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Abstract : The purpose of this study is to apply framing concepts to decismaking behaviors in cap
tal budgeting and to examine information cuesters use. Certain types of project information, i.eop|
ject benefit and funding availability, are more useful as an anchor for the decisiaakers than others
(i.e. project accomplishment certainty) since they can reduce the uncertainty and complegityoters
face. An experimental study with random assignment of the subjects was conducted. Statistical
confirm the framing effect occurs in public capital budget decisions and project benefit and funi
availability tend to drive the decisiemakers to frame their decisiomaking.

Keywords capital budgeting decisionmaking, capital financing, infrastructure researchand develg-
ment public project.

l. Introduction ing is used to understanithe impacts of ballot

, . : | anguage on voterstd deci
Public capital projects such as local ramhstric- g g

tion and maintenan¢csewerge system upgrading
and installation, school facility constructioand
major bridge repairare bigticket spendingitems

in government budgetSpending on these capital
projects resu#t in a physical environmentor at-
tracting new businesses and residenygelding
new jobs andax baseexpansion.Based on this
logic, pulic capital spendinganhaveanimpact
on social and economic conditions of a jurisdi
tion. However, @spite the size andnportance of
capital projects, public capital spending decision
arenotwell understoodFor this reasorthis study
seeks taunderstand howeapital budgetiecisiors
are made, using framingand anchoringand
adjustment conceptstheoreticalframeworls for
the study

comes on sameex marriage and public funding
of abortion (Burnett & Kogan, 2015; Hastir&
Cann, 2014), media coverage on the nationht de
crisis perception (Jasgam, Shah, Watts, Faber
& Fan, 1998), and information disseminated by
govenme n t on the popul ati
actions (Samon, 1989). The anchoringand
adjustment heuristicefers toa cognitive process

in which a decisiomrmakerchooses a refereado
understand a situation or to frame a problem and
then compares possible solutions with alternatives
to make a decision Mussweiler, Englich, &
Strack, 202). In administrative sciences and
psychology the anchoringandadjustment heust

tic is used D understand hova decision ismade
The framingconcept, making some aspects ef r under somecertain complex situationgPerrow,
ality more salient in a text in order to promote a 1986; $mon, 1976;Tversky & Kahneman, 1974,
particular issueEntman, 1998 is used in various as cited by Epley & Gilovich, 2005; )Both the

social science disciplinegnging from policyand anchoringandadjustment heuristic and framing
political sciencesto psychology andadminista- concepts are commadn sofar aso the decision
tive sciences. In policy and political sciencenpira makers some information is more salietitan
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others and the decisiormakers use such
information as a frame to makeaeir decisions.

This study introduces the framing concept to
public capital budgeting literatureThe main
purpose is dfill in the literaturegap byapplying
the framing concept tounderstand whether
additional information i(e. a framing message
can influencev o t eacisians to accept a public
project and if so,are thereanydifferencedor the
types of framing mesage affecting voteisd
decisiors? This study depag from the existing
literaturein two ways. Firstit appliesthe framing
concept to public capital budgeg. Second it
tries to explain the types of message or content
affecing decisiors to adopta capital project.

The s tsfinding® areuseful to academics and
practitionersin two aspectsFirst, for direct -
mocracy the findings suggest thdor a capital
project, some specific typeof information or
message can be more useful than others inatmed
ing the framing effects of the ballot langua§e-
cond for administrativeproceses due to -
manso | i mited ircmagimyidec
siors to maximize benefits(Lindblom, 1959; &
mon, 196), someinformation cus regading pro-
ject performancean be useful tod for the ded-
sionmakersin central administratignincluding
budget directors, city, county or state chief exec
tive officers and representativeters in anchao-
ing theirbudget allocatiordecisiors. Public man-
agersuse technical knowtlge and skills to select
a project but such information maye usdessto
citizens voters andhe decisionmakes in central
administration unless they are framed in a sfeci
ic way. With framing knowledgepublic mangers
should be able térame the mesageto help the
public understand why the project is selected

The remainderof the papers organizedas fd-
lows. The next section preseit® framing liteia-
ture. The félowing section describebe research
design and analytical approach&se fourthsec-
tion presentghe results and discussion. The last

section provideshe conclusionsimplications and
limitations of the study.

Il. Literature

Framing occurs inthe ballot measure process
when small changes in the presentation of some
information, words pphrases can change the-vo
ersdé opinion and bkenénavi
2007; Druckman, 2001;Tversky & Kahneman,
1981). Strategic selection of the presentation
styles and wording can bias an individuaogri-

tive process by reordering the importancetto#
beliefs he or she holds (Drkman 2001). This
framing effect is important in both direct decao
racy administrative process given that itcan be
very powerful in influencinga public choice led-

ing to different social outcomes

For direct democracytwenty-sevenstates in the
United Statedhavesome form of ballot measure
(NationalConferenceof Statelegislatures2016).
This direct democratic process allows citizens to
bypass the representative process iaoreating
various policies ranging from abdion and
humanp aghts tdgxation and budget(National
Conference of Statd egislatures 2016) The
major concern is that voters may bmnipulated
by ballot langages crafted by political elites
(Karp, 1998; Lupia, 1994Matsusaka, 2004and
as a result t he twe preferende is
unrevealedThis is possibleif the voters are not
well informed and the ballot measuresate to
somecomplexissuessuchasa decisionto finance
a capital project. The impact of framing this
aspectis important give that the decision to
reject or adopta project may result in an
unattractive physicaénvironmentor rigid fiscal
condition respectively

Empirical evidence suggests thaarhing effect
due to ballot title wording is powerful in
influencing votesd  hiens even in relatively
simple topics such as sameex marriage,
although the dfect is less pronoucedh well-
educated groups (Armstrong, Schwartz,
Fitzgerald, Puit& Ubel, 2002;Hasting & Cann,
2014) In setting public agendas, Jassperson et al.
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(1998) usean uncontrolled experimental design to
show that alltypes offramed messages are not
equally important in inflencing public opinion.
For the national budgetdeficit, confict among

policymakersor the A f i g ht ieon(gg. the a m

President and Replitan leaders are
confrontational in balancin¢he budget)is more
powerful than other framintypes( Jassperson et
al,L1998) . The other
(1998) study includethe fitalking f r a nfeego
Republican leaders trying tmake a deal vith
middle-of-theroad Democrats) the fpolicy
impassef r a nfeg a political standof has
turned fiscal policy tighter) and the finational
crisisf r a rfegyothe current buay crisis once
again proves that inside theslBvay is corrupt)
Smith (1996)finds that in consumer psychology,
education level hasa mediating effect on
comune r s 6 slte purchaseo productand
that for those who have bagdbr degrees and
above, peative framing language is more
powerful than negtive framedlangauge.

Kraft, Lodge and Taber (2015pssertthat the
framing effect is very pronounced arsddifficult
to overcome when
biased by an intensive political environment
where political étes control public agendasThis
suggests thathe most susepible to framing
effects are not only the uninformed groups but
alo those who are highly aroused by political
environments In such situatiog) additional
information thatis scientifically relatedbr appears
to beobjectivemay counteact framing effectsin
ballot measures(Bolsen, Druckman & Cook,
2014; Lundgren & Prislin, 1998) Burnett and
Kogard $2015) found thatthe voters especially
those who considered themselypsditically savvy
and policy knowledgeablajse campaign infe

mation & a cue to anchor their decisions; and as

such the cue moderateke framing effect ofthe
ballot languageThus, cues can act as powerful
anchors for opinion, significantly reducing thie e
fects of potentially deceptive language useddo d

type

scribe politicalissues to voters (Burnett & Kogan,
2015, p.121).

For the administrative procesgerformancedata
andinformation(i.e. output and outcome daaad
descriptive informatiop are encouraged to be
used in program development implementation
and budgetingHowever, the literature is unclear
in explaininghow informationis procesesef‘d by the

s . a_ssRers.. .
decisiornmakersin centraladministraion andoth-

er policymakers. Van Hulst &Yanow (2016)ar-
gue thatall policy actors, includingentraladmin-
istrators(i.e. chief exective officers and budget
directors) bureaucratselected officers corpon-
tions and citizensare involved in the policy-
making process at times, the line betwegpoli-

cymakersandtargeted policy stakeholders such as

citizensis less prominent due to poli discourses
In such sitations, the framing processcan help
policy actorsto understanda complex situation
and henceeframe the problemdefinition to come
up with potentialsolutiors based on their new-i
sights(Rein & Schon, 1977/an Hulst & Yanow
2016) In this aspect, framing useful ingener&
ing meaningful policydisoourse among the ad-

vot er s inistratgsbureéaucvaescitizbmes and aldactednbs

ficials. Examples of using framingn policy de-

batesinclude understanding compey framings

for contraceptin as preventiveare Rasmussen,
2011).

Moynihan (2015 2009 argues that performance
information and decisiemaking by policy actors
(citizens administratorsand representatives) are
not automatically connected; some types of i
formation are powerfuin a certain context kle
being powerless in another conteXthusprogram

managers should be aware that presentation of

performance datand informationoffers different
cues to the audienceegardingprogram values
In order to obtairfunding supportbased on -
gram merits, publiananagersshould understand
how framing can influence targeted audien@es
budget directors chief executive ofters and
elected officerk
suggest thaprograms with performance data and
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thar narrative description that reflect goal amb
guity’ (e.g. performance outputyeceive lower
funding support byhe decisionmakerscompared
to outcomedata and informatian

Fort and Christianson (1981) found that program
outcome benefitsstated in terms of increasd
sharesof employmenin retail and wholesale se
tors enhance o t eupii fora healtlrcare &-
penditurerefereaxdum Brink (2004) also found
that in 24 Swedish citiegpecific typs of mes-
sage, such asexpected change in tax baseve
positive impackon t he votersa
partition policy.This suggestthat program n
agers and bureaucrats should choose to present
performance data and information that can reduce
goal ambiguity. For example, instead of prasen
ing job trainirg program output and activity (e.g.
number of graduate degmeawarded), the pr
gram managers should present program outsome
(e.g. number of job placementor graduates.
This is because the program benefit is mone-po
erful than program activities in aling the aud
ences o6 p ethecatuepand meaning df the
program thereby affecting their willigness to
support the program (Moynihan, 2015).

This study applies framing concepod public c-

ital project fundingo help program managerstbe
ter understandwhat types of public work program
information can alter t
regarding the program merjtthereby affecting
their willingness to support the program funding.
The audiences of this studiyclude votersn the
direct democratiprocesssincelocal governments
often rely onreferendato gpprove local public
projectsand longterm bondsThe audiencesalso
include central administrators, suchlaglget and
financedirectors,chief executiveofficersand oh-

er decisioamakersn administrative process

! Goal ambiguity refers to a situation in which an organiz
tional goal allows leeway fdnterpretation (Moynihan,
2015.For<campl e, a stateb6s job
ambiguity in that performance outcomes could be thm-nu
ber of job placements or ttamber of trainees who have
acquired professional skills valued by job markets.

de

A decision to fund a capital project involvesa-
tively higher levels of uncertainty as more years
of potential revenues and expenditures must be
estimated and relatively large budgarecommi-

ted to the future.In addition in reality, decsion
makersincludingvotersand central administrators
face limited alternatives: either funding or not
funding the projectin suchsituatiors where un-
certainty is relatively high and cheads limited,

the decisiommakersare likely to emply some
information cues oruse the anchoringand
a(gijstgn(Ian% rrlleuristig toac sa reference and
then compare that reference antth alternatives to
find the gtimal decision ussweileret al, 2012;
Blankenship, Wegener, Petty, Detweigedell,
& Macy, 20@.) Similar tothe framing conceptin
whi ch humansd deci si
message particularly highlightedin  ballot
measuresthe anchoringandadjustment heuristic
is a process in which a decistorakerwill anchor
on information that comes toind and adjust until
a plausible estimate is reached under ctaggy
and complexity (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974,
cited by Epley & Gilovich, 2005)Thus, singthe
framing oranchoring heuristic, a decisianaker
chooses a referente understand a sittian or to
frame a problenand then compargsossible sal-
tions with alternatives tanake adecision Muss-
weileret al, 2012).

Therearathrek itypemfanfosnationpusuallg feund i
in capital project proposas. (1) the benefit of a
public project (2) the likelihood of the proposed
project being accomplishe@nd (3) the project
funding availability. Based othe framing litera-
ture the first hypothesis ighat the decision
makerswill tend to accept the project when add
tional information is presentedHowever, not all
types of informationcues are beneficial for the
decisionmakers(Jasperson et al., 28). Accod-
ing to Moynihan (201p when goal ambiguityxe
ists, project outcomee(g. net benefit of the -
ject, number of job created) is more beneficial

ons

as

t rthannprojegt gutpote(g.gonojettaactivigyo andac-

complishment Thus, the second hypothesis is
that the decisiomakerswho are exposed ttan-
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gible benefis of the projecwill tend to accept the
project more than those who are nbinally, cues
can actas powerful anchor¢o counteract the
framing effect due t@pinions and attitudegBur-
nett & Kogan, 2015)The third hypothesis that
the decisiormakerswill tend to accept the project
when they are exposed to somlejective infor-
mation thatcanhelp educe uncertaintfe.g. furd-
ing avaikbility).

lll. Research Design

An experimental studwas employedo test the
abovethreehypothess. An experimentalstudy is

a stalard methodologysedin theory testing and
extending especially for studies invalvyg human
behaviors $ingleton & Stra, 2010). In social
sciences field experimentalstudiesare consd-
eredthe most rigorousesearch desigfor obsev-
ing causality between a prografor treatment
and the outcoméor the effeck of the treatment if
the designs implementedvell to enhance internal
validity (Singleton & Straits 201Q Trochim,
2012. Trochim (2012) suggestghat in order to
obtain rigorous findings, a researcher needs to
conducta random assignmenrtf the subjects to
treatment and cdrol groupsin orderto achieve
probabilstic equivalence. Random assignment
ensurs that thecharacteristics of theubjects in
the two groups are similaon averagean all re-
spects except for the treatment or programrinte
vention. Other factors that mudie controlledin-
clude historical backgroundespecially for cogn
tive capacity and knowledgelf the outcomes of
the two groupsn an experimental studgre sg-
nificantly different, thetreatment (program) can
be said to have causedfects on the subjés in
the treatmengroup despite validity threatghat
can probabilistically occuiTrochim, 2012).

To test which heuristic process is employed by
individuals evaluating capital projects, we expe
imentally manipulated the information provided to

individuals in a capital budgeting decision
making. If the varying types ofadditional infa-
mation influencedecisioamaking, then the cue is
likely to anchor the decisioand framing effects
occur We randomly selected®68 graduatestu-
dents from MPA and MBA progams.We then
randomly assignedhe subjectgo four different
groups a controlgroupand three groups receiving
different treatmentsThe subjectavere randomly
assigned sequentially through a random draw
from setl to 4; those who received & were
placed in thecontrol group A, and those wire-
ceived2, 3, and 4werein treatment groups BZ,
and D, respectivelyThe three treatment groups
(B, C, and D) differ only in terms of the types of
information presented.

Eachof the fourgroups has & subjectsGraduate
students in MPA and MBAdrogramsare an -
propriate sampling framfor a research audience
in the administrative procesbecause the grae
ates in these pgrams are professionally trained
to manage organizatieand resourcallocation is
among seeral required management skilldost

of the graduate studensamplel are working full
time at city or county offices or working fqri-
vatesector companies while taking MR MBA
courses in the eveningiven that these students
are training for managment skills and knowledge
in the graduate schoold)ediscrepancy in terms
of the subj ect smanagemgm i t
knowledge interest and specializatioshould be
relatively minimal. These samples also reflect the
characteristics of central adnmistrators in the @
ministrative offices. For direct democracy,
lyengar (1991) and Hiscox (2008uggest that
those who have college degrees affected by
framingto a lesser degree than those who do not
have college degrees. We choose to control this
validity threat by holding adcaional level
constant acrossthe subjects, allowing only
information types to vary.

Figure 1: Survey Form A, B, C, and D Containing Different Information Regarding Proposed Capital

project

Form A: Pinellas County Capit&udget Proposal, FY2015Y2017
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Department: Public Work

. . . - ... | Category Arterial
Service Function Transportation Activity : Road & Street Facility Roa dgs Y !
Project No.1618 Project Title: 118th Avenue Expressway

Cost Center. 8414018

Project Description: Constuction of a foulane elevated roadway over 118th Avenue that would cor
U.S. 19 and Interstate 275. The proposed amount for project cost includes project design, land
and construction costs. The project duration is 2 years, starting froal ¥esar 2015 through Fiscal Ye
2017.

Proposed Budget $18,000,000

Form B: Pinellas County Capital Budget Proposal, FY20™@b2017

Department: Public Work

Service Function Transportation Activity : Road & Street Facilit)| Category. Arterial Roads
Project No.1618 Project Title: 118th Avenue Expressway

Cost Center. 8414018

Project Description: Construction of a foulane elevated roadway over 118th Avenue that would cor
U.S. 19 and Interstate 275. The proposed amount for the project cost snphagect design, land pu
chase and construction costs. The project duration is 2 years, starting from Fiscal Year 2015 th#¢
cal Year 2017.

Project Benefit: The elevated road would run above 118th Avenue N, serving as the@mrssonnet
or. If commuters travel from-275 they'll be able to go westbound and connect with northbound U.
if the commuters come from U.S. 19 southbound, they'll be able to go down the proposed state |
to I-275. The project would allow traffic to flow mores&ly and quickly through one of the most cong
ed areas in the county. It is estimated that once the project is completed, commuters will redl
commuting time by about 120 minutes.

Project Impact: Given that the new expressway is the citosen connector, it will attract new residenti
and commercial developers to locate their housing and commercial businesses within the towns &
nellas County. It is estimated that as a project impact there will be new jobs created for at [E&Sir7|
professional positions.

Proposed Budget $18,000,000

Form C: Pinellas County Capital Budget Proposal, FY20@62017
Department: Public Work
Service Function Transportation Activity : Road & Street Facilit)| Category. Arterial Roads
Project No. 1618 Project Title: 118th Avenue Expressway
Cost Center: 8414018
Project Description: Construction of a foulane elevated roadway over 118th Avenue that would cor
U.S. 19 and Interstate 275. The proposed amount for the project cost includes progectlaied pu-
chase and construction costs. The project duration is 2 years, starting from Fiscal Year 2015 th#(
cal Year 2017.
Estimated Probability that the Project Will Be Completed on Time:100%
Proposed Budget $18,000,000
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Form D: PinellasCounty Capital Budget Proposal, FY20EY2017
Department: Public Work

Category:. Arterial
Roads

Project Title: 118th Avenue Expressway

Service Function Transportation Activity : Road & Street Facility

Project No.1618
Cost Center: 8414018
Project De<cription: Construction of a foulane elevated roadway over 118th Avenue that would cor
U.S. 19 and Interstate 275. The proposed amount for the project cost includes project designm;
chase and construction costs. The project duration is 2 warsng from Fiscal Year 2015 througrsH

cal Year 2017.

1) The county has seen

2) The countyods

Revenue Capacity:100% capacity of funding based on the following factors:

that is specitally earmarked for road projects within the last five years.
previous
tal resource for road projects will be 100% freed up by FY 2015.
3) There are no oth@ompeting projects in other service functions since the funds for transportatig
jects is only for the transportation service function.

an annual average

gr

transportation bonm

Proposed Budget $18,000,000

Figure labovepresents survey forms A, B, C and
D and information presented to éagroup.Each
group was given a different form of self-
administeredquestionnaireForm A (provided to
Control GroupA) provides basic information us
ally presented ira statelocal government budget
document. The information in this form includes
projed number, project type and title, project
function and descriptignresponsible epartment
and proposed amount of capital project fingd
Form B @iven to Treatment Groum) includes
the basic information provided in Form A and-a
ditional information in ¢rms of thebenefit of the
project The benefit of the project is provided in
terms of narrative description and quantitative i
pacts which are quantified by the estimatedmu
bers of new jobs created due to the proposed pr
ject. Form C for Treatment Grop C) provides
the basic information in Form A and additional
information in terms of theroject accomplis-
mentcertainty, in which the project will be ao-
pleted within the proposed time frame. Form D
(given toTreatment Grou®) providesthe basic
information in Form A and additional information
in terms of thefunding availability (i.e. whether

there is sufficient funding currently available for
the project)n a narrative dscription.

After the information is presented, tlygiestim-
naire asks whethea respondentill approve the
proposed projecdf $18000000 (do you want to
allocate $18,000,0D to this project?)Data -
garding demographic characteristics in terms of
age, gender and whether tlespondent is 8nit-

ed States citizens also collectedas additional
controls for personal backgroumesd experiences
tha may influence decisiemaking and also to
assesshegeneralizability of results.

The initial sampts were275 students Sevenre-
spondentgdid not answer the questioiDo you
want to alocate $18,000,000 to this projeat?
Thus, there were268 usable surveyesponses.
Onehundredseventysevenrespondentapproved
the proposed projecBix respondentslid notan-
swerthe questiorabout ageOf those who didthe
average age was 31 with animum and maix
mum of 17 and 62 years old, respectivdlis is
slightly younger than the median age for thetUni
ed States as a whole (37.6 yea@he hundred
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thirty respondents were male, atf8B respondents
female, whichis roughly the same as the oabr
population distribution (US Census Bureau,
2015).

Among all respondents, three were undergraduate
students taking graduatevel courses in eithé¢he
MPA or MBA programs. Theemaining 265 were
graduatdevel students. Of these, five did netr
spondto the questionfiwhat is your major@One
hundred sixtynine graduatdevel respondents
were pursuing a busess management maj@&3
were pursuing a government aorprofit man-

Table 1: Survey Data

agement major, one was pursuing an economics
major, one was pursuing an engneg major,
and two were pursuing a biology major.

Five respondents did not answer the question on
expected graduation yeafwo-hundred fourre-
spondents expected to graduate in the curremt ac
demic year, 27 expected to graduate one year la
er, 25 twoyears later, five respondents three years
later, and two respondents expected to graduate
four years later.Two respodents did not answer
the question about citizenship. Among thenan-

ing respondeni® were not U.S. aizens.

A: Basic Information 39 28 67
B: Basic Information and Project Benefit 12 55 67
C: Basic Information and Certainty Level of Project Completion 32 35 67
D: Basic Information and Revenue Capacity 8 59 67
Total 91 177 268

Table 1 shows the summary results for each of the
questionnaire forms. In Control Group A, where
only basic infomation was presente@8 of 67
respondents approved the project. In Treatment
Group B, when the informatiomcluding project
benefits and impacts of the projemt the entire
community is presented in addition to basie i
formation, the approval rate rose 6 of 67. In
Treatment Group C, when the basnformation
was augmented by dainty levels of the prejct
accomplishment within the specified timeline, the
approval rate wa85 of 67. In Treatment Group

D, when the funding availability was presented,
the highest approval rates were observed ¢f
67).

The main analytical tool to test the hypotheses in
this study is probit analysiswith dummy vara-
bles, groups B (benefit cue), @réject accm-
plishmentcertainty cue), and D (funding avail&bi
ity cue) representinghe types of themessage

faced bythe subje Control group A(basic n-
formation without adiional information)is omi-
ted from the testing modefo preventa perfect
multicollinearity problem. Probit analysiswas
usedsince the dependent variableatk a limited
value ranging from zero to one (i.e. one is adeep
ing theproposedproject and zer otherwise)Ro-
bust standard errors are used to determine statist
cal significance of the variable coefficientub-

| e cagesafd gender arecinded inthe model to
control for individual characteristics thatay af-
fectthedecision to approve the projé

2 Kim, Goldstein, Hasher and Zacs (2005) assert that franfing e
fects are more pronounced in young people than in adults. Levin,
Snyder and Chapman (198®und that males ammore willing to
invest than females, especially when gambling experiencenis co
trolled in the testing model. Small, Gelfand, Babcock, and Gettman
(2007) found that women perceive framing language used io- neg
tiation as intimidéng message since the langeain inconsistent

to the norm of being politeness. The implication is that women
may have less tendency to accept the project compared to
male samples.
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As maitioned in the previous section, there are
three main hypotheses for this study. First, based
on framing effects (Chong & Druckman, 2007;
Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), the decisiorakers

will accept the project when additional info
mation is presated, since they can anchor the
message provided with their dgion criteria. This
hypothesis is supported bynpirical data if any
coefficient of dummy variable groups B, C, or D

is statistically significant at the conventional level
(i.e. significancedvel at .05 for twetail test). ®-
cond, based on Moyni han
program goal ambiguity occurs, decisiorakers

will use performance outcome (i.e. project benefit
as presented by the information in group B)re a
chor their dersion. This hpothesis is supported

by empiical data if the coefficient of Form B is
statistically significant at the conventional level
compared to those of Form A. Last, according to
Burnett and Koganods
information can be used to mediatitudes and
opinions, especially when politics aravolved,
decisionmakers will tend to accept the project
when the funding availability is affirmed through
campaign information. This hypothesis is suppor
ed by the data if the coefficient of Form Dsia-
tistically significant at the conventional level
compared to those of Form A.

IV. Results and Discussion

Data presented in Table 1 are analyzed by probit
analysis

Table 2: Probit Regression Analysis Results

Dependant varizhle: vote ves to the project (ves = 1; 0 othermise)

Indepexdent Vanables  Coeffidemt Robust rtatistics P> 05% Conf Imter-
Standard Ermer vil

Lowa Uppa
Age 0018 003 0.60 0550 o 0078
Gender 0394 3% 099 033 03 LI
Fom B 0997 047 BRL 0026 D12 1873
Fom € 0106 Q3% 027 0790 D64 0887
Fom D 16% 0383 29 0004 039 288
Constazt 499 0761 -130 0193 248 030

Probit regression with 4 iteraticer log pseudo Beelihood =-30.103324

Number of observations = 262
Waldci2(3) = B8
Probebifity >chi? = 0

Leg pseudo Heelihood =-30.105324 PrudoR2 = (1768

Robest Standard Error adjusted for 21 clusters in 2g¢

(20 ]se%()are Ro't gfa(?iéti

Table 2 presents the results pfobit analysisin-
cluding the zvalue calculated basedn robust
standard errors of theroportionsfor the four
groups as well as the probability valyzvalue).

As presented in theltle, the coefficient of Forms

B and D (.997 and 1.696) are statistically signif
cant at .05 and .01 levelespectively. This, we

can reject thehreenull hypotheses stated in the
previous section and conclude fdlows. First,
framing effect occuyin capital budget proposals
Hrgugh additiangl ynessageicqnient greserigeh e n
cond notall types of messagaffectthev ot er s
decision, namely project benefit and funding
availability messagepositively affect the voterd
decision while project accomplishment certainty
does not have any signi:
framing and decision.As presented in the table,
the coeficients of he caotrol variables age and .
c%l@/ siéni'ﬂc%ntt tiecSnid 2 1 9
tional level. This result is in line with those of
Hasting and Cann (2014) in that they do not find
that framing language influences men and women
differently in the samesex marriage voteAs ex-
pected, the coefficient foform C (coefficient
equal to .106)s not statistically significanat the
conventional level. These results suggest that the
certainty of project ecomplishment(or output
information) is not the information the decision
makerssearch and use as@aein capital projects.

Since in probit analysis, the dependent variable is
limited to zero and onehe coefficientsmustbe
interpréed through probability calculationWe
used results reported inable 2 to calculat¢he
probability that the voters and decisiomakers
will accept the project itwo scenarios(1) when

all variables are set at sample mean and dit su
jects are exposed to form Bnd(2) when all var
ables are set at sample mean amndwddjects are
exposed to form D.
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Table 3: Marginal Effect on Vote Prediction When Form B is Presented

independent variable value
age 29.8 (mean)
sex 0.58 (mean)
form b 1
form c 0
formd 0
margin standard e z-value P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]
ror
Probability that vote = 1, based « 0.878  0.089 9.83 0.000 0.703 1.054

sample mean

Table 3presents the probability that tdecisionmakerswill vote yes (yes = 1, 0 otherwis) thefirst sce-
nario (i.e.when formB is presentegl. The coefficient of .878 prested in Table3 suggests that the prab
bility that the decisiormakerswill vote yes to the project when all predictors are set at their mean values
and alldecisionmakersare exposed to Form B about87.8%

Table4: Marginal Effect on Vote Prediction When Form D is Presented

independent variable value
age 29.8 (mean)
sex 0.58 (mean)
form b 0
form c 0
formd 1
margin standard e z-value P>|z| [95% Conf. Interal]
ror
Probability that vote = 1, based « 0.958  0.050 19.14 0.000 0.860 1.056

sample mean

Table 4presents the probability that tiecision
makerswill vote yes (yes = 1, 0 otherwise) the
secondscenario \hen the subjectsreceiveform

D and all othe independent variables are set at
sample meai. The coefficient of .958 presented
in Table 4 suggests that the probability thidte
decisionmakerswill vote yes to the project when
all predictors are set at thenean values and all
decisionmakersare exposed to Form D iabout
95.8%.

Discussion

Local governments rely on referenda of their f
nancesranging from approving a relatively large

size capital project tapprovinglong-term bonds
to finance the projects.Karp (1998 views that
the ballot process is subject to manipulation by
some political elites; and as suéfamingcan add
some impedimestto the democratic process in
obtaining true public choicesFraming, however,

IS not necessdy negative given thait can be
used through vote education initiativesto coun-
teract biased language in the ballBrink (2004
found that campaign information reduces framing
effectsconcerningeity tax partition Based on our
results, some information or message provided in
the ballot may be helpFdor the voters in making

a dedsion on issues that are consideredcomplex
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and uncertainsuch as an expensipelblic project
acquisition.

The votersd true
voters have perfect cognitive capacayd all n-
formation neessary to maka decision is avad-

ble at the time when the decision has to be made.
Unfortunately,the voters havdimited cognitive
capacity Furthermorethe voters face uncertayn

and complexityregardingthe choics they will
have to make, especiallp public finance areas
where some fiscal knowledge may be involwed
the decisioamaking The uncertainties include
such questions as whether the city will have
enough resoursao pay for the large public pr

ject, whetherthe project has significant pacton

the voters anavhetherthat impact is worthwhile
and whetherspending public resourseon the
public project will result in foregoing other p+
grams. The voters face complexity throughm-a
swering such questisrasto whether the $18 rhi

lion projectis large or small compared to those
other projectsn other cities. When an indidual
voter faces uncertainty and complexihe or she
tends to search for some informaticzue to an-
chortheir decision Thus, by providing some cues
thatcan provie somebasic financiabackground
suchas the citp s
cial and economic impaxbf the project(or pro-
ject outcome) framing can help the decision
makersbecomenformed andtherebymakea de-
cision based on theselucatiorbasedcues.

Summarizing the results reported in this section,
we concludethat the decisiormakerssearch for
and use cues in the form ahalyticaldata on po-
ject benefits andunding availability to inform
their decisioras towhether to approve the projec
However, not all available information is usedaas
cue, given thathe proportion of project approval
by those who face Form C is not statisticallf di
ferentto that of those who face Form A. Thie-r
sult suggests that certainty of project completion
(or output)may not be used as an anghg tool

in a capital project decision process.

Some statessuch as California and Massaeh
setts have a law prohibiting framing in ballotra

pr ef er guageehweaver,nt mayde diffeutt egadyeavdat i f

kinds of framing or whether framing the ballot
language is intended to create bias effects on the
voting outcome In this context, civic education
and voter education initiatives may be used to
counteractpolitical framing Civic education n-
volves a process in which knowledgegaeding
legal and political systesnas well as economic
principles and social situatisrare conveyed to
citizens United Natios Women Watch 2016.
Voter education initiative involve disseminating
campaign infomation prior tothe ballot process

to helpvoters understand some basic background
of the ballot issues. The civic education and voter
education initiatives aim to help the votexsjuire
sufficient knowledge to cast ballot and meanin
fully participate in making public policy through
an effectivedemocratic proces@Jnited Natiors
Women Watch2016) Thus, through civic edae
tion and voter education initiatives, using framing
to enhancethe democraticprocess is politically
feasible.

For the administrative process, program managers

f undi n ogrthafinani | a may choose tpresent the main findings in tesm

of the project benefit and funding availability in a
precise yet succinct languat central admirs-
trators given that the information cues can be a
flagged message rather than presenting the
lengthytechnical reporto them In terms of p-
litical feasibility, thiseducation practicenay not
totally bypass politicggiven that someentralad-
ministrators such asmayors and governgrsnay
have their own partisan ideologidsevertheless
simple yet technical informatiooan help central
administrators align the project benefits with their
own policy priorities or funding availabilities with
the entire financial condition of their jurisdiction
at the aggregated levdtuture study shouldare-
fully examine this issue.

V. Conclusion
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In this study we soughb gain anunderstanthg

of whetherdecisionmakersuse additional infa-
mation about a capital projecand if so, what
type of information thg use to anchoa decision

in approvinga proposed projectA capital budget
is norrecurringandis relatively expensive, resti
ing in public facilitieswith long useful livesdea-
sionrmakersin a capitalbudgetvenuemay not be
able to use the level of spendifigm last yeamas
an anchoto decidefuturefunding leves.

Basedon theframing concept we hypothesize that
some information cues wilbe used bydecision
makersto inform their decisionsand not all types
of cues have the same effect tireir decision
Based onthe anchoringandadjustment concept,
we hypothesize thah a complex and uncertain
situation, the decisiemakersuseinformation on
benefits and fundingn reducingthe uncertainty
and complexity they facé®ur experimental study
results confirmboth hypothesesegardingcapital
spending. Compareib basic inbrmation about a
capital project, therovision of additional infa-
mation including tmpaetspr
on a financial condition and communitjunding
availability appeas to positivelyinfluence thede-
cisionto financeaproject.

These reslts contributeboth to the literatureand
practice For the academicliterature, the results
suggest that framing conceptan be applied in
capital budgetingFor practices, we can use the
findings to predict that when voter educationitnit
atives are imgmented, the tendendgr the cap

tal projectsbeingaccepedis relatively high. Fo
thermore, the program managers must be able to
understand what kind of information the voters
and thedecisionmakersin the administrativeof-
fices tend to use as a cue making their deie
sions This understanding will help program ma
agerschoosethe rightinformation to facilitate the
decisionmaking processes.

This studyis not without limitations. Firsif does
not offer an explanationof exactlyhow the dek
sionis made inside of theesponderis mind and

the detailed thinking process someone goes
through to decide whether w@pprovea project.
This type of knowledgenay require interviemg
studies Also, the subjects are graduate students in
MBA and MPA progams in a public university;

in sucha situation, they may not exactly represent
the central administratotsa n d average
characteristicsTo establish external validity,uf
ture studies should attempt to replicate our results
using a large number slbjects randomly selec

ed from the general public.
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