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FRAMING EFFECT IN ACCEPTANCE OF ROAD PRICING:
A basic sudy on campaign that assumes ethica spirits of public

Satoshi FUJI

In this paper, it was theoreticdly investigated how to improve public acceptance toward road pricing by public
campaign basad on psychologica theory with respect to framing effect. It was hypothesized that framing road pricing as
asysem to decrease traffic demand would increase fairness perception and acceptance of resdentsingde pricing ares,



but framing road pricing as a system to tall for the purpose of making a budged for public works to improve treffic
congestion would increase fairess perception and acogptance of resdents outsde pricing area In order to test this
hypothesis, | conducted an experiment and found that the data.confirmed empiricaly the hypothesis.
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