of the state is continuing to spread from east to 

west infringing on what is left of the Everglades. It did not have three sets of water treatment 

areas south of the Everglades Agricultural Area to filter polluted water from the sugar industry. 

The ecosystem was not on an international endangered list, along with many of the wildlife 
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inhabitants.56 Limestone mining and oil drilling were not taking place in this ecosystem.  It did 

not have development companies building upon this ecologically-sensitive land. Local 

government land use plans continue to embrace growth and development (Appendix O and P).  

For example, the current urban sprawl, continuing to spread from east to west and infringing on 

what is left of the Everglades, was not a concern as the water filtered southward more than 100 

years ago. The Everglades National Park was not known as America’s most endangered national 

park (Grunwald, 2006a). Overall, there is a large disjunction between what is being touted in the 

political arena and in the public sphere, and what is being done.  

 
 

 

Figure 5.4: Canal system in the northern Everglades in 1920 and 1985 (Light & Dineen, 1994, 
pp. 56, 73). 

 

                                                       
56 Marjory Stoneman Douglas (1947) noted there were so many birds in the Everglades that 

when they took off in flight, they would blacken out the sun.  
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However, the legal definition as supplied by the federal government for the 

Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan differs from these commonly-used definitions. 

Under the USACE regulation plan for the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan, the 

regulatory definition for restoration is: 

the recovery and protection of the South Florida ecosystem so that it once again achieves 

and sustains those essential hydrological and biological characteristics that defined the 

undisturbed South Florida ecosystem. As authorized by Congress, the restored South 

Florida ecosystem will be significantly healthier than the current system; however it will 

not completely replicate the undisturbed South Florida ecosystem (Department of 

Defense, 2003, p. 64205).   

The Federal Register with this definition documents all of the various stakeholder comments and 

concerns regarding which definition of restoration to use, what it should or should not include, 

the inclusion of scientific information, and its political influence in the goals of restoration.  

After great debate and an open comment period, the final definition provided above was decided 

upon because it “affords flexibility to allow for adaptive management and the accommodation of 

other water-related needs of the region” (Department of Defense, 2003, p. 64205).   

A thorough search of legal, scientific, and academic books, reports, and documents on the 

Everglades resulted in the finding that a majority of them do not provide a definition of 

restoration.  Such books, reports, and documents include the 1991 Consent Decree/Settlement 

Agreement, the 2007 Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program bill, the 2008 

National Research Council's Second Biennial Review, and the South Florida Water Management 

District’s 2010 South Florida Environmental Report. 

When the interviewees who participated in passing the 2007 Northern Everglades and 

Estuaries Protection Plan bill were asked: “Regarding the Everglades, how do you define 

restoration,”57 86 percent (12 of 14) did not refer to, or provide, a formal, documented definition 

of restoration. Two interviewees referred to the CERP legal definition, but also explained that 

restoration was not defined for Senate Bill 392. For a majority of the interviewees, there is no 

restoration definition that everyone agrees on or consistently uses.  An environmental non-profit 

                                                       
57 For this follow-up question, the interviewees were asked to provide a source for any formal, 

documented definition that they used when answering the question. 
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organization scientist stated that “they don't really define a word they use repetitively” (personal 

communication, November 17, 2009).  A male agriculture industry lobbyist stated “I don’t think 

there is an official definition of ‘Restoration’ that has general acceptance” (personal 

communication, March 11, 2010). A female agriculture industry lobbyist elaborated:  

I do not know – nor do I think that many people much more knowledgeable than me know 

– what ‘Everglades restoration’ means.  Some experts like to think of it in terms of the 

revitalization of wildlife (i.e., how many pairs of breeding wood storks, panthers, etc).  

Others think more in terms of getting the water quantity and timing and quality right.  

Honestly, I think that Everglades restoration is in the eye of the beholder...or perhaps it 

is like pornography - you can't define it, but you might know it when you see it (personal 

communication, March 11, 2010).  

This reference to the idea that the narrative definition is “in the eye of the beholder” alludes to 

the social construction of this narrative. A state department program coordinator referred to the 

social construction of this idea as well: “Everglades restoration is an iconic myth of such 

proportion that we are willing to spend billions of dollars pursuing our vision of a River of 

Grass” (personal communication, March 19, 2010).  This interviewee later refers to the current 

“restoration” activities as a reengineering of the Everglades system. Other interviewee responses 

to this question are provided in Appendix Q. 

Evidence from archival and secondary data, as well as interview analysis, provide 

evidence of the strength and social construction of the narrative “Everglades Restoration,” which 

is being used repeatedly by elected officials and public administrators. While this narrative has 

continued to thrive and provide legitimacy to the many non-restoration actions occurring in the 

Everglades ecosystem, there have been challenges to “Everglades Restoration.” Two of these 

challenges are discussed in detail in the next section. 

   

5.2.3 Challenges to the “Everglades Restoration” Narrative  

 Government’s increasing involvement in the Everglades under advanced capitalism could 

lead to one or more of the four crises described by Habermas (i.e., economic/environmental, 

rationality, legitimation, and motivation). As discussed in Chapter 2 of this study, these crises 

occur simultaneously, work in conjunction with each other, and arise when a principle of 

organization is challenged by increased production needs (deHaven-Smith, 1988). One of the 
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ways to avoid a crisis is for the political actors to give policies and programs misleading names, 

overstate the anticipated goals and results, and underestimate benefits to economic special 

interests. Narratives are used to reinforce these policy goals and results, while providing a 

disguise for the policy’s benefit to the special interests. However, the political actors have to 

strike a balance: If the narrative becomes widely accepted but actual results fall short of 

promised outcomes, then people could become disillusioned and/or alienated, especially if 

popular complaints are silenced or dismissed. The citizens could become more withdrawn, which 

can lead to reduced public participation, reduced feedback to policymakers, and consequently 

reduced policy-oriented learning.  This is an example of colonization of the lifeworld, which has 

been witnessed in the Everglades. 

When comparing archival data to the interview analysis, there is not only evidence of 

conflicting imperatives that the mainstream paradigm has not revealed, but also the colonization 

of the lifeworld with instrumental rationality supplanting communicative rationality in 

Everglades policymaking.  What we find in this study is that the more government officials 

intervene into the economic system to prevent a crisis, the more demands are placed on its 

limited resources, the less economic and administrative feasibility is available for these new 

programs, and the more government officials have to rely on abstract and symbolic language.  In 

other words the larger government gets the more legitimation or mass loyalty it needs from 

citizens to keep the political subsystem sustained. As Buechler (2000) explains, “The more 

difficulty the state has in effectively meeting its multiple obligations (evidenced as a rationality 

crisis), the greater the likelihood that these difficulties will promote a legitimation crisis, and 

hence a full-blown societal crisis” (p. 82).  

In turn, use of abstract narratives and catchphrases by actors in the political sphere are a 

form of distorted communication that ultimately disillusions the public because it conflicts with 

the universal norms of society. This could lead to a motivation crisis. Additionally, it creates a 

sense of hopelessness and frustration among the policy makers passing these restoration 

programs and the public administrators implementing them because the vagueness of the 

narrative is an unclear guide for action.  This oversimplification of the environmental challenge 

could potentially lead to an environmental crisis in the Everglades.  This analysis section 

provides a discussion of two examples of potential crises arising out of the Everglades program 
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history: the 1988 lawsuit against the state of Florida and the failure of the 2000 Comprehensive 

Everglades Restoration Plan. 

 

5.2.3.1 Legal Action 

The largest challenge to the Everglades Restoration narrative is the 1988 lawsuit in which 

the federal government sued the South Florida Water Management District (SFWMD) and the 

Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (DER)58 for not complying with state law (U.S. 

versus SFWMD et al. - Case No. 88-1886-civ-Hoeveler). Specifically the amount of nutrient-rich 

waters leaving the agricultural lands in the Everglades Agricultural Area and entering the 

Everglades National Park and the Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge were not being 

regulated by the SFWMD or the DER.  

Under the leadership of U. S. Attorney Dexter Leitihen, the lawsuit was based on these 

four counts: 

Count 1 of the government's complaint alleges that both DER and SFWMD have failed to 

exercise their power and responsibilities and failed to enforce State water laws in (a) 

regulating polluted water from the EAA that contain harmful nutrients, (b) failing to 

prevent violations of State water quality standards for water entering the Park and 

Refuge, and (c) having deliberately and consistently diverted polluted waters into the 

Refuge. Count 2 alleges that SFWMD has violated State statutory and common law by 

operating unpermitted structures. Count 3 alleges that SFWMD breached a contract with 

the United States Corps of Engineers which sets forth water quality standards for 

deliveries to the Park to insure that surface waters are of sufficient purity to prevent 

ecological damage to the Park. Count 4 alleges that SFWMD breached a 50-year contract 

with the United States under which it was agreed that the Service should use the property 

there delineated as a wildlife management area to promote the conservation of wildlife, 

fish and game (Orders from U.S. vs. SFWMD, 1994). 

                                                       
58 The Florida Department of Environmental Regulation became the Florida Department of 

Environmental Protection in 1993. 



  139 

After nearly three years of legal battles and a final appeal to the U.S. Supreme Court, 

Governor Chiles surrendered in court on May 21, 1991. After much discussion in the courtroom 

about Florida’s efforts to clean up the water flowing in the Everglades, Governor Chiles stated: 

I am ready to stipulate today that the water is dirty...I am here and I brought my sword. I 

want to find out who I can give that sword to...What I am asking is to let us use our 

troops to clean up the battlefield now, to make this water clean...We want to surrender. 

We want to plead that the water is dirty (Transcript of hearing, 1991). 

After Governor Chiles surrendered in court, his aides, as well as EPA Director Carol Browner, 

quickly clarified that the governor’s statement was not an admission of guilt.  As the settlement 

talks continued, state officials denied responsibility for the contaminated waters leaving the 

agricultural lands in the EAA.  However, “it was hard for the army to keep fighting after the 

general publicly surrendered” (Grunwald, 2006b, p. 421). This denial of responsibility by 

government leaders is part of the tap dance that critical theory expects to occur. Denial of guilt 

and continued use of the narratives are part of the political system’s avoidance of a rationality 

crisis. 

In 1992, parties for the federal and state government entered into a consent decree59 in the 

U. S. Southern District Court of Florida (Miami Division) on Everglades’ water quality issues.  

Under this agreement, “all parties committed themselves to achieving both the water quality and 

quantity necessary to protect and restore the unique ecological characteristics of the Arthur R. 

Marshall Loxahatchee National Wildlife Refuge and Everglades National Park” (National 

Research Council, 2008, p. 26). This agreement included the building and maintaining of 40,000 

acres of storm water treatment areas to filter the contaminated waters draining from the EAA 

into the refuge and park for an estimated cost of $700 million.  

From this settlement came the Everglades Forever Act.60 Bruce Babbitt, U.S. Department 

of Interior Secretary, stated that the Act was “a historic step toward systematic restoration of the 

                                                       
59 Memorandum Opinion and Order, U.S. vs. South Florida Water Management District, 847 F. 

Supp 1567 (S.D. Fla 1992). 

60 Fla. Stat. § 373.4592 (1991) 
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Everglades” (Crushman, 1994, ¶ 7).61 Not everyone saw it this way, including Marjorie 

Stoneman Douglas.  This Act was originally named the Marjorie Stoneman Douglas Everglades 

Protection Act as an extension of an earlier piece of legislation and after the dedicated 

Everglades advocate.  However, the sugar industry lobbied heavily during the drafting of that 

policy and walked away with paying for a third of the construction costs for the storm water 

treatment areas, while the taxpayers paying the remaining two-thirds of the bill.  

In the end, Douglas wrote a letter on February 26, 1994 to Governor Chiles asking that 

her name be removed from the bill, stating: “I disapprove of it wholeheartedly” (Douglas as 

quoted in Grunwald, 2002b, p. 301). The bill’s name was changed to the Everglades Forever Act 

(EFA). Other environmentalists protested the signing by Governor Chiles of the EFA in May 

1994 by holding signs which stated “Kill the Everglades Forever Act” (Brown, 1994).  Later, on 

October 22, 1994, hundreds of environmentalists from a number of non-profit organizations, 

such as the Clean Water Action, rallied at the SFWMD headquarters in West Palm Beach, FL to 

demonstrate against the EFA (Rozsa, 1994d). Many still viewed the Act as a suspension of the 

state water quality standards and “empowered state officials, not federal scientists, to determine 

allowable phosphorus levels” (Levin, 2003, p. 212). 

 

5.2.3.2 Potential Program Failure 

 A second challenge to the “Everglades Restoration” narrative, which could result in a 

rationality crisis, is the potential failure of the 2000 Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan 

(CERP). In this case, government used symbolic politics and grandiose goals, and then failed to 

adequately fund the program. As recommended by the National Research Council's report, 

Progress Toward Restoring the Everglades: The Second Biennial Review (2008), those in charge 

of the CERP, need to keep showing progress, such as passing new bills and updating projects, to 

keep regional and national support from faltering.  This need to continue showing progress could 

also be a way to keep a rationality crisis from occurring since so much money has been allocated 

                                                       
61 Babbitt visited the Everglades National Park in February of 1993. After touring the area he 

stated that he was “completely appalled” at the conditions of the park (Elmer-Dewitt & Booth, 

1993, ¶4). After returning to Washington, D. C., he became a large supporter of Everglades’ 

restoration. 
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for Everglades restoration, but few projects have been started and federally allocated funds have 

been nearly halted. Table 5.2 shows the amount of money (in millions of 2006 dollars) allocated 

to all Everglades restoration projects and activities from fiscal years 1999 to 2006. Although the 

federal government has allocated $2.3 billion, it is $1.4 billion short of its commitment to these 

projects. In addition, the estimated costs of these projects has increased 23 percent between 2000 

and 2006 (from $15.6 billion to $19.7 billion) due to “project scope changes, increased 

construction costs, and higher land costs” (U.S. Government Accountability, 2007, p. 2).  

 
 

Table 5.2: Project purpose and funding (in millions of 2006 dollars) allocated among all south 
Florida restoration projects and activities (U.S. Government Accountability, 2007 as presented in 

National Research Council, 2008). 
 

 Total Allocated Funds     

Type of Project Federal State Total 

Land acquisition $283.4 $2,274.1 $2,557.5 

Project construction $835.7 $1,123.1 $1,958.7 

Support activities $1,137.0 $1,421.9 $2,558.9 

    

Total $2,256.1 $4,819.0 $7,075.1 

 
 

These projected costs fall short of the exact costs because not all of the project cost 

components have been included (U.S. Government Accountability, 2007).   For example, the 

CERP plan was passed in 2000 and a decade later many of the projects have yet to be started; 

none have been completed (National Research Council, 2008). Some of the reasons for this 

include: “complex federal planning process and the need to resolve conflicts among agencies and 

stakeholders” (National Research Council, 2008, p. 2). Meanwhile, problems in the Everglades 

continue to mount, “construction costs are escalating, and population growth and associated 

development increasingly make accomplishing the goals of CERP more difficult” (National 

Research Council, 2008, pp. 1-2).  

 Most recently, the SFWMD has halted water storage ponds construction, which is a 

major component of CERP, in anticipation of the state of Florida buying the U.S. Sugar lands. 
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After investing nearly $280 million of the total construction cost of $800 million in taxpayer 

funds into the construction of a water reservoir located near Star Ranch rock mine, the SFWMD 

decided to stop this project at the cost of $12 million of taxpayer’s money due to the contract 

between the company and the SFWMD (Reid, 2009). On March 31, 2010, Chief U.S. District 

Judge Federico Moreno ordered that the SFWMD continue with the water reservoir project; 

otherwise, the district officials would find themselves going against the Consent Decree 

agreement (Quinlan, 2010). 

 Overall, CERP has been critiqued by environmentalists, scientists, and academics as not 

being a restoration plan, but a “multi-purpose water project…led by engineers instead of 

scientists, tightening human control of nature instead of removing barriers and letting nature heal 

itself” (Grunwald, 2006b, p. 358; Gonzalez, 2005).  Many of these same individuals see CERP as 

a subsidy program that encourages future development and growth in southern Florida by 

allowing for additional flood control and water supply (Clark & Dalrymple, 2003). In fact, 

“conservation” and “smart growth” were never mentioned in CERP (Grunwald, 2006).  Some of 

the organizations opposed to CERP include Marjorie Stoneman Douglas’ Friends of the 

Everglades, Defenders of Wildlife, and the Natural Resources Defense Council. In 2005, the 

Sierra Club, which originally supported the bill, withdrew its endorsement (Levin, 2003).  

This anthropocentric approach to ecosystem management in the Everglades leads us to 

question whether policy learning in the mainstream paradigm has actually occurred.  It also leads 

us to ask: are we restoring the Everglades?  Dr. Stuart Pimm, an endangered species expert, 

along with six other world renowned scientists wrote that “CERP violated the basic principles of 

ecology: connection is better than fragmented, and natural is better than managed” (Grunwald, 

2006b, p. 324). He concluded in an e-mail message to fellow conservationists, “It’s not that there 

are gaping holes in this plan. It’s that we scientists are having trouble finding even a thread of 

restoration upon it” (as quoted in Grunwald, 2006b, p. 324). The main issue of contention among 

the scientists and environmentalists was the focus on water supply at the multi-stakeholder 

meetings during the drafting of the policy. Again, there was a concentrated effort on managing 

and controlling the water for human and agricultural consumption, instead of an ecocentric 

approach of letting the water run freely into the Everglades. 

 Yet even with these challenges to the narrative, “Everglades Restoration” persists today.  

Shortly after the compromise was reached in the 1988 lawsuit, Governor Chiles stated when 
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signing the 1994 Everglades Forever Act that “After years of neglect, it's time to begin cleaning 

up the River of Grass.  This legislation ensures that this beautiful piece of Florida will thrive for 

years to come” (as quoted in Rozsa, 1994a, ¶ 2).  He continued to stress the importance of 

Everglades restoration, stating that the cities and farms in south Florida cannot survive without it 

(Rozsa, 1994a).  During this same time, the Miami Herald, a predominant newspaper in southern 

Florida which covered the 1988 lawsuit extensively, ran an editorial that stated, “Cleanup and 

restoration is currently on track and moving forward with early indications of success” (Herald 

Staff, 1996, ¶ 9).  A cursory review of Miami Herald articles about this lawsuit from 1988 until 

1996 suggests that there was much support from the government and media to keep the 

Everglades restoration narrative alive in the public’s mind after the settlement. 

This lawsuit and potentially failed program sheds light on the fact that the Everglades 

restoration program up to this point was not handled correctly. The result was a realization by the 

public that government officials were not maintaining or managing the system well. 

Justifications being offered by the state were questioned by the public because the state’s 

restoration goals and objectives were conflicting with scientific reports of increased water 

pollution in the Everglades. The narrative tried to keep the public in the lifeworld from 

confirming these validity claims.  

 

5.3 Evidence of Motivation Crisis 

 

Additional observations in this research note an indication of a possible motivation crisis. 

This crisis is evidenced by individuals either withdrawing or protesting and crying out. The 

actions and comments from the participants in this study have been more subtle and reserved, 

and less dramatic.  Besides the lawsuits against the state of Florida by environmental non-profit 

organizations and the Miccosukee Indian Tribe, there has not been recent (within the past 20 

years) evidence of any radical responses – no marching in the streets to protest government 

actions. Even the latest expansion of the Urban Development Boundary (UDB) in Miami-Dade 

County in November 2009 did not make the local newspaper until the day before the county 
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commission was set to vote on it.62 The Beacon Lakes development which expanded the UDB 

did not raise much media or public attention after the three year permitting process was approved 

in 2002. This lack of strong visceral reaction will be discussed further in the following chapter. 

 

5.4 Critical Theory's Analysis of Senate Bill 392 

 

 The passage of the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program bill is an 

example of government intervening further into the economic system by allocating more money 

for the Everglades, passing more policies, and managing more land (north of Lake Okeechobee).  

Government is expanding its role and taking on more obligations to provide more resources, 

namely water for utilities, the sugar industry, the growing population, and wildlife in south 

Florida.  Yet, these government leaders are placing more demands on their limited resources, 

which are crippling the other existing and underfunded Everglades programs (i.e., CERP). 

Instead the government is using “Everglades restoration” as a narrative to justify its expanding 

managerial role and its limits or expectations of its responsibilities.  The new title of “Northern 

Everglades” is a catchphrase to expand government water management for sugar interests, 

expanding urban development (as witnessed in Miami-Dade County), increased population, and 

utilities under the narrative of “Everglades restoration.” 

 

5.4.1 Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program  

Throughout the Everglades history, the geographic boundary and political scope of the 

Everglades rested below Lake Okeechobee. Many sources reference the “northern Everglades” 

as the area commonly known as the EAA, which lies southeast of Lake Okeechobee (i.e. Light & 

Dineen, 1994; Hinrichsen, 1995; Heitmann, 1998; Newman et al., 1998; Clement, 2002; Levin, 

                                                       
62 I learned about the agenda item through a blog Web site and watched for coverage of it in the 

Miami Herald newspaper. When I did not see the story covered the week before the vote, I called 

and spoke to the editor. He stated that the story was just being finalized and would appear on 

Monday morning, the day before the vote. Future research would look at the possibility that 

radical actions and thinking are no longer taking place in the mainstream media, but instead 

being channeled through social media websites such as Facebook, Twitter, and blogs. 
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2003; Florida Coastal, n.d.; National Research Council, 2008; Salt, Langton, & Doyle, 2008). 

Since 2000, none of the bills concerning the restoration and cleanup of Lake Okeechobee and the 

Kissimmee River used the word “Everglades” in their title; this changed in the 2007 Florida 

legislative session.  

As discussed in the previous chapter, Senate Bill 392, can be viewed through the 

mainstream paradigm as another incremental step to restore the Lake Okeechobee watershed.  

However, this bill changed both the boundary and scope (Kam, 2007), and the socially-

developed language, to create the northern Everglades north of the lake (Figure 5.5). The 

northern Everglades is now comprised of the Kissimmee, St. Lucie, Lake Okeechobee, and 

Caloosahatchee regions.  Along with this shift in scope, two other events led to this new policy: 

the numerous hurricanes of the 2004 season (Charley, Francis, and Jeanne) going through central 

Florida and overflowing Lake Okeechobee’s nutrient rich waters; and the administrative turnover 

to Governor Charlie Crist’s new administration entering office. Governor Crist made restoration 

of the northern Everglades his top environmental priority going into office (Kam, 2007). It also 

was a top priority for Senate President, Ken Pruitt, from Port St. Lucie and Chairman of the Joint 

Committee on Everglades Oversight, Senator Burt Saunders. 

 
 

 

Figure 5.5: The northern Everglades as designated by Senate Bill 392 (South Florida Water 
Management District, 2009, p. 1) 
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Since the previous bills, namely the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act (LOPA) and the 

Lake Okeechobee and Estuary Recovery Plan, aimed at protecting Lake Okeechobee were 

failing to obtain their goals, the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program Act was 

passed in 2007.  The original goal of the 2004 LOPA was to reduce the amount of total 

phosphorus by 78 metric tons (from a baseline of 486 metric tons to 390 metric tons) within two 

years (James & Zhang, 2008). However, as seen in Table 5.2, by 2006 the total phosphorus loads 

in Lake Okeechobee had increased to 795 metric tons. Much of this increase can be attributed to 

the many hurricanes in the 2004 and 2005 season, as well as the residual (also referred to as 

legacy) phosphorus contained in the lake bed soil. The most recent calculations of the total 

phosphorus (TP) load in Lake Okeechobee for 2009 is 656 metric tons per year. This is four and 

a half times the annual Total Maximum Daily Load goal of 140 metric tons per year (E. Hughes, 

personal communication, September 8, 2009).   

 
 
Table 5.3: Annual total phosphorus loads in Lake Okeechobee from 1981 to 2009 (McCormick, 

James, & Zhang, 2010). 
 

Annual Total Phosphorus loads into Lake Okeechobee, 1981 - 2009
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After reviewing these records, Eric Hughes, an Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

official, sent out an email that circulated through a number of agencies working on Everglades 

programs, including the EPA, SFWMD, USACE, and DEP. His email concluded,  

The 5 year rolling average of TP loads to Lake Okeechobee had dropped considerably 

after two consecutive ‘dry’ hydrological years (2007 and 2008 water years); however, 

with the 2009 water year being an ‘average’ rainfall year, the 5 year rolling average 

figure increased to 572 tons (Eric Hughes, personal communication, September 8, 2009).  

Based on these data, it can be argued that the policies currently being implemented to clean up 

and restore Lake Okeechobee, including CERP, are failing. Although these external factors have 

affected some of the effectiveness of these bills, there still remains a need by elected officials to 

continue passing more policies to restore the lake. This leads us to ask if the policymakers 

working on this pollution problem are learning based on these experiences and new information.  

When the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program bill was passed in 2007, 

Carol Wehle, Director of the SFWMD, admitted that the previous policies passed to restore the 

Everglades were failures. 

We realized there was a hole in the program. The headwaters of the system were never 

addressed. Both the quantity of water and the quality of water that we're trying to deal 

with in Everglades restoration is generated north of Lake Okeechobee. If you don't 

address the source you're never going to truly achieve full restoration (as quoted in Kam, 

2007, ¶ 9). 

A female department official stated something very similar to Wehle’s comments:  

when the state and their local governments and the Miccosukee tribe first started getting 

involved in Everglades restoration we were focused on, you know, that little area, I 

should not say little area, that area south of Lake Okeechobee which was pretty much the 

Everglades proper and we did not focus on Lake Okeechobee, what was north of lake 

Okeechobee or what was east or west of Lake Okeechobee (personal communication, 

August 19, 2009).   

A scientist with a nonprofit environmental organization agrees with Director Wehle stating:  

 Because when I first started working on Lake Okeechobee...I was looking at the Lake 

 Okeechobee Watershed Plan and it just did not make sense.  It did not look like it really 

 worked.  It was not enough...we really don't have good plans to restore Lake 
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 Okeechobee.  And the plans that we have right now are not going to work.  They are not 

 going to get it to where we want to get it (personal communication, September 9, 2009). 

Previous policies did not consider the Everglades ecosystem as a whole. These policies were 

trying to clean up the phosphorus pollution, as well as pollution from other minerals, from the 

south of Lake Okeechobee when a major source was north of the lake. 

Not only was Senate Bill 392 an expansion of the Lake Okeechobee and Estuary 

Recovery Plan, it also created a paradigm shift in the Everglades restoration program.  As a 

senior assistant to a state legislator explained: The Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection 

Program bill was  

a significant change, whether or not anyone knew it at the time because it was a 

paradigm shift that occurred in that the Everglades was viewed as a system that was 

much larger than it was originally sort of thought of as. In other words, if you look at a 

map there’s going to be this is the Everglades, by naming the other portions the northern 

Everglades, there was a significant projectory shift that was done in a very interesting 

way because they didn’t have to (personal communication, November 10, 2009). 

This paradigm shift was not only witnessed by those working for government agencies, but to a 

lesser degree by those working in the non-profit sector as well. Some of the non-profit 

organization representatives interviewed for this research expressed an early need to address the 

pollution north of Lake Okeechobee; however, not every non-profit organization active in the 

Everglades fully recognized the northern Everglades.  It was not until the anticipation of the 

passing of Senate Bill 392 that the Everglades Coalition held its annual conference in Orlando in 

January 2007.  It was the first time in the organization’s 39-year history that its conference was 

held at the headwaters of the Everglades ecosystem.  One of the goals of the conference was to 

bring awareness to the expansion of this ecosystem north of Lake Okeechobee (Spear, 2007). 

 

5.4.2 What is in a Name? 

 The South Florida Water Management District’s boundaries are based on the KOE 

system: Kissimmee River, Lake Okeechobee, and Everglades. Therefore, the Kissimmee River 

Valley was not considered a part of the Everglades system.  This could be used in the argument 

about the power of naming Senate Bill 392 the Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection 
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Program Bill. A senior assistant to a state legislator explained that those actors involved with 

passing the Senate Bill 392 included the word “Everglades” on purpose: 

Somebody capitalized on all of the goodwill and good work of the Everglades. They 

found something that was acceptable, that was cherished, that there was significant 

commitment to, and that wasn’t a closed system…somebody understood that by 

capitalizing on the goodwill and pulling in the additional pieces of the Everglades, they 

were able to create a system-wide change. A system-wide expansion and this is where the 

science, the politics, and the passion all aligned (personal communication, November 10, 

2009). 

 A male agriculture industry lobbyist argued the point: 

So this recent legislation is an add-on to that original bill [Lake Okeechobee and Estuary 

Recovery Act].  What was added to it -- you know, it’s got the misleading of the northern 

Everglades. This [bill] has nothing to do with the Northern Everglades, but they 

[working group] thought that was a more appealing label.  The real focus was to have a 

more effective system here and would take into account the separate effects on both 

estuaries, and they called it northern Everglades, and it was really a lake and estuary bill 

(personal communication, February 18, 2008).  

The first draft legislation from the Caloosahatchee-St. Lucie Rivers Corridor Advisory 

Committee was entitled the Lake Okeechobee and Estuary Protection Plan. The Senate staff 

analysis referred to the legislation as the Lake Okeechobee Watershed Protection Program. 

Finally the House staff analysis, and all subsequent materials including the final bill, named the 

bill the Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program. A state-level elected official 

explained this name progression: 

 we were going to call it like Lake Okeechobee Expansion Plan or something. We tried to 

 figure out...we probably hammered through those names, all different kinds of names, 

 (like) Upper Kissimmee Clean Up. But what would get everybody's attention? We were 

 like “Everglades,” so we'll call it the Northern Everglades Bill because eventually it does 

 help the Everglades (personal communication, October 12, 2009). 

When asked to further elaborate as to why they included the word Everglades in the title, the 

interviewee stated: “It (Senate Bill 392) wouldn't have sounded important” (personal 

communication, October 12, 2009). 
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Not only was the name of the new legislation debated in the meetings, so was the 

boundary of the Everglades.  While the majority of the scientific community acknowledges that 

the Everglades watershed extends from south of Orlando (Taylor Creek) to Florida Bay, it was 

not until the passing of Senate Bill 392 in 2007 that this knowledge was recognized by the 

political community. At first, the participants in this study did not have a consensus of the exact 

boundary of this ecosystem.  For some of them, the Everglades begin south of Lake Okeechobee 

with the “northern Everglades” comprised of the Everglades Agricultural Area.  

A state house legislative policy analyst, a former local elected official, a male agriculture 

lobbyist, and a male and female state department program coordinator explained how the 

boundary of the new northern Everglades was discussed heavily in the Tallahassee working 

group meetings. As the state department program coordinator elaborates: 

It’s [Senate Bill 392] a misnomer. I mean the Everglades began south of Lake 

Okeechobee. I mean yeah, there was talk about this greater Everglades ecosystem, which 

is far more accurate then certainly the area of the Kissimmee, the lake, or obviously are 

key components of that greater ecosystem, but that doesn’t make the Kissimmee River 

Valley the Everglades (personal communication, August 21, 2009). 

When asked the follow-up question as to why the word “Everglades” was used in the naming of 

the bill, they stated: “the political strategy in all this” (personal communication, August 21, 

2009). This political support was also discussed by a female state department official. 

Well there was some thought behind calling it the Northern Everglades. We did [it] 

because Everglades restoration has gotten such great support at the state and local level, 

as well as at the federal level, so it was kind of a natural extension of that.  And to keep 

that focus being that it is, we are not fixing the Caloosahatchee River, well we are, but 

the impacts of doing that are going to benefit the Everglades. Northern Everglades 

frankly is a little stretch, but it got the point across (personal communication, August 19, 

2009). 

 

5.5 Future of Everglades “Restoration”? 

 

Regarding the future of the Everglades program, numerous scientists and academics have 

stated that the Everglades will never be restored to its natural state (Perry & Perry, 1994; 
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Grunwald, 2002b; Gonzales, 2005). Former Governor Bob Graham stated “restoring the 

Everglades will be like restoring an omelet you ate for breakfast into an egg” (as quoted in 

Devine, 2009, ¶15). Many of the interviewees had this same conclusion. When asked the follow-

up question about the future of the Everglades, 16 interviewees responded. Of those, 25 percent 

spoke optimistically about its future; 25 percent were frustrated and discouraged; and the 

remaining 50 percent had mixed feelings (Appendix R). Nearly all of the participants in the last 

group referred to the lack of funding from the federal and state government, as well as the 

potential sugar land purchase by the state, as their reason. An environmental/government 

consultant elaborates on these feelings about the future of the Everglades restoration program: 

My answer to this depends upon whether Governor Crist’s proposed purchase of the U.S. 

Sugar properties is finalized. If those properties are acquired, I think the financial impact 

of that will be so great that the South Florida Water Management District will not be 

able to fund many other projects intended to protect or restore portions of the ecosystem.  

The District does not have the financial capacity to design and implement a project using 

the lands proposed to be acquired in the near, or mid-term, and many of the lands to be 

acquired are not even suitable for restoration projects.  Given the ruling by Judge 

Moreno last week, in which he ordered that work re-commence on the EAA reservoir, I 

think we will see additional litigation and a few projects continue to move forward, over 

the next 5 years.  If the US Sugar deal does not go through, I think many of the projects in 

CERP have a chance to proceed (personal communication, August 21, 2009).  

A female agriculture industry lobbyist stated:  

I think that ever since the Save Our Everglades program was announced and embraced 

by then Gov. Graham (the Everglades will look and function in 1993 more like they did in 

1883 than when we began this program in 1983...) the Everglades has become a HUGE 

political and commercial industry.  Every federal and state administration since the 

1980's has found every way to make tremendous folderol out of the Everglades, not to 

mention the consultants and environmental corporations, construction firms, etc. 

(personal communication, March 11, 2010). 

True restoration may never be possible.  There are too many adaptations and intrusions into that 

unique ecosystem that will prevent full restoration from happening, including urban 
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development, agriculture lands, and flood control mechanisms. As a state government agency 

official explained:  

I think everybody needs to remember we are only restoring it to half of what it was. So it 

is kind of a partial restoration. And it will never be what it was historically. And it will 

never be what it was historically because the lake is dammed (personal communication, 

August 20, 2009). 

An environmental non-profit organization lawyer elaborated:  

The Everglades will never be restored. I mean take that to the bank. But what we're 

trying to do is take it back as far as we possibly can. As long as there's farming on 

700,000 acres, as long as there are vegetables, as long as there are canals, it will never 

be the same. But we're trying to bring it back the best way we can (personal 

communication, August 19, 2009).   

John Ogden, a scientist with the SFWMD, agrees with my interviewees and elaborates, “our 

understanding of the Everglades is based almost entirely on information collected after it became 

a disturbed ecosystem.  We don’t know what the national system really is, so we’re basing these 

projects on a set of predictions on how we think it will respond” (as quoted in Levin, 2003, p. 

220).  

Many of the participants in this research questioned the restoration effort being 

completed in the Everglades.  As a state department program coordinator explained: 

I think we’re just very attached to the idea of restoring the Everglades…I would definitely 

characterize CERP in this way. Getting these projects on the ground and building 

projects is not the same as restoring the Everglades.  There’s a lot of people that truly 

believe (in restoration) and they just kind of in many cases sort of ignore reality. And 

honestly, we’re not going to restore the Everglades because a huge portion of the 

Everglades are gone. I mean it’s really more of a question of what are we going to do 

with what’s left and I do believe we can improve the functioning of what is left. It’s going 

to be really expensive. It’s probably ultimately going to be not as much as people want 

(personal communication, August 21, 2009). 

Similar to my interviewees, John Ogden stated “What we have out there now is Everglades in 

name only. It may look like the Everglades, but it doesn’t function like the Everglades” (as 

quoted in Levin, 2003, p. 226).  
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 Besides the agricultural industries located in the Everglades, an expanding population is 

an issue when trying to restore the Everglades. As a state department program coordinator stated: 

restoration of the Everglades is “fairly unrealistic…millions of people are living in what was 

once the Everglades” (personal communication, August 21, 2009). A state legislator agreed: 

“we’re never going to be able to restore all of the Everglades without getting rid of Miami and 

Fort Lauderdale and all that” (personal communication, October 2, 2009).  A male state 

department official summed up his frustration about the future of restoring the Everglades: “all 

you're doing is moving the deck chairs around on the Titanic” (personal communication, August 

21, 2009).  

This evidence leads us to ask: what happened to the ecocentric worldview shift that 

occurred in the 1970s? The mainstream policy-studies paradigm speaks proudly of that shift to 

start restoring this ecosystem.  However, analysis in this study highlights the fact that the word 

“restoration” was not used in Everglades policy until 1991 in the Marjory Stoneman Douglas 

Everglades Protection Act. Many of the interviewees alluded to the fact that the anthropocentric 

approach still dominates this policy system. The language being used in policies and the media 

have taken an ecocentric turn; however, reality has not. We would expect to find this under 

Habermas’ critical theory analysis. These policymakers are giving programs misleading names 

(i.e., Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan), overstating programs’ environmental 

benefits, and understating their benefits to economic special interests (farmers, ranchers, 

developers).  
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CHAPTER SIX 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

 
 
 

For unnumbered centuries of human history the wilderness has given way. The priority of 

industry has become dogma. Are we as yet sufficiently enlightened to realize that we must now 

challenge that dogma, or do without our wilderness? Do we realize that industry, which has 

been our good servant, might make a poor master? Let no man expect that one lone government 

bureau is able—even tho it be willing—to thrash out this question alone (Leopold, 1925, p. 350) 

 

 This study makes the point that the mainstream paradigm fails to ask Leopold’s question 

of whether or not industry is a “poor master.”  More broadly, this study builds upon Kuhn's 

concept of paradigms and Lakatos’ argument of advancing scientific knowledge through a 

competing conceptualization as it applies to the study and analysis of policy. The research 

statement demonstrates that current policy research actually relies on a comprehensive set of 

assumptions that it fails to recognize. It is not until Habermas’ critical theory is applied as an 

alternative paradigm to the history of Everglades policy that we see these assumptions and 

anomalies materialize. By applying this alternative paradigm to policy study, research, and 

analysis, we stand the chance of becoming “sufficiently enlightened” to question the capitalist 

principle of organization enveloping and hindering us.  This qualitative case study relied on 

archival and secondary data, as well as analysis from 22 semi-structured interviews with 

participants who passed the 2007 Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program Bill.    

This chapter will discuss the results presented in Chapters 4 and 5, as well as theoretical and 

practical implications, research limitations, and future research. 

 

6.1 Summary of Mainstream Paradigm Analysis 

 

Throughout the history of Everglades policy, there have been three eras: drainage, flood 

control, and restoration. We have witnessed major and minor policy changes, external system 

factors affecting policy change, and evidence of experience, knowledge-based, instrumental, and 

social policy-oriented learning.  Many different types of organizations have become specialized 

in this policy subsystem.  Non-profit, interest group organizations formed primarily in the late 
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1960s and early 1970s including the Everglades Coalition and Friends of the Everglades. 

National environmental organizations, such as the Sierra Club and Audubon, created specialized 

subunits for Everglades’ restoration.  Government organizations, including the U.S. Army Corps 

of Engineers, the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, the Florida House and Senate 

Committees, and the South Florida Water Management District, have created specialized 

departments to deal specifically with the Everglades restoration efforts.  Over many decades, 

these different organizations (along with many others) have formed coalitions to advocate their 

beliefs and positions on numerous policy issues.  A unique factor for the Everglades policy arena 

is that there has been a lot of work to have stakeholders and coalitions work together.  The goal 

of “Everglades Restoration” is a shared vision that helps to keep the stakeholder focused. In 

addition, this shared vision helps when managing conflict within the different coalitions (Salt, 

Langton, & Doyle, 2008). 

Political leadership, both at the federal and state levels, has shown nonpartisan support. 

At the federal level, the CERP program under WRDA 2000 passed by a vote of 312-2-119, with 

support from Republicans, Democrats, and the two registered Independents.  This nonpartisan 

connection between a Democratic Clinton Administration and a Republican administration in 

Florida under Governor Jeb Bush’s leadership was celebrated when CERP was signed into law 

(Saunders, 1999). At the state level, Democratic and Republican governors have financially 

supported existing Everglades restoration programs and signed into law new restoration policies: 

Governor Askew (D) – Growth Management Act, Florida Water Resources Act of 1972, 

Kissimmee River Restoration Act; Governor Graham (D) – Save Our Rivers Program, Florida’s 

Warren Henderson Act; Governor Martinez (R) – Surface Water Implementation and 

Management Act; Governor Chiles (D) – Everglades Forever Act; Governor Bush (R) – Lake 

Okeechobee Protection Act, Lake Okeechobee and Estuary Restoration Plan, Acceler8; 

Governor Crist (R) – Northern Everglades and Estuaries Protection Program Bill. Additionally 

Everglades bills at the state level have passed with bipartisan support. For example, the EFA 

passed 142-18 and the Senate Bill 392 passed 160-0. 

The mainstream paradigm views the passage of the 2007 Northern Everglades and 

Estuaries Protection Program Bill as an incremental change from the previous Lake Okeechobee 

Protection Act and Lake Okeechobee and Estuary Restoration Plan. Senate Bill 392 uses the 

same framework and similar language as these two latest bills.  By passing this legislation, 
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government is helping to protect the public living and working in the two affected estuaries from 

the discharge overflows from Lake Okeechobee. External (i.e., natural and man-made disasters) 

and internal policy system factors (i.e., experience and knowledge) affected policy learning for 

this minor change in the Everglades policy subsystem. Instrumental (i.e., a new committee was 

formed which allowed local government officials a seat at the table) and social learning (i.e., the 

scope of the policy change was modified to include new stakeholders and a larger protection 

area) occurred in the passing of Senate Bill 392.   

 

6.2 Summary of Alternative Paradigm Analysis 

 

By using an alternative paradigm, Habermas’ critical theory, a different perspective on 

the Everglades program is uncovered.  The evidence found in the archival and secondary data, as 

well as interview analysis, indicates that the active social formation is advanced capitalism and 

the corresponding principle of organization is dominant. Government is supporting and propping 

up the economic system throughout the Everglades policy history, even while in recent years, 

claiming to emphasize environmental preservation and restoration. The intervening activities by 

the state are being disguised as “Everglades restoration,” including providing infrastructure, a 

competitive advantage, and a variety of resources to select Florida industries (i.e., agriculture, 

mining, and residential and commercial development).  

Political actors find themselves trapped in a contradiction between an ideology of an 

economic system and the actual problem it is trying to solve, and running up against the 

capitalist principle of organization. To avoid a rationality crisis, these policymakers and leaders 

are trying to manage and maintain the system and their obligations. Two instances of potential 

crises were discussed: the 1988 lawsuit was an attempt to force the state of Florida to fund and 

enforce the existing restoration projects and policies, and implementation problems surrounding 

the Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Plan highlight that neither proper funding nor long-

term planning is occurring in the Everglades ecosystem. The majority of the interviewees, who 

have not reached a consensus on the definition of restoration, are questioning the full extent of 

restoration activities and the justifications being provided by the state to the public.  

Passage of Senate Bill 392 was seen as a non-incremental change by many of the 

policymakers, but was phrased in preexisting terminology to make the change appear simply as a 
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small, incremental adjustment to the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act and the Lake Okeechobee 

and Estuary Recovery Act.  The new language of “Northern Everglades” may have lasting 

effects on the change in the geographic boundary and political scope of future Everglades and 

water policies in Florida.  This expansion of the Everglades to north of Lake Okeechobee will 

place an additional strain on the limited resources with which these policymakers are constantly 

dealing.  Similar to not forming a consensus about defining restoration, this study highlights that 

there was debate on both the idea of including “Everglades” in the title of the legislation and the 

new boundary of the northern Everglades. 

 

6.3 “Everglades Restoration”: Policy Goal or Distorted Communication 

 

6.3.1 “Everglades Restoration” as a Policy Goal 

In the mainstream policy-studies paradigm, “Everglades restoration” is a policy goal. As 

highlighted in this analysis, this goal brings together stakeholders with conflicting goals to buy 

into an idea and to work collectively on complex issues.  As the environmental non-profit 

organization representative discussed: 

Politically it brought together a diverse set of constituencies:  you have the south of the 

lake agricultural interests, the north of the lake interests, the urban interests in the 

estuaries areas of St. Lucie, Martin, and Lee counties particularly including a lot of our 

constituents. These constituents were brought together in kind of an agreement on how to 

approach the problem (personal communication, August 19, 2009). 

For example, the sugar interests can sell the idea to their shareholders and promote their 

participation in a recent Everglades restoration legislation to the public.  

Not only has the goal of Everglades restoration received national and international 

recognition, other large-scale watershed restoration programs have used the Everglades program 

as a blueprint (e.g., Louisiana’s coastal wetlands).  Since the 1970s, many new policies have 

benefitted from the restoration goal, including the Kissimmee River Restoration Act, Save Our 

Everglades Program, Marjory Stoneman Douglas Everglades Protection Act, Florida Forever 

Act, Comprehensive Everglades Restoration Program, Everglades Restoration Reinvestment Act, 

and Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection Program. Additionally, new technologies and 

management practices (i.e., adaptive management) have been developed to reach this goal.  
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Everglades bills at both the national and the state levels of government are often referred 

to as “feel-good environmental bill[s]” and are associated with core political values and belief 

systems (Environmental non-profit organization policy representative, personal communication, 

August 19, 2009). This national support has benefited the state of Florida with a $4 billion 

commitment from the federal government under the Clinton Administration. As mentioned in an 

earlier section, bipartisan and nonpartisan support at the state level has been focused on restoring 

the Everglades over four decades. Even in hard economic times, the state of Florida has allocated 

monies to fund restoration projects. 

 

6.3.2 “Everglades Restoration” as Distorted Communication 

By applying Habermas’ critical theory, “Everglades restoration” is understood to be a 

narrative used to reinforce a policy initiative that includes overstated goals and results, as well as 

underestimated benefits to economic special interests. As highlighted in this study, government 

is permitting non-restoration activities to occur under the guise of the narrative. These activities 

(i.e., limestone mining, sugarcane farming, urban development) are benefiting a few select 

industries at the cost of the environment.  Political officials are framing non-restoration activities 

to appear to be in the best interest of society. For example, the limestone mining pits that remain 

after the mineral has been extracted will be “water retention reservoirs” for the south Florida 

population (Reid, 2009). In the lifeworld, a narrative is considered distorted communication that 

not only colonizes the lifeworld, but also prevents social integration and cultural reproduction.  

In other words, it blocks communicative actions among the public and prevents its members 

from understanding the entire problem of Everglades restoration.  This can lead to alienation of 

the public and reduced public participation and feedback for policy learning (Habermas, 1987).   

Along these same lines, narratives coincide with the principle of organization and prevent 

questions from being asked because they would directly call into question the current social 

formation – advanced capitalism.  For example, policymakers and public administrators are not 

asking if a fully functional Everglades can ever be compatible with agriculture.  Weisskoff 

(2005) raises another similar compatibility question that seems to elude many policymakers: Is 

Florida’s economy so heavily dependent on agriculture, construction, urban development, 

services, and tourism that it “may be incompatible with the natural system as we would like to 

see it” (Weisskoff, 2005, p. 97).  In their interviews, both of the state lands experts agreed with 
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Weisskoff’s assessment that Florida’s growth model is unsustainable and needs to be changed in 

order for there to be real restoration of the Everglades ecosystem (S. Warner & J. Knetsch, 

personal communication, May 13, 2010). 

The narratives not only affect policy learning, but also suppress and conceal the tensions 

between environmental and economic priorities. Marjory Stoneman Douglas wrote about the 

complex dynamics that exist between the economy and the environment in south Florida in River 

of Grass (1947). She forecasted then that urban sprawl, tourism, and the expansion of agriculture 

in central and south Florida would be the death of the Everglades (Weisskoff, 2005). Time 

magazine in 1971 featured the environment as the Issue of the Year and stated that the “U.S. 

faced hard choices between ecology and economics” (Issue, 1971, ¶12). Weisskoff explains in 

his book about the economics in restoring the Everglades in south Florida (2005),  

There is at present a tradeoff between economy and ecology. The ecosystem is in a no-

win game as long as the economy continues to use land and water, and generates waste 

and pollution in the proportions that we are experiencing today. Only a radical change in 

the conservation of land and water, as well as how we treat society’s wastes, can reverse 

that (p. 18).  

However, he fails to recognize, as does the mainstream policy-studies paradigm, that policy 

elites are using distorted communication to prevent individuals in the lifeworld from having 

sincere debates in the public sphere to solve this social problem. The inability by these 

individuals to make sense of their world discursively leads to alienation and avoids Weisskoff’s 

recommended radical change.  Although this tradeoff has been recognized by many individuals 

and organizations, the narrative, “Everglades Restoration,” is powerful enough to cloud over this 

contradiction between the ongoing fight in the Everglades between capitalism and the 

environment.   

Lastly, one of the goals of distorted communication, such as a narrative, is to avoid one 

of the four crises as discussed in Chapter 2.  As seen in this analysis, the 1988 lawsuit directly 

questioned the legitimacy of the non-restoration actions that took place in the Everglades.  A 

cursory review of Miami Herald coverage of the lawsuit from 1988 to 1996 reveals that both 

government and media kept the narrative alive. What explains this? Habermasian critical theory 

views this as evidence that advanced capitalism is the dominant social formation. The state was 

able to ward off a possible motivation crisis. The political and economic spheres were able to use 
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steering imperatives to keep the narrative alive, as well as to keep the principle of organization 

from being violated.  For example, as discussed in Chapter 5, after the lawsuit settlement was 

reached, the sugar industry spent large amounts of money and used political power to maintain 

its ability to continue operations, and received government assistance to do so in the Everglades.  

Subsequently, the Everglades Forever Act and related bills reduced the industry’s initial financial 

and regulatory responsibilities.  Future research should apply critical theory and social 

construction theory to account for this phenomenon by conducting a more thorough search 

through government documents, media coverage, and public, private, non-profit, and tribal 

newsletters.   

 

6.3.3 The Old Tire, Shoe, and Soda Can 

Applying an alternative paradigm has highlighted an anomaly the mainstream policy-

studies paradigm is failing to capture. While the policy goal has reaped many benefits for the 

ecosystem and those working it in, as well as providing a focus of study for natural and social 

science researchers, the mainstream paradigm is not recognizing that the members of the public 

is feeling alienated and public administrators are feeling frustrated. This anomaly is being treated 

as an outlier and not being considered as part of the larger picture.  Critical theory provides a 

macro perspective to the policy goal of “Everglades restoration” that not only acknowledges, but 

also explains, this anomaly. Similar to the fishing pond analogy in Chapter 1, while the 

mainstream policy researcher throws back into the pond the public's and the administrators’ 

feelings because they did not fit within the paradigm, critical theory applies those tossed feelings 

into the larger context of what is happening in this pond. We are left with a larger perspective 

and fuller story of what is happening in the Everglades. 

 

6.4 Theoretical Implications 

 

 Habermas’ conception of the lifeworld is a dynamic system and there still are some 

unclear areas to develop further, as well as fertile ground for future investigations.  His big ideas 

and theories are insightful, but how to apply or whether to apply those ideas are questions still to 

be addressed. For example, he is vague in predicting how social formation shifts and the time it 

takes for this shift to occur. This is similar to the mainstream policy studies paradigm in which 
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policy windows and opportunity for change are not easily predicted.  In this Everglades study, 

there is strong evidence that the current advanced capitalist social formation is dominant.  

However, there is no evidence of a class of people rising up against the capitalist principle of 

organization. The distorted communication, such as the powerful narratives and catchphrases, is 

alienating the general public, public administrators, and policymakers, and keeping them from 

questioning the anomalies.  For example, when the American government distributed “loans” to 

the banking and automotive industry, no one questioned whether our capitalist system should be 

replaced. Instead the problem was viewed through an instrumental rationality perspective in 

which a means was provided to reach an end goal. These contradictions are seen as anomalies 

that, as is often done by mainstream policy-studies paradigm researchers, are frequently 

disregarded by those in the lifeworld.  This study helps to answer some of those lingering 

questions and refine his general abstract theory.  

 

6.4.1 Crisis Averted? 

With evidence of blocked and distorted communication in the Everglades policy history, 

there should be a motivation crisis.  However, as briefly discussed in Chapter 5 of this 

dissertation, we do not find evidence of the strong visceral reaction that Habermas’ theory would 

lead us to expect. There should be “social disorder” and a “rejection of the system” (deHaven-

Smith, 1988, p. 93). The public and public administrators should be much more defensive and 

disillusioned.  Instead this analysis shows that reactions by both the general public and public 

administrators are muted. We see evidence of discouragement and frustration, or having mixed 

feelings, among those interviewed for this research.   

Although the narrative “Everglades Restoration” is a misleading and overstated goal, we 

do not find evidence of a legitimation or motivation crisis as per Habermas’ description where 

people are protesting or committing suicide to protect the lifeworld from being further colonized. 

This reaction to government using symbols, narratives, and catchphrases is expected because the  

intrapersonal and interpersonal foundations of identity, consciousness, and social 

interaction become distorted and detached from their communicative foundations may 

well require a concerted effort via social activism – both defensive reactions and 

resistance movements – to defend the lifeworld and its distinctive socialization and 

interaction patterns from systemic domination (Buechler, 2000, p. 152).  
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When Habermas was writing his theory in the 1960s, there clearly was evidence of these 

dramatic actions with the civil rights movement and the protests against the Vietnam War. These 

same actions also can be applied to the environmental movement and early Everglades 

restoration movement. For example, their protesting of the building of the airport in the 

Everglades in 1968 or the legal battle between the state government and the federal government 

between 1988 and 1992. However, in the current stage of the Everglades restoration, we do not 

see evidence of these dramatic actions.     

A critique of Habermas’ critical theory, and of many social movement theorists, is the 

over reliance on social activism to solve social problems. Social movement theory also was 

influenced greatly by the radical protests of the 1950s and 1960s.  These protesters, primarily 

students, mothers, homosexual activists, Native Americans, and African Americans were 

reacting to “oppressive discrimination, capitalist intrusions, bureaucratic domination, 

unrestrained militarism, and environmental devastation” (Buechler, 2000, p. 32; Zald & 

McCarthy, 1987). America was very different than it is now. Many of the demands these social 

movements’ leaders made either have been implemented, institutionalized, rejected, or 

compromised.  For example, many of the demands of the environmental movement have become 

institutionalized, such as the public comment period granted and regulated under the National 

Environmental Protection Act.   

Social movement research finds that when individuals come up against resistance in 

current times, instead of gathering into groups and protesting, they tend to turn inward (Buechler, 

2000). Based on this research, the reactions of the public and the study interviewees in this study 

are normal and tie into the distorted communication discussion in the previous section. Yet, it is 

not predicted that Habermas will radically change his reliance on social activism as it stems from 

the general critical theory belief of human emancipation and empowerment of the public to make 

social changes. 

 

6.4.2 Norm-free Administration? 

 When studying Habermas’ original conception of his social theory, there is a clear 

distinction between the norm-governed lifeworld and the norm-free system (1987).  This 

distinction was not present in the analysis of interviews and historical data presented in this 

study.  The ambiguity and vagueness of Everglades policies have allowed public administrators 
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discretionary decision-making power that blurs the line between norm-governed and norm-free. 

In other words, not all of the public administrators in this study acted solely in an institutionally 

rational manner.  Many of the interviewees questioned both the ends and the means of the 

Everglades restoration program. They are incorporating aspects of communicative rationality 

from the lifeworld into the political subsystem. Other researchers (i.e., Forester, 1989, 1993; 

Flyvbjerg, 1998) have noted this incorporation in public administration and organizations, as 

well as planning. Additionally, since public administrators’ decisions are affecting the public, 

normative questions will arise that will entail discourse between the two groups.  As mentioned 

in Chapter 2, Habermas’ later work recognized that public administrators are not limited by the 

system’s instrumental logic, but are caught in a “legitimacy dilemma” (1996, p. 386). As 

Habermas mentions, “These normative questions cannot be answered from the standpoint of 

effectiveness, but demand that normative reasons be dealt with rationally” (1996, p. 436). 

Although this dilemma was not captured fully in this study, there is sufficient evidence of this 

dynamic to entail future research focusing on the legitimacy dilemma within the field of public 

administration and policy. 

 

6.5 Practical Implications 

 

 There are some practical implications derived from this study and they involve speaking 

truthfully to the public and clarifying the distorted communication between the political sphere 

and the social sphere. By clarifying distorted communication, there is a chance the capitalist 

principle of organization can be overcome and a social formation shift can happen.  One of the 

largest contradictions found in this analysis is between economic and environmental interests. 

Policymakers working on Everglades issues need to be conscious of using narratives and catch 

phrases to gloss over the contradictions.  If not, these distorted communications could lead to 

alienation and decreased public participation. Public administrators and policymakers need to 

explain to the public what is happening in the Everglades in non-technical, concrete terms and 

allow for a public sphere, as free from steering imperatives as possible, to provide feedback. 

 

6.5.1 Whistleblowing 
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 Application of critical theory to public administration and policy has not been done as 

successfully as in other fields (i.e., transportation planning).  Although used more often in 

academics for research, there are some potentially useful tools to transfer to the practitioner. 

Public employees employing a critical theory approach may need protection because public 

managers in leadership positions might not appreciate their employees questioning their 

authority and competence (Dryzek, 1995).  Dryzek recommends that this type of critical analysis 

would work well for reviewing grassroots movements because their “very identity is constituted 

by opposition to the state.  Constructive critique can encompass both reform of and continued 

confrontation with the state” (1995, p. 111).  As we have seen in Chapter 5 of this dissertation, 

critical theory’s set of assumptions does not view government as a problem solver, but instead as 

part of the problem.  If policy analysis and program evaluations are completed under this 

paradigm, then the end results might be unexpected, but are still valuable.  To some 

administrators, this might be considered whistleblowing. 

 While conducting this research, a few of my interviewees asked to go “off of the record” 

to tell me about scientific data being manipulated to “fit” within the capitalist principle of 

organization and the narrative “Everglades restoration” by leadership within the South Florida 

Water Management District, Florida Department of Environmental Protection, and the U.S. 

Army Corps of Engineers.  In some instances when the scientist refused to change the data, they 

were fired or as an interviewee stated, “Never seen from again.”  Critical theory, as well as a few 

of my participants, view public administrators as not very powerful in their roles since those in 

power are “running the show.”  As seen in the 1988 lawsuit against the state of Florida, the 

smoking gun memo was from Dr. Dineen who blew the whistle on the high phosphorus levels in 

the water draining out of the Everglades Agricultural Area. Yet, even with the ensuing lawsuit, 

the advanced capitalism social formation remained dominant. 

Whistleblowing within an organization is a possible option for public administrators and 

scientists to bring to the media’s attention these recurring actions.  Non-profit organizations, 

such as Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility, provide services to assist in 

whistleblowing situations and are an outlet for scientists to voice their concerns.  The 

organization’s focus is on being an activist against the message and not the messenger.63 

Additional education about the legal protections should be made available for those public 

                                                       
63 Additional information about this non-profit organization can be found at http://www.peer.org/ 
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administrators and managers considering blowing the whistle and attempting to openly question 

the social formation, capitalist principle of organization, and/or steering imperatives used by the 

political and economic elites.  

Yet, it can be argued that the system designed to protect whistleblowers is problematic 

and itself constrained by the principle of organization.  A 2007 investigation by the Center for 

Investigative Reporting examined approximately 3,600 whistleblowing legal cases since 1994 

and conducted dozens of interviews. It concluded that 97 percent of the time whistleblowers lost 

their case and experienced destroyed reputations, careers, and finances (Sandler, 2007). At the 

federal level of government, the Government Accountability Office has completed more than 

100 reports on whistleblower protection and policies.  It concluded that more needs to be done 

not only to protect those who blow the whistle on unethical and illegal activities, but also the 

data collection system needs to be reformed. In their 2007 investigation, only 19 percent of the 

whistleblower cases filed through the Department of Labor’s Occupational Safety and Health 

Administration (the agency that oversees the Whistleblower Protection Program at the federal 

level of government) had merit in the settlement agreements reached between the parties (U.S. 

Government Accountability, 2009).   

 

6.5.2 Abstract versus Concrete Language 

 Regardless of the level of government, public administrators need to be honest and 

truthful as per the American Society of Public Administration Code of Ethics. There are reasons 

narratives continued to be used, namely to uphold the capitalist principle of organization. If we 

stop using “Everglades restoration,” some of the reengineering ideas would not be politically or 

socially acceptable, and the corporate interests might be offended. There are strong economic 

and political pressures to keep the narrative alive, and subsystems use steering media, power, and 

money to manipulate the public in the lifeworld. Abstractions, such as these narratives and 

catchphrases, are politically powerful, as most of the public are only concerned with concrete 

things. If political officials and public administrators make these issues abstract, then the public 

in the lifeworld will have trouble seeing the big picture, will no longer be concerned with the 

social problem, and will become alienated from the policymaking process. This could lead to a 

reduction in public participation. 
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As seen in Converse’s (1964) research on mass belief systems, mass and elite belief 

systems differ greatly in their scope, organization, and sophistication.  Whereas elite belief 

systems cover a range of issues and are organized around abstract principles, mass belief systems 

are narrowly focused on only a few issues, which are themselves crudely conceptualized and 

rooted in concrete, day-to-day experiences (deHaven-Smith, 1998).  These mass belief systems 

are structured around everyday experiences instead of abstract ideas (deHaven-Smith, 1991). 

Therefore while abstractions work well for policy elites, it is not safe to assume that these same 

abstractions, such as Everglades Restoration, will work for the general public. 

Of the five groups into which the public was divided in Converse’s study (1964), 45 

percent were contained in Group Interests. deHaven-Smith’s (1991) research on environmental 

opinion in Florida ties into this previous research. He found that those individuals who are 

categorized as “group interests” had a simple understanding and relationship to environmental 

issues, which is often explained as the “not in my back yard” type of relationship.  For example, 

to have this category of the public understand climate change, you need to show them a 

hurricane victim or a man in a boat sitting in a dried out lake. 

These studies have concluded that “these publics are rather small, they arise out of a 

variety of very narrowly focused concerns, and most of these who comprise each public 

conceptualize their pet issues in crude, unsophisticated terms” (deHaven-Smith, 1998, p. 130).  

For the environmental movement case study, the public was less concerned with large, abstract 

issues, such as climate change and species loss (deHaven-Smith, 1998).  The majority of the 

respondents were more concerned about “local water pollution, unsightly development, 

billboards, nearby landfills, [and] degradation of local fishing” (deHaven-Smith, 1998, p. 131).  

These environmental issues are much more concrete than the abstract issues, and are often 

referred to as the NIMBY (not in my back yard) effect.   

 As discussed in this study, public administrators and elected officials in charge of the 

restoration program are failing to clarify abstract concepts, such as the narrative, for the public. 

Based on the analysis in this research, there is no consensus on a definition of restoration 

pertaining to the Everglades. Edelman (1964), Stone (1988), and others would expect to see this 

phenomenon. Not only for public administrators, but for the public, the narrative needs to be 

undistorted, clearer, and more accurate. As Sköllerhorn (1998) elaborates, “Without a common 

definition of a political problem, the citizens are unable to proceed and find solutions to that 
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problem” (p. 560). The use of this vague term could lead to a decrease in public participation, as 

witnessed in Brennan and Dodd’s (2009) research on Everglades public opinion.  

It may not be politically acceptable, but using “reengineering,” “mitigation,” 

“rehabilitation,” or “cleanup” (all terms used by many interviewees in this research) would be 

more accurate then “restoration.”  It may not be politically acceptable because if using the phrase 

“Everglades cleanup,” then policymakers, organizations, or government as a whole would have 

to claim responsibility for messing up the ecosystem. As we have seen in the history of the 

Everglades, especially with the long legal battle in the late 1980s, the participating agencies 

avoid taking full responsibility is in exchange for finger pointing and thus the continued use of 

“Everglades restoration.” Throwing blame about the failure of the Everglades’ programs is part 

of the tap dance that critical theory says to expect. Clouding over the contradictions with the 

term “Everglades restoration” is an example of this tap dance.  

 

6.5.3 Collaborative Government 

In order to combat distorted communication in the policymaking process, Habermas 

recommends an ideal speech situation as was found in the bourgeois public sphere. In our current 

lifeworld, which has interference from steering imperatives, this ideal situation is unrealistic 

because this sphere has been colonized. Although this type of situation is nearly impossible to 

recreate, it does offer public administrators a gauge to evaluate the current discursive practices 

(Schneider & Ingram, 1997). This study recommends that public administrators incorporate 

communicative rationality concepts to better evaluate their efforts to increase public participation 

in the policymaking process. This type of approach to public participation has been successful in 

the planning literature, although its effectiveness is still debated among practicing planners 

(Willson, 2001). 

There are a number of ways to incorporate communicative rationality concepts to 

increase policy learning by policymakers working on Everglades’ legislation, as well as to 

reduce the feelings of alienation and frustration among the general public and public 

administrators.  Analysis of the Caloosahatchee-St. Lucie Rivers Corridor Advisory Committee 

and the Senate Committee meetings, as well as of the interviews, revealed there was little public 

involvement in the passage of Senate Bill 392. Of the four meetings the advisory committee 

held, Craig Barteshek was the only “public” to comment. He asked “how will changes in the 



  168 

Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule impact the Caloosahatchee estuary?” at the end of the 

September 29, 2006 meeting in Fort Myers, FL. Although the meetings were held in four 

different locations, they convened at 10 a.m. on a weekday when most of the public is working.  

A former local elected official elaborates about the public who attended these advisory meetings:  

If I remember correctly the public was able to ask questions during certain periods of 

time during the meetings.  But, and it is usually these, it was mostly the same we will call 

them the usual suspects.  You know the same people that attended the Water Resources 

Advisory Committee meetings, the same people that attended the 10 County Coalition 

meetings and the Lake Okeechobee Sub-Committee meetings and then these [advisory 

committee meetings].  And there was not very many. There were an awful lot of staff 

members there whether it be environmental staff for the counties, administrative staff, the 

Governor’s office staff, the Department of Environmental Protection staff, there were a 

lot of people there that were able to answer questions as they arose from the committee 

members (personal communication, July 29, 2009). 

Although the few “usual suspects” of concerned citizens attended these meetings, none of the 

interviewees mentioned speaking or working with the public during the drafting and passing of 

the bill. The nine public comments cards for the Senate Committee meetings were completed by 

representatives from Lee, Glades, Hendry, and Okeechobee Counties, Audubon, Florida Water 

Quality Coalition, SFWMD, DACS, The Nature Conservancy, and agriculture industry.  Only 

the two local government officials mentioned speaking with concerned constituents before the 

process was started.  

This study recommends that additional accountability standards in the form of structured 

and required evaluations, assessments, studies, and focus groups/hearings be incorporated as part 

of the feedback loop throughout the policy making and implementation process.  Incorporating a 

newly-developed public sphere, based on social media, into this feedback loop could increase the 

amount of undistorted information flowing both ways between the public and public 

administrators. As highlighted in Kelly’s research (2004), extended public discourse and civic 

engagement, not simply holding more public meetings, throughout the policymaking process 

provides this needed feedback. 

One-shot public hearings often provide citizens with little opportunity to engage in 

dialogue with planners and administrators. Because such meetings lack follow-up 
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sessions, citizen have no sense of the visible process of administrative decision making or 

any continuing participation in that process. This makes it difficult for citizens to view 

administrative decision making as responsive to their moral, ethical, or existential 

concerns (Kelly, 2004, p. 43).   

This research showcases successful habitat conservation plans, which are collaborative 

government programs for environmental projects.  Balancing bureaucratic and administrative 

efficiency with increased public interaction is a current challenge for public administrators.  

 

6.5.4 Practical Recommendations 

Although this case study highlights problems using the abstraction “Everglades 

restoration,” it does not recommend that the word “restoration” be removed from the current 

narrative/policy goal and replaced with “reengineering” or “mitigation.” Abandoning this 

concept has the potential of lowering the overall goal. As previously mentioned, “Everglades 

restoration” in the mainstream paradigm enables political action, brings together opposing 

stakeholders and coalitions (i.e. agricultural interests, environmental groups, Native Americans, 

government), allows for bi-partisan support at the national and state levels of government, and 

benefits the state of Florida, as well as agencies implementing Everglades programs, financially.  

The political power of the concept has desirable benefits not witnessed in other large-scale, 

environmental programs that also use the word “restoration,” such as Louisiana’s coastal wetland 

restoration program.   

However, analysis from the critical theory paradigm highlights the use of “Everglades 

restoration” to legitimize activities that fall short of restoration. As witnessed in the 1988 lawsuit 

between the federal and state government, the contradiction between words and actions need to 

be exposed and challenged through public discourse. Blocked communication is resulting in the 

Everglades restoration program not being executed to its full potential, falling short of its stated 

goals and results, and benefitting economic special interests. With continued blocked 

communication and further colonization of the lifeworld (and consequently the public sphere), 

these contradictions will not be brought to the forefront of discursive actions, and could 

potentially prevent social integration and cultural reproduction in the lifeworld. Therefore, with 

continued use of this narrative/concept, individuals leading Everglades restoration programs and 

projects need to be aware that feedback on performance and policy learning from both the public 
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and professionals will be reduced or muted by critics (as witness in this study and discussed in 

the previous whistleblowing section).  

The challenge for public administration theory and praxis is to overcome these 

communication barriers and develop strategies for communicating unfavorable truths from these 

groups to powerful actors. Although it is beyond the scope of this study to develop such 

strategies, the literature recommends incorporating concrete explanations of the dynamics of the 

Everglades restoration program, as well as concrete examples of environmental destruction and 

its direct connection to popular lifestyles, to the public.  It is also recommended that 

communicative rationality tools, such as social media, be incorporated into the policy-making 

and decision-making process to enable the public to better understand these processes and help 

public administrators overcome legitimacy dilemmas. These approaches will avoid alienation of 

the public and will potentially increase public participation in the policymaking process. The 

public will begin to understand and make sense of the entire problem of Everglades restoration 

instead of the small, individualized projects or land purchases that are covered in the media. To 

increase professional feedback for policymakers, it is recommended that whistleblowing 

protection be increased for public administrators though a neutral, third-party censorship process. 

This has the potential to improve accuracy in scientific reports and program evaluations.  

 

6.6 Study Limitations 

 

Single-case study designs tend to be criticized for external validity since the results from 

such studies are harder to generalize to larger populations.  Case study research attempts to make 

analytic generalizations instead of statistical generalizations (Sobeck, 2003; Yin, 1994). By 

studying policy change using qualitative methods, the researcher is capturing human behavior 

within the policymaking process with up-close examination.  The resulting contextual knowledge 

allows us to “examine the potential of the frameworks and identify inconsistencies between the 

assumptions and the local case” (Sobeck, 2003, p. 372).  Therefore, although this single case 

study narrowly focuses on policy change, it has the potential to improve policy theory building 

by providing feedback. Some of this feedback includes highlighting the assumptions and 

anomalies in the mainstream approach to policy analysis. 
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Due to limitations in time and scope, it was not practical to interview all of the 

individuals who participated in the passing of the Northern Everglades and Estuary Protection 

Program bill.  Every effort was made to identify and interview key participants with specific 

types of perspectives and experience. However, as mentioned in Chapter 3 of this dissertation, a 

few key stakeholders declined multiple invitations to be interviewed.  Everything was done to 

make sure that their perspectives were obtained through their lobbyists (in the case of U.S. 

Sugar) or head policy analyst involved in the process (in the case of the director of a state 

agency). 

 This case study was conducted after all of the working group and committee meetings 

were held, the information and data were collected, e-mails were exchanged, the legislature 

voted, and Governor Crist signed Senate Bill 392 into law. As such, the evidence largely has 

been presented as post hoc interpretations. Field observation of future policy formative processes 

may have potential to offer an additional perspective on the relevant human interactions. 

 

6.7 Future Research 

 

6.7.1 Case Studies 

 I foresee my life work focusing on the social constructions surrounding large-scale 

ecosystem restoration programs and how policymakers in these programs process conflicting 

imperatives. With my heritage and professional experience in the Louisiana coastal wetlands, as 

well as recent disastrous events (i.e., Hurricanes Katrina and Rita, and the BP oil spill), my next 

step in the research agenda is to apply this theoretical framework to that ecosystem.  Considering 

the anthropocentric approaches to controlling water through the use of canals and levees began at 

the same time for both Florida’s and Louisiana’s ecosystems, it would be interesting to compare 

them from the two paradigms discussed in this study. How are the policymakers and public 

administrators handling the conflicting imperatives? Are these individuals using similar 

abstractions and social constructions to disguise their intervention into the economic system? 

This additional case study, as well as future ones (i.e., the Chesapeake Bay restoration program 

and the California Bay-Delta restoration program), will aid in not only building upon this 

literature, but also provide more tools for public administrators and policymakers to understand 

their actions and inactions from a different perspective. 
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6.7.2 Surveys 

 Many of the interviewees for this research were public administrators at the local and 

state levels of government. An interesting observation made during these interviews is the 

variation in the perceptions and conceptualizations about the Everglades. When reviewing the 

statements about how each public administrator defined restoration, there was not a clear 

consensus.  For example, a public administrator working in a planning department for more than 

20 years in south Florida stated that there was no need to worry about westward urban sprawl 

because the Everglades were located in the Everglades National Park.  This individual did not 

take into account that all lands west of I-95 once were the Everglades.  Therefore, survey 

research on the perceptions of the Everglades scope, social constructions, and policy will be 

conducted on a random selection process of public administrators in Florida through a 

professional organization, such as the American Society of Public Administration or the Florida 

City and County Management Association.  

In addition, this study has highlighted the fact that these abstractions do not only risk 

alienating the public, but the public administrators implementing these programs as well.  This is 

an assumption that has hindered the advancement of policy theory.  When completing this study, 

there were no surveys administered to public administrators and policymakers in the Everglades 

about their own perceptions.  The surveys were focused on capturing public opinion.  When I 

asked my interviewees if they had been surveyed for their opinion, about half of them let out a 

laugh. 

All departments will be considered in the random selection process because nearly every 

local and state department in Florida is affected by the Everglades.  For example, the permitting 

of the limestone mining pits is conducted by the USACE, but also directly affects the 

Department of Transportation, which purchases these minerals and uses them throughout the 

state.  Survey questions will comprise both Likert scale and open-ended questions.  A map of 

Florida will be presented to the administrators in the survey to capture their understanding of the 

scope of the Everglades ecosystem.  In addition, questions that have arisen from this research 

and that have not yet been asked in a survey will be included, such as “what is restoration” and 

“are we restoring the Everglades?”   
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Nearly all of the public opinion surveys reviewed for this study were filled with abstract, 

socially constructed terms, such as “environment,” “restoration,” and “Everglades.” Yet the 

public generally thinks of them representing concrete terms, such as aspects of the environment 

(water pollution, air pollution, a coal power plant locating in their community). Based on the 

Converse (1964) and deHaven-Smith (1991) literature on mass publics and environmental 

concern, a second survey will be distributed to the citizens of Florida.  This survey will be 

conducted in English, Spanish, and Creole to avoid discrimination in the random selection 

process.  Similar to the survey mentioned above, both Likert scale and open-ended questions will 

be asked. Some of these questions will include: What are the Everglades? What is restoration? 

Do you know the boundaries of the Everglades? (a map will be provided) Do you see Everglades 

restoration as good or bad? Are we restoring the Everglades? Where are we in the process of 

restoring the Everglades? Should the Everglades be restored? Will the Everglades ever be 

restored? The majority of these questions are based on the critical theory analysis of the 

Everglades history in this study. Grant funding will be sought in the near future to complete both 

surveys. 

 

6.7.3 GIS Maps 

 Another research agenda stemming from this research is to visually show the non-

restoration activities occurring in the Everglades using Geographic Information Systems (GIS).  

After two months of searching archival databases, calling librarians throughout the state of 

Florida, talking to a former land surveyor with U.S. Sugar, and talking to the clerk of courts and 

property appraiser’s office in Clewiston, FL, I was unable to locate a 1931 map of the land U.S. 

Sugar purchased from Southern Sugar. A public records request for the land parcel information 

has been made to the South Florida Water Management District. Once obtained, a series of GIS 

maps will be generated starting in 1931 and then continuing longitudinally showing the 

progression of drainage of the Everglades Agricultural Area to test one of the theories posed by 

this critical theory research: did the state of Florida drain the sugar industry’s land for it in the 

name of flood control for the betterment of society?   

 

6.7.4 Social Construction Analysis 
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 While conducting analysis for this research, I came across many different socially 

constructed words either in archival materials, secondary data, and/or interview analysis.  

Among them were “adaptive assessment,” “adaptive management,” “Everglades restoration,” 

and “stormwater treatment areas.”  While this research focused on the social construction of 

“Everglades restoration,” future research will include a thorough search of the New York Times, 

Washington Post, Miami Herald, Orlando Sentinel, St. Petersburg Times, and Tampa Tribune 

for the original uses of these socially constructed terms in the media pertaining to the Everglades 

program. Similar to Hoffman’s study on the social constructions of the U.S. Chemical Industry 

(1999), each of these commonly-used words and phrases will be analyzed to uncover its effect on 

policy, public opinion, and implementation of these programs in the Everglades.  The results of 

this future research will be combined with future large-scale ecosystem restoration case studies 

and the social constructions applied in those ecosystems. 

 



  175 

APPENDIX A 
GENERAL INFORMATION ABOUT INTERVIEWEES  

 
 
 

Of the 22 interviewees, 14 were male and 8 were female.  Average age was 51 with 30 

being the youngest age and 77 as the oldest age.  Only one interviewee was Hispanic; the rest 

were Caucasian.  

 
Government Employees (107 years of government experience combined): 

1. Senior assistant to state legislator  
2. Aid to state legislator  
3. Local government lawyer  
4. Florida House legislative policy analyst  
5. Florida Senate legislative policy analyst  
6. Male state department official 
7. Female State department official  
8. State department program coordinator  
9. Regional district official  
10. Lawyer with state government association  

 
Nonprofit Organization Representatives (68 years of experience in environmental non-profit 
organizations combined): 

11. Environmental non-profit organization representative  
12. Environmental non-profit organization scientist  
13. Environmental non-profit organization policy representative  
14. Director of environmental non-profit organization  

 
Elected Officials (32 years of service in an elected position): 

15. Former high-ranking state legislator  
16. Former state legislator  
17. State legislator  
18. Local elected official  
19. Former local elected official  

 
Lobbyists (60 years of lobbying experience combined): 

20. Female agriculture lobbyist  
21. Male agriculture lobbyist  

 
Private Sector:  

22. Environmental/government consultant  
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APPENDIX B 
ELECTRONIC MAIL LETTER TO PARTICIPANTS 

 
 
 

Participant Name 

Position 

Organization Name 

 

Dear Mr./Mrs./Dr. _______________________: 

I am writing to kindly ask your cooperation as a participant in my dissertation research on 

the policy-making process for the Florida Everglades, specifically the 2007 Northern Everglades 

Bill (Senate Bill 392).  You are being asked to contribute to my research because of your 

involvement in the policymaking process for this bill. 

I am asking for about one hour of your time to participate in a semi-formal interview 

relating to your role in the passing of Senate Bill 392.  Your experience in this process gives you 

a particularly important perspective. The interview is designed to allow you the freedom to 

answer every question with as much or as little detail as you feel comfortable.  Your 

participation is completely voluntary and there is no penalty for choosing not to participate.  

Should you feel uncomfortable with any of the questions I ask, you are not obligated to answer 

them.  Additionally, you will be given an opportunity to provide additional information at a later 

time.   

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions or would like additional information.  

This study is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Lance deHaven-Smith at Florida State 

University.  Please feel free to contact him as well should you have any questions or concerns.  

He can be reached at (850) 644-7397 or by e-mail at ldsmith@fsu.edu. 

I would like to set up an interview during the month of August. I will follow this email with a 

phone call in a few days to discuss the specific arrangements.  Thank you for your time and 

consideration, and I look forward to speaking with you.     

Sincerely, 

Claire C. Knox, PhD Candidate 
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APPENDIX C 
TELEPHONE MANUSCRIPT 

 
 
 

Good Morning/Afternoon 

My name is Claire Knox and I am a doctoral candidate at Florida State University. I am 

calling you today because you were one of the participants who helped pass the Northern 

Everglades Bill in 2007 and I would like to interview you.  My dissertation is on the history of 

the Everglades policy, but I am specifically looking at the Northern Everglades Bill. I am 

scheduling the interviews over the next few weeks and can meet with you at your office at your 

convenience. 

Answering the interview questions is strictly voluntary and will take approximately 60 

minutes.  In addition, there is no penalty for not cooperating. All of the results will be kept 

confidential and secure.  Your name and associated organization will not be identified in the 

dissertation nor any published articles stemming from this research.   

Since this research has been approved by FSU's Institutional Review Board, I am 

required to inform you that there is minimal risk associated with the voluntary interview; the risk 

involved with participation is no more than you would experience in normal daily activities. 

Can I interview you?  

If yes: Great, I will be conducting interviews in your area on (Enter dates here).  Which 

of these dates will work best for your schedule?  What time is best for your schedule? 

You will receive a letter with your scheduled date, time, and location in a few days to 

your business address (confirm address).  This letter will have additional information about the 

interview process, my contact information, as well as contact information to the Human Subject's 

Committee.  

Thank you for your time and I look forward to meeting you on (enter scheduled date 

here).  Here is my cell phone number in case you have any more questions or need to reschedule. 

Have a great day! Good-bye. 

If no: Thank you for your time and I appreciate you considering my offer.  Have a great 

day! Good-bye. 
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APPENDIX D 
LETTER CONFIMING INTERVIEW 

 
 

Date  

 

Interviewee's Name 

Address 

City, State  Zip Code 

 

Re: Confirming Interview for Dissertation Research 

 

Dear Mr./Mrs./Dr. _________________: 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in my dissertation research by allowing to be 

interviewed on ______Date______ at ___Time___ at ____Location___.  As mentioned in our 

phone conversation, I am a doctoral candidate in the Askew School of Public Administration and 

Policy at Florida State University (FSU) who is interviewing the majority of the participants 

involved with the passing of 2007 Florida Senate Bill 392: Northern Everglades Bill (Senate Bill 

392). The interviews are a large part of the dissertation in partial fulfillment of my doctorial 

candidacy.  The purpose of this research for my dissertation is to provide a deeper understanding 

of the policy change in the history of the Florida Everglades, paying specific attention to the 

2007 Florida Senate Bill 392.  The study will analyze the passing of this bill from two different 

theoretical frameworks. The results of the analysis will aid in further developing policy theories 

and analysis. Participants will benefit from this project because this study will aid in advancing 

the theory and knowledge surrounding Everglades policy decision making. 

The interview will contain seven questions, which are open-ended and intended to guide 

the conversation. The interview is designed to allow you the freedom to answer every question 

with as much or as little detail as you feel comfortable.  Should you feel uncomfortable with any 

of the questions I ask, you are not obligated to answer them.  There is no penalty for not 

cooperating. Additionally, you will be given an opportunity to provide any additional 

information and recommend future participants.  The interview will take approximately one 

hour. 
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  I would like to record this interview to avoid taking manual notes as well as needing to 

produce a verbatim transcript to assist in the data analysis. Please be assured, however, that your 

participation will be known only to me, my major professor, and any individuals within your 

organization that are made aware of your participation.  Although I intend to have the recordings 

professionally transcribed, the identities of the interviewees will not be associated with the file or 

file name.  Instead, files will be identified as interviewee #1, interviewee #2, etc.  Once the 

recordings are transcribed, all recorded files and written transcriptions will be kept solely by me. 

Recorded and written interview records will be destroyed no later than December 31, 2010.   

  Your identity will remain completely confidential in the final report in connection with 

information obtained through this and any follow-up interviews.   Please be aware, however, that 

as part of my research, I will also be examining relevant public documents.  Therefore, the 

confidentiality agreement related to this interview is not relevant in the instance that your 

identity is revealed in a public document referenced in this study.  

I am asking all participants to sign a consent form, which will be provided to you at the 

interview.  This consent form describes to you what this research is about and what the 

information will be used for.  It also outlines any risks and benefits to you as the participant, and 

reiterates the voluntary nature of your participation.  I will be the only person with access to 

these signed consent forms and will provide you with a copy should you wish to have one.    

If you have any questions or need to reschedule, please feel free to contact me.  This 

study is being conducted under the direction of Dr. Lance deHaven-Smith at Florida State 

University.  Please feel free to contact him as well should you have any questions or concerns.  

He can be reached at (850) 644-7397 or by e-mail at ldsmith@fsu.edu.  In addition, feel free to 

direct any questions regarding your participation to the FSU Office of Research, Human Subjects 

Committee at (850) 644-8673.  I will send you a reminder email a few days before our scheduled 

interview.  

Thank you for your time and I look forward to meeting with you.     

Respectfully, 

Claire C. Knox, Ph.D. Candidate 
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APPENDIX E 
HUMAN SUBJECTS (IRB) COMMITTEE APPROVAL LETTER 

 
 
 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

 

Date: 7/23/2009 

 

To: Claire Knox 

 

Address: 8200 Cleary Boulevard #2008, Plantation, FL 33324 

Dept.: PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND POLICY 

 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

 

Re: Use of Human Subjects in Research 

Competing Paradigms for Analyzing Policy Development in Everglades Restoration: Case Study 

Using Advocacy Coalition Framework and Habermas's Critical Theory 

 

The application that you submitted to this office in regard to the use of human subjects in the 

proposal referenced above have been reviewed by the Secretary, the Chair, and two members of 

the Human Subjects Committee. Your project is determined to be Expedited per 45 CFR § 

46.110(7) and has been approved by an expedited review process. 

 

The Human Subjects Committee has not evaluated your proposal for scientific merit, except to 

weigh the risk to the human participants and the aspects of the proposal related to potential risk 

and benefit. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals, which may be 
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required. 

 

If you submitted a proposed consent form with your application, the approved stamped consent 

form is attached to this approval notice.  Only the stamped version of the consent form may be 

used in recruiting research subjects. 

 

If the project has not been completed by 7/22/2010 you must request a renewal of approval for 

continuation of the project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your 

expiration date; however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request 

renewal of your approval from the Committee. 

 

You are advised that any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by 

the Committee prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 

change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee.  In addition, 

federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report, in writing any 

unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects or others. 

 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor is 

reminded that he/she is responsible for being informed concerning research projects involving 

human subjects in the department, and should review protocols as often as needed to insure that 

the project is being conducted in compliance with our institution and with DHHS regulations. 

 

This institution has an Assurance on file with the Office for Human Research Protection. The 

Assurance Number is IRB00000446. 

 

Cc: Lance deHaven-Smith, Advisor 

HSC No. 2009.2922 
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APPENDIX F 
CONSENT FORM 
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APPENDIX G 
INTERVIEW QUESTIONNAIRE 

 
 
 

1.  I wonder if you can recall your organization’s involvement with Senate Bill 392.  When you 

gather your recollection, go ahead and tell me about it. 

• Where did it come from? 

• So why did this bill happen?  

• (Ask only if needed) How would you place this bill within a historical progression of 

other policy activities? 

2.  Can you tell me about your personal role with Senate Bill 392? 

• Can you remember any particularly vivid experiences in which you were present during 

the process of shaping this legislation? Please share these with me when some of these 

come to mind. 

• Who are some of the people who pay attention to what you are doing? 

 How do you know they were paying attention? 

 What actions did they take when you were taking action? 

 Why do you think they were doing that? 

• Can you describe how the various interest groups responded or became involved with the 

bill? 

• How did the groups get along with each other? 

 How do you know about their interactions? 

3.  Can you tell me about any individuals who stand out because they were really pushing this 

bill in some particular way? 

• What were your interactions with these individual(s)? 

4.  Can you explain some of the compromises that occurred between the different interests 

involved with this bill?  

5.  What were your information sources for this bill? 

• What kind of information did you seek? 
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• Sometimes in situations like this people realize that they may not have all the information 

they need to proceed.  Can you remember any particular situation when you did not have 

all of the information needed.  Please share with me how you handled that situation.  

6.  What is there about you and your background that explains kind of why you have been 

involved in this situation the way you have? 

• Thinking about some of the other prominent participants in this process, would you be 

willing to do the same thing for other individuals who have been active in this process? 

And tell me what you think it is about them that contribute to their participation in the 

way that they have participated. 

7.  Can you think back to the programs and policies passed over the past few years/decades to 

help restore the Everglades. In your opinion, please explain why the Everglades are being 

restored. 

 

General Biographical Information 

Position  

How long have you been in this position? 

Past experience before this position? 

Race, gender, age. 

 

Ending Questions: 

Is there anything I did not ask you about that is important for me to know? 

May I contact you again for clarification? 

Who else do you know who know about this and might be able to help me understand it? 

 Of those, who would see this differently then you do? 

 May I use you as a reference? 

 

Follow-up Questions: 

1.  Regarding the Everglades, how do you define restoration? If you refer to a documented or 

official definition, please include that source with your answer. 

2.  In your opinion, what is the future of the Everglades program? In other words, where do you 

see the Everglades program in 5, 10, or 15 years? 
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APPENDIX H 
CANAL SYSTEM (IN BLUE) IN THE EVERGLADES (SOUTH FLORIDA, N.D.) 
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APPENDIX I 
PARTICIPANT RESPONSES ABOUT THE ORIGINS OF SENATE BILL 392  

 
 
 

Expansion of the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act/Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan 

“Had lots of discussion about the Lake Okeechobee Restoration Plan and how could we 
adapt that to the rivers and estuaries.  Cause it was a good basis to start with.” 

“The bill was an implementation strategy for the Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan.” 

“The Northern Everglades Act is essentially an expansion of the Lake Okeechobee 
Protection Act, so it was a combination of sort of building from the original Act but also 
taking into account what we had learned so far in implementing the Lake Okeechobee 
Protection Act.” 

“It is very similar to the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act.”   

“Expand the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act to include the northern Everglades.” 

“The Lake Okeechobee Protection Act.” 

“They already had the Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan, and they needed to expand that to 
address the two estuaries, Caloosahatchee and St. Lucie estuaries, and both basins as well as 
maybe kind of beef-up the Lake Okeechobee Protection Act.”   

“The Lake Okeechobee Protection Plan because Senate Bill 392 -- built on existing 
programs that was in place.  It was expansion of those programs, and certainly, a significant 
expansion.” 

“This legislation was an amendment to an earlier section of the statutes, the Lake 
Okeechobee Protection Act.”   

“The Lake Okeechobee Protection Act.” 

“The legislation came from…sometimes one may take some existing legislation and retool 
it and refashion it into something that will work and operate for a similar issue.” 

 
Unregulated overflow from Lake Okeechobee 
“Discharges of polluted freshwater.” 

“Concerns over the Lake Okeechobee regulation schedule and the challenges of frequent 
and large releases and their effects on the Caloosahatchee River.”   
“The continued problems that are seen in the St. Lucie and the Caloosahatchee watershed as 
a result of discharges from Lake Okeechobee.” 
“We had really high water years in 2003, 2004, and 2005 and massive estuary dumps.  And 
also everybody was absolutely incensed that the lake was in such bad shape and the 
estuaries were in such bad a shape.” 
“The water quality problems in Lake Okeechobee were problematic. The fish kills in St. 
Lucie and Caloosahatchee had sort of reached a level of public awareness.” 
“The fact that the lake at times of high levels would force water out the two rivers, the 
Caloosahatchee and the St. Lucie, and that is a problem because water comes down the 
Kissimmee and goes into the lake, gets high and forces it out, and we have huge algae 
blooms, fish die-offs and things like that.” 
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Political leadership 
“It was introduced as a member bill by Saunders. There was an agreement with the House 
and the Senate fairly early on something was going to be done about it.  It was a priority for 
the SFWMD, for the existing DEP, and for the Governor's office.” 

“It was primarily the brainchild of the SFWMD.” 
“We need to give accolades to Governor Charlie Crist who made the Northern Everglades 
one of his priorities when he became governor. Credit goes to Burt Saunders who was the 
chairman of the Environmental Preservation and Conservation Committee.”   

“Sen. Pruitt has been marked by a passion for cleaning up of Lake Okeechobee and for the 
environmental needs of his community.” 
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APPENDIX J 
NORTHERN EVERGLADES AND ESTUARIES PROTECTION PLAN AREAS (JAMES 

& ZHANG, 2008, P. 10-9)  
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APPENDIX K 
EXTENT OF LIMESTONE PIT MINES IN EASTERN EVERGLADES: 1984 AND 1992 

(U.S. GEOLOGICAL SERVICES, 2005) 
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APPENDIX L 
LIMESTONE MINING MAP OF SOUTH FLORIDA (U.S. GEOLOGICAL SERVICES, 

N. D.) 
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APPENDIX M 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT BOUNDARY MAP OF MIAMI-DADE COUNTY (U.S. 

ENVIRONMENTAL, 2010)  
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APPENDIX N 
REASONS FOR SUPPORTING EVERGLADES RESTORATION (EVERGLADES 

FOUNDATION, 2009)  
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Ensuring freshwater drinking supply
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 APPENDIX O 
LANDCOVER CHANGES BETWEEN 1900 AND 1992 IN THE EVERGLADES 

ECOSYSTEM (SHORT, N.D.)  
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APPENDIX P 
SOUTH FLORIDA LAND USE FROM 1900 THROUGH 2010 FOR THE LARGEST 

USERS (KRANZER, 2003)  
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APPENDIX Q 
PARTICIPANT RESPONSES TO HOW RESTORATION IS DEFINED  

 
 
 

Defining Restoration 
“Everglades Restoration will be defined by enabling the recovery of the everglades through 
restoration of water flows to as much of a natural flow as possible and protecting the EAA 
from development impacts.” 

“Recognizing that the full spatial extent of the Everglades would never be restored, but 
perhaps the hydrologic and ecologic functioning of the Everglades on a much reduced scale 
could be achieved.” 

“I don't have a ready definition for restoration.” 

“I am not sure.” 

“This term is often understood to mean that the pre-development conditions, prior to the 
influence of water management and change in land use should be replicated.” 

“Restoration is the process by which we change policies to return the Everglades to its 
natural flow – to the best extent possible. Restoring it to its natural flow, not just cleaning 
out these different little pockets, but actually setting up a restorative, natural flow of the 
water that we had before it was drained for development.” 

“In a nutshell, restoration is restoring the system to its pre-drainage condition with regard to 
water flow, water quantity, water quality which in turn will a result in the restoration of the 
natural habitat.” 

“Restoration is the ability to reasonably return something back to its original state within 
present-day political conditions.” 

“Everglades restoration is the removal of all human interventions that have compromised 
the functioning of the overall ecosystem, as such I don’t believe it is possible since it would, 
for starters, require the relocation of much of South Florida’s population.  I do not believe 
that the “re-engineering” of the system to provide an approximation of historic conditions in 
remnants of the Everglades is, in any sense, restoration.” 

“Restoration means a program that when completed will have recreated that remaining 
portion of the historical Everglades into a system that functions as close to original as 
possible.  Because of the damming of the Lake O we will never restore the system we will 
recreate and manage.” 

“I believe that restoration means making the Everglades like it was before humans drained it 
and polluted it.” 

“I think I would define true restoration as restoration of the historic hydroperiod and 
hydropattern of the pre-development Everglades system, as well as restoration of the 
chemical and biological characteristics of the pre-development Everglades.” 

“There is no specific definition defined in the Northern Everglades bill.  So there is no 
statutory definition of restoration.  In the absence of a specific statutory definition, it is 
normal to use generally acceptable definitions.” 
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APPENDIX R 
PARTICIPANTS’ RESPONSES ABOUT THE FUTURE OF THE EVERGLADES 

RESTORATION PROGRAM  
 
 
 

Optimistic  

“Everglades program is a very fluid program due to the dynamics of all of the stakeholders 
and property owners.  In five years more construction and restoration, ten years some results 
from completed projects and in fifteen years well on our way to completion or plans for the 
balance of the projects with Lake O still being the largest issue left to deal with.” 

“I see significant progress in freshwater releases in ENP [Everglades National Park].  I see 
some progress in nutrient reduction in the Lake O watershed and significant progress in lake 
water level management.” 
“As long as the citizens want the Everglades to be restored, the Everglades will be restored.  
Special interest can't stop it and slick political maneuvers won't stop it.  If the citizens 
continue to support the Everglades, they will be restored.” 
“We will experience small, incremental steps in restoration of the everglades in the next 50 
years, and on the surface it may appear unremarkable, but real healing is occurring. I’m 
hopeful.” 

 
Frustrated and Discouraged 
“Here is what I would wish for the future of the Everglades...please, leave it all alone for 
about a couple of decades.  Do not spend more money on reservoirs, ASR wells, pumping 
stations, STAs [stormwater treatment plants], and whatever else.  Just let it alone...and I bet 
all will be much better, or at least no worse, than today.” 
“I don't see much progress over the next 10 years because of fiscal constraints.  I also 
believe there is declining support for the existing CERP plan.” 

“You can probably come back in 10 years and a lot of the same stuff will be happening. All 
you're doing is moving the deck chairs around on the Titanic.” 
“If the Everglades restoration program continues on the track it has for the last ten years 
then I really do not see it producing major results in the next ten years. You probably sense 
my frustration with the process.” 

 
Mixed Feelings 
“I think it's very uncertain due to the state and national economic situation. Florida will take 
a long time to recover fiscally - longer than the rest of the nation - and that will certainly 
impact restoration efforts.” 
“In my opinion, the restoration efforts will continue over the next decade because of the 
increased understanding of policy makers and the effectiveness of grassroots groups to 
educate and advocate.” 
“In five years, frankly I don't see much progress because of ongoing litigation and current 
economic conditions.  In 10 to 15 years, depending on funding, I believe progress will be 
made.  Projects should be implemented and well underway towards restoring the system.” 

“CERP will likely survive in the 5-year timeframe, but may well be de-authorized and 
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abandoned within 10-15 years.  Two major factors will affect this – the U.S. Sugar land 
acquisition and Federal financial participation.  CERP may well collapse beneath its own 
bureaucratic weight, especially if we critically examine what we have invested, what we 
have to show for that investment, and what we are likely to accomplish.  Again, however, 
the idea of Everglades restoration remains compelling, and that may well prove to be the 
deciding factor.” 

“We're not going to restore the Everglades cause a huge portion of the Everglades are gone. 
I mean it's really more of a question of what are we going to do with what's left and...I do 
believe we can improve the functioning of what is left.  It's going to be really expensive. It's 
probably ultimately going to be not as much as people want.” 
“Pertaining to the future, who knows.  Everything is dependent on financial resources.  
Clearly there is public and political commitment to finish the job.  I believe incremental 
progress will continue over the next 5 to 10 years.  However, a significant driver will be the 
ultimate fate of US Sugar deal and the impact this has to overall restoration plan.” 
“In 15 years, we still will be trying to build/implement various components and the 
ecosystems will remain mostly impaired.  In 30 years, if we can keep efforts going, we 
could have a system that gives us a good level of service (towards meeting all goals).” 
“My answer to this depends upon whether Governor Crist’s proposed purchase of the U.S. 
Sugar properties is finalized. If those properties are acquired, I think the financial impact of 
that will be so great that the South Florida Water Management District will not be able to 
fund many other projects intended to protect or restore portions of the ecosystem.  If the US 
Sugar deal does not go through, I think many of the projects in CERP have a chance to 
proceed.” 
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