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4 TOM RP NP CR
t
R p
n t
B t B t R n B t p

RP 057 1894 062 2123 040 747 006 115 012

016 -523 012 -410 044 748 004 091 018
NP 058 1990 059 1980 068 745 001 019 042

021 721 016 -530 065 746 006 126 010
CR 058 2068 067 2364 049 747 000 221 001

023 -830 009 -304 050 745 015 369 <001
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By Saoshi FUJI

It was hypothesized that tendency to adopt ethical flame rather than business frame in a decison making between

accept TDM or not increases when questions for the acceptance includes words to explain public objectives. This
hypothesis was supported by data of acceptance of road pricing, number plate scheme and car restriction zone

obtained from 1500 residents in 6 cities




