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Abstract

Building Information Modeling (BIM) is a general term for technology that links project information to 3D object-based models
that manage, exchange, and share data between project participants throughout the life cycle of a project. In line with this, an
emphasis on BIM in the international construction market is expected to become even greater, focusing on advanced countries in
construction such as the United States and Europe. The Korean domestic market is also faced with the introduction of BIM due to an
influx of investment and an increased interest in introducing BIM and mandatory application of BIM. In the Korean domestic
market, the rate of BIM introduction is high, while BIM user proficiency is low. Further, the ratio of users who abandon BIM
utilization is rather high. This is mainly due to the introduction of BIM in a situation wherein the organizations are not ready for the
various elements required to utilize BIM. This pattern creates limitations in obtaining the expected effects of BIM and results in
reduced continued use due a decrease in BIM credibility. Therefore, this research aims to develop a Discriminant Model of BIM
Acceptance Readiness in a Construction Organization to evaluate readiness for elements required to utilize BIM. To empirically
verify the proposed model, we retrieved 164 completed questionnaires by construction organizations (such as contractors, architects,
construction managers and engineers). Using SPSS 17.0, we conducted discriminant analysis. The validated model will increase
awareness on the need to evaluate BIM acceptance readiness and predict BIM acceptance readiness. 

Keywords: Building Information Modeling (BIM), Technology Acceptance Model (TAM), BIM Acceptance Readiness, Discriminant

Analysis
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1. Introduction

Building Information Modeling (BIM) allows building objects

to express individual properties and recognizes their interrelationships

to immediately reflect any changes in the building with respect to

each aspect, and helps to produce better buildings faster and at

lower planning, construction, and post-management costs (Kim,

2004). Interest in BIM is increasing in the construction industry,

and use is gradually becoming an essential element rather than

an option. 

Accordingly, research both domestic and worldwide continues

to develop application technologies that support BIM-based

planning in maintenance and management, and the government

is proposing guideline development and policies for BIM

implementation. In Korea, the Public Procurement Service has

published basic BIM Application Guidelines, and imposed on

over 500 trillion public construction projects by 2016. Following

this trend, the implementation of BIM in Korea is currently at

58%. However, the satisfaction of BIM users (48%) in Korea is

lower than in other country (Japan, Germany, France (97%),

Canada (87%), Brazil (85%), Australia and New Zealand (78%),

USA (74%), England (59%)). Also, the number of non-BIM

users (10%) who have previously used BIM, but then stopped

was higher than in Europe (4%) and the USA (2%) (SmartMarket

Report, 2012, 2013). This is mainly due to organizations not

being ready for the various elements required to utilize BIM.

This pattern creates limitations in obtaining the expected effects

of BIM and results in reduced continued use due to a decrease in

BIM credibility. 

Parasuraman (2000) claimed that users’ positive attitude and

belief in technology are related to how prepared they are to use

new technology, which they called ‘technology readiness’, and

argued for the importance of user tendencies in accepting

technology. Similarly, while BIM usage has many benefits for

information management in the construction industry, the usage

of BIM as new technology cause increased BIM user’s resistance.

The factors causing BIM user resistance consists of environmental

factors for BIM use and organization-related factors or psychological

factors of the users rather than technological factors. That is, if

organizations are not ready for these factors, it is difficult for a

BIM user to obtain the expected positive effects from BIM

usage. Therefore, we have proposed BIM acceptance readiness
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as an organization’s readiness with regard to various prerequisites

favorable to utilization of BIM. 

There are several evaluation models for BIM utilization such

as the BIM Maturity Model, Interactive BIM Capability Maturity

Model, BIM Proficiency Matrix and bimSCORE. The BIM

Maturity Model is used to determine how well an organization uses

BIM and evaluates results from use of BIM, explores effective

BIM-related technological policies and technology development

directions, and improves process environments. However, current

evaluation models are limited by a focus on evaluating BIM

quality and do not include measurement items to evaluate from

both an individual and organizational perspective. 

Therefore, this research aims to develop and validate a

discriminant model of evaluating BIM acceptance readiness. This

research process is shown in the following. First, we review the IS

Success Model and Technology Acceptance Model (TAM)

developed by other researchers and then propose the importance of

BIM acceptance in the construction industry. Second, we define the

concept of BIM acceptance readiness and propose measurement

items for a theoretical discriminant model of BIM acceptance

readiness based on a literature review. For empirical verification of

the proposed model, a survey was conducted among construction-

project participants that are experienced BIM users (construction

managers, designers, contractors, and engineers), and the results of

a discriminant analysis are presented. Forth, we validated the

discriminant results by the proposed model using an independent-

samples t-test. Finally, theoretical and managerial implications and

directions for future research are discussed. 

2. Literature Review 

2.1 Barrier of BIM using in Construction Organization

Interest in BIM is globally increasing in the construction

industry due to its benefits. Korea has also been trying to utilize

BIM. In fact, it is no longer an option, but is becoming an

essential element. Accordingly, studies in Korea and around the

world are developing application technologies that support BIM-

based planning for maintenance and management, and the

government is proposing guideline development and policies for

BIM implementation.

In Korea, despite the government’s BIM usage expansion policy,

the expansion of BIM usage is very slow. This is due to the

introduction of BIM at a stage when many unresolved factors hinder

proper adoption. Thus, the increase in BIM implementation rate tends

to be short-lived, and the expected effects have been limited. Progress

in use of BIM has often been discontinued due to low credibility. 

To examine the factors that hinder the use of BIM, previous

studies (Choi, 2010; Park et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2007; SmartMarket

Report, 2008, 2012) were analyzed and interviews were

conducted at five sites that use BIM and five sites that do not,

looking at the issues as described below (Lee and Yu, 2013). 

− Unclear and un-validated benefits of BIM in ongoing prac-

tices

− Lack of familiarity with adopting this new technology

− Lack of supporting education and training to use BIM

− Lack of supporting resources (software and hardware) to use

BIM tools

− Lack of effective collaboration between project stakeholders

for modeling and model utilization

− Unclear roles and responsibilities for loading data into a

model or databases and maintaining the model

− Lack of sufficient legal framework for integrating owners’

view in design and construction.

To examine whether the deduced factors actually affect BIM

use, BIM users (construction managers, designers, contractors,

and engineers) were asked to evaluate various factors. In the

results, they rated all the factors above 4 points out of 7.

Therefore, all the deduced factors hinder BIM use in all types of

organizations, and consist mostly of environmental factors for

BIM use and organization-related factors or psychological

factors of the users rather than technological factors. 

Previous studies related to such factors include those of Meuter

et al. (2005) and Lin and Hsieh (2007), who argued that the

development of technologies benefits users, but also increases

their frustration and anxiety. Also, Parasuraman (2000) claimed

that users’ positive attitude and belief in technology are related to

how prepared they are to use new technology, which they called

‘technology readiness’, and argued for the importance of user

tendencies in accepting technology. This was reflected in the

development of a Technology Readiness Index (TRI) as an index

of such technology readiness. 

Similarly, in the construction industry, while BIM usage has

many benefits for information management, the implementation of

this new technology caused increased BIM user’s anxiety. In this

situation, it is difficult for a BIM user to obtain the expected

benefits of BIM usage. Therefore, BIM acceptance is a factor that is

important to consider and manage in terms of BIM user readiness.

2.2 Importance of BIM Acceptance for BIM Success 

DeLone and McLean (1994) presented an IS success model

with six factors related to the success of information systems

through reviewing on IT investment assessment factors published

from 1970s to 1980s.

Improvement of IS quality leads to satisfaction of IS and

expansion of IS usage. Ultimately, this leads to an individual

impact, and an organizational impact. That is, IS success is

defined as an expectation effect gained by achieving an IS

purpose through IS usage. 

In this research, BIM success is defined as an improvement in

individual performance and organizational performance gained

Fig. 1. DeLone and McLean IS Success Model
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by integration management of required information throughout

the lifecycle of a construction project. BIM success is achieved

through the combined management of required information over

all phases of construction projects. The combined management

of necessary information over all phases of construction projects

is based on the harmonious sharing of information and on

cooperation. Moreover, information sharing and cooperation are

based on the continued use and the expansion of BIM, not just by

an individual, but by the entire organization. Due to BIM

characteristics, individual acceptance and organizational acceptance

have an impact on BIM success. In other words, BIM usage is a

prerequisite to BIM success.

Typical theory related to acceptance and usage of new IS and

services based on IT includes the Technology Acceptance Model

(TAM). TAM was introduced by Davis (1989) and is an

adaptation of the Theory of Reasoned Action (TRA) and the

Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) specifically tailored for

modeling user acceptance of information systems. 

The existing TAM, which was examined as a representative

theory related to the selection and use of services based on new

information systems and information technologies, is being

studied by applying technologies mainly used in individual work

(such as e-mail, databases, software, websites, wireless Internet

technologies, and e-commerce, et al.). Acceptance of the

technologies depends on user’s choice and the user’s choice

depends on user’s usefulness or ease of use. However, there are

very few individuals with the authority to select information

technologies for implementation in an organization. Thus, the

use of information technology in an organization signifies its

adaptation in an organizational context and has a passive

significance. Such a passive situation is not determined by

voluntarily selecting individual members, but by structural

influence. This differs from past analysis looking at situations

that lead to the establishment of a positive attitude towards

information technology thru TAM. 

Within the context of BIM, organizational properties are likely to

be an important influencing factor that is in addition to

technological properties. The literal meaning of the acceptance of a

passive situation is identical to the meaning of the word acceptance

with respect to TAM, but in truth, it has different meanings. In

terms of BIM characteristics, a BIM user does not only use BIM

tools for their own work, but also shares information thru BIM with

other members of the organization. As such, it is important to

consider factors affecting BIM acceptance from both an individual

and organizational perspective. This requires an extension to TAM,

which focuses only on individual technology acceptance.

3. Discrimination Model of BIM Acceptance Readi-
ness 

3.1 Research Model 

We determined that one cause of low BIM expansion usage is

that users accepted introduction of BIM in an unprepared state

and did not achieve gains in improvement of individual and

organizational performance. To resolve this problem, a construction

organization needs to be ready in terms of several preparation

factors required for successful BIM acceptance. If decision

makers can know determine and be aware of key factors

affecting BIM acceptance and whether or not there is BIM

acceptance through the present level of various factors, they can

establish an efficient and effective strategy for BIM acceptance

in their organization. As such, a model is needed to identify and

evaluate key factor affecting BIM acceptance and to determine

whether or not there is BIM acceptance.

Therefore, in this research, we define the concept of BIM

acceptance readiness for successful BIM implementation in

construction organizations by deducing various factors that influence

BIM acceptance. Subsequently, we propose a discriminant model

composed of BIM acceptance factors using discriminant analysis.

We also designed a research model to validate the relationship

between BIM acceptance and BIM success (see Fig. 3).

The research model was composed in two steps. First, we

classified a BIM acceptance group and a BIM non-acceptance

group by using discriminant analysis (H1-0, H1-1). In terms of

classifying groups using dependent variables, discriminant

analysis is similar to logistic regression analysis and cluster

analysis. However, discriminant analysis can draw a functional

formula that is composed of dependent variables, which is in

contrast to logistic regression analysis and cluster analysis.

Groups with an independent variable are classified using a

determinant score by a functional formula. In terms of drawing a

functional formula, discriminant analysis is similar to regression

analysis. While the dependent variable of regression analysis is a

ratio scale, the dependent variable of discriminant analysis is a

nominal scale. In other words, while the purpose of a regression

Fig. 2. Technology Acceptance Model

Fig. 3. Research Model
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analysis is to draw a functional formula that can reduce variance

of the dependent variable and estimate a dependent variable, the

purpose of discriminant analysis is to draw a functional formula

that can classify cases into groups defined as a dependent variable

and estimate groups including cases. Second, we validated that the

difference in BIM success between the BIM acceptance and

BIM non-acceptance groups is significant by independent-

samples t-test (H2-0, H2-1). 

H1: 

• H1-0: Group centroids (mean discriminant scores) of BIM

Acceptance group and BIM Non-Acceptance group make no

difference.

• H1-1: Group centroids (mean discriminant scores) of BIM

Acceptance group and BIM Non-Acceptance group make a

difference.

H2:

• H2-0: BIM success of BIM Acceptance group and BIM Non-

Acceptance group make no difference.

• H2-1: BIM success of BIM Acceptance group and BIM Non-

Acceptance group make a difference 

3.2 Data Collection

The data obtained from BIM users which have experience with

BIM use and BIM related education or training. We have added

respondent average experience with BIM use and BIM related

education or training because the utilization period in practice in

Korea has been relatively brief, and average experience with BIM

use (approx. 1 year) is also relatively short. Thus we supplemented

this limitation thru questions about BIM related education or

training (approx. 24.12 hours). The data is identical with the used

data in our previous research (Lee and Yu, 2013, 2015).

3.3 Discriminant Analysis of BIM Acceptance

3.3.1 Key Factors Affecting BIM Acceptance

This research was conducted to define BIM acceptance by

analyzing previous research on the acceptance of BIM or

information technology in the construction industry, and initially

selected a total of 22 key factors affecting BIM acceptance. For

content validity of 22 items, we conducted face-to-face interviews

with five experts. The experts (research, designer, contractor, BIM

Service Company, and engineer) had more than five years of

average experience with BIM use and ten years of average

experience with the construction industry. Because the utilization

period in Korea is short, the average experience of BIM use

(approx. 5 years) was also relatively brief. Thus we supplemented

this limitation thru additional questioning about level of BIM use.

All the experts were all able to understand BIM information

structure and perform management tasks using BIM. The experts

were also asked to review the questionnaire for redundancy and

accuracy. After the interview, all 22 key factors were selected. The

next step involved testing construct validity using Exploratory

Factor Analysis (EFA) and reliability of the factors using a

Cronbach's coefficient alpha value. Hair et al. (1998) argued that

an appropriate sample size should be at least 4-5 times the

number of variables. In this research, the sample size was five times

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of the Respondents' Characteristics

(N=164)

Measure Frequency %

Sector of the
 respondent'
Organization

Designer 51 31.1%

CM 40 24.4%

Contractor 33 20.1%

Engineer 36 22.0%

4 2.4%

Total 164 100%

Respondent’s
average experience

Construction 
Industry

Approx. 6 years

BIM Approx. 1 years

BIM related education or training Approx. 24.12 hours

- Collection period : April 11 and June 12, 2012 (by e-mail)
- Scale: 7-point Likert scale

Table 2. Results of Testing Construct Validity and Reliability

Factor
Measurement 

Items
Factor
Loading

Eigen 
Value

Cumulative 
%

Cronbach'
α

1

U10 0.840

10.229 46.497 0.948

U11 0.798

U12 0.774

U9 0.771

U7 0.762

U8 0.733

2

U6 0.883

3.017 60.210 0.938

U5 0.859

U4 0.853

U3 0.850

U2 0.848

U1 0.814

3

E9 0.792

1.607 67.516 0.851

E8 0.776

E10 0.759

E7 0.717

E6 0.529

4

E4 0.854

1.238 73.143 0.861

E5 0.774

E3 0.667

E2 0.577

E1 0.540

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy 0.895

Bartlett's test of 
Sphericity

Approx. Chi-Square 3099.315

df. 231

Sig.(p) 0.000

* Acceptable level
1) the KMO index : above 0.6 (Kaiser, 1970)
2)Bartlett's test of sphericity : less than 0.05 (Bartlett, 1954)
3) Eigenvalues: greater than 1 (Aksorn and Hadikusumo, 2008; Li et al.,
2005; Norusis, 1992).

4) Factor loadings: greater than 0.5 (Aksorn and Hadikusumo, 2008; Li
et al., 2005, Norusis, 1992).

5) Cronbach's α value : above 0.6 (Nunnalyy, 1978)
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larger than the number of variables, which was sufficient for factor

analysis. And we used principal component analysis with varimax

rotation as the method for data analysis. The analysis results of

construct validity and reliability are shown in Table 2. 

Four factor groups were identified by using factor analysis and

Cronbach’s α: Organizational Attitude (6 items), Personal

Attitude (6 items), Collaboration Environment (5 items), and

Organization Willingness (5 items).

3.3.1.1 Factor 1: Organizational Attitude

This component, which accounted for 46.497% of the total

variances between key factors, was relatively more important

than the other four components. Items included in this

component are defined as ‘Organizational Attitude’. This factor

indicated that organizational competency is an important issue

for BIM acceptance. 

‘Organizational Attitude’ can be divided into two groups:

‘Organizational Innovativeness’ (U10, U11, U12), and ‘Organi-

zational Efficacy’ (U7, U8, U9).

Organizational Innovativeness: the willingness of an organization

to try out any new information technology. 

Organizational Efficacy: beliefs that BIM is used for cooperative

work in an organization. 

3.3.1.2 Factor 2: Personal Attitude 

This component ranked second among the four components.

We defined this component as ‘Personal Attitude’. ‘Personal

Attitude’ factors can be divided into two groups: self-efficacy

(U1, U2, and U3), and personal innovativeness (U4, U5, and U6).

Self-Efficacy: beliefs that BIM is used for individual’s task of

BIM user. 

Personal Innovativeness: the willingness of an individual to try

out any new information technology.

3.3.1.3 Factor 3: Collaboration Environment

This component ranked third among the four components.

‘Collaboration Environment’ factors can be largely divided into

two groups: ‘Consensus on Appropriation’ (E6, E7), and ‘Ease

of Collaboration’ (E8, E9, E10).

Consensus on Appropriation: The agree about how to jointly

use BIM utilization

Ease of Collaboration: The organization’s recognition that

BIM utilization is not difficult

3.3.1.4 Factor 4: Organization Willingness

This component was the lowest ranked among the four

components. We defined this component as ‘Organization

Willingness’. ‘Organization Willingness’ factors can be largely

divided into two groups: ‘Organization Support’ (E1, E2, E3),

and ‘Organization Pressure’ (E4, E5).

Organization Support: organized supports such as resource,

education, and incentives for BIM utilization.

Organization Pressure: the forcing superiors, colleagues or the

competitive environment to use BIM.

The measurement items for key factors affecting BIM

Acceptance are as follows (see Table 3). 

Table 3. Measurement Items for Key Factors Affecting BIM Acceptance (Lee and Yu, 2013; 2015) 

Key Factors Measurement item

Organizational
Attitude

Organizational
Efficacy

My organization doesn’t have any resistance to using BIM.

My organization is familiar to BIM tools. 

My organization understands the benefits of using BIM. 

Organizational
Innovativeness

My organization doesn’t have psychological resistance to using new IT

My organization has technical capability of using new information technology.

My organization is aggressive pushing to use new information technology.

Personal 
Attitude

Personal Efficacy

I don’t have any resistance to using BIM.

I am familiar with BIM tools. 

I understand the benefits of using BIM. 

Personal
Innovativeness

I don’t have psychological resistance to using a new information technology.

I have technical capability of using a new information technology.

I am aggressive about using a new information technology.

Collaboration
Environment

Consensus on
Appropriation

The members of the organization have conformity on the tasks that apply BIM which is set by the organization. 

The members of the organization have conformity on how to apply BIM (such as related work guideline s
and rules) which is set by the organization.

Collaboration 
Easiness

It is easy to learn how to cooperate with BIM.

If we adopt BIM, it is easy to exchange information among stakeholders.

The guideline for collaboration with BIM is defined so that we could follow easily. 

Organization
Willingness

Organization
Support

My organization supports enough resources (HW and SW) for BIM utilization. 

My organization provides proper education/training for BIM utilization. 

My organization provides incentives if we adopt or utilize BIM.

Organization
 Pressure

My organization forces us to use BIM by setting up policies and regulations. 

I am required to use BIM by superiors and colleagues.
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3.3.2 Result of Discriminant Analysis 

We performed discriminant analysis to confirm that the proposed

key factors affecting BIM acceptance are discriminant criteria

for BIM acceptance or non-acceptance, then drew a discriminant

function that is a linear combination of the proposed key factors

affecting BIM acceptance to discriminant whether or not there

was BIM acceptance, and subsequently, validated the classification

accuracy of the discriminant function.

In the research, eight key factors (Organizational Efficacy,

Organizational Innovativeness, Self-Efficacy, Personal Innova-

tiveness, Consensus on Appropriation, Ease of Collaboration,

Organization Support, and Organization Pressure) were used as

discriminant variables for BIM acceptance or non-acceptance.

And we defined BIM acceptance or non-acceptance base on

Rogers’ five stages in the decision innovation process (Rogers,

1983). ‘Knowledge-persuasion-decision’ was defined as ‘BIM

non-acceptance’ and ‘implementation-confirmation’ was defined as

‘BIM acceptance’. The mean and standard deviation of the key

factors affecting BIM acceptance of cases included a BIM

acceptance group and a BIM non-acceptance group discriminated

by discriminant analysis. This is shown in the following (see

Table 4).

Table 5 provides strong statistical evidence of significant

differences between means of BIM acceptance and BIM non-

acceptance groups for self-efficacy and personal innovativeness,

which produced very high values of F.

This provides information on each of the discriminate functions

that are produced. The maximum number of discriminant

functions produced is the number of groups minus 1. As we are

only using two groups here, namely ‘BIM acceptance’ and ‘BIM

non-acceptance”, only one function is displayed. 

The significance of a discriminant function can also be

validated using an eigenvalue, canonical correlation and Wilks’

λ. Eigenvalues should be greater than 1, thus our value of 1.187

was satisfactory. Canonical correlation means a correlation between

the predictors and the discriminant function. The criteria of

canonical correlation value for good discriminant functions is 1 or

above, thus our value was 0.737 and satisfactory. Also, Wilks’ λ is

verification of difference between groups by discriminant

Table 4. Group Statistics

Groups Key Factors Mean
Std.

Deviation

Valid N (listwise)

Unweighted Weighted

BIM
Non-Acceptance

Personal Efficacy 1.530 0.370 86.000 86.000

Personal Innovativeness 1.527 0.389 86.000 86.000

Organizational Efficacy 1.330 0.382 86.000 86.000

Organizational Innovativeness 1.311 0.415 86.000 86.000

Organization Support 1.187 0.390 86.000 86.000

Organization Pressure 1.709 0.613 86.000 86.000

Consensus on Appropriation 1.770 0.544 86.000 86.000

Collaboration Easiness 1.249 0.346 86.000 86.000

BIM
Acceptance

Personal Efficacy 2.078 0.307 78.000 78.000

Personal Innovativeness 2.091 0.304 78.000 78.000

Organizational Efficacy 1.845 0.424 78.000 78.000

Organizational Innovativeness 1.856 0.431 78.000 78.000

Organization Support 1.597 0.455 78.000 78.000

Organization Pressure 2.157 0.820 78.000 78.000

Consensus on Appropriation 2.301 0.643 78.000 78.000

Collaboration Easiness 1.458 0.432 78.000 78.000

Total

Personal Efficacy 1.791 0.438 164.000 164.000

Personal Innovativeness 1.795 0.450 164.000 164.000

Organizational Efficacy 1.575 0.477 164.000 164.000

Organizational Innovativeness 1.570 0.502 164.000 164.000

Organization Support 1.382 0.469 164.000 164.000

Organization Pressure 1.922 0.751 164.000 164.000

Consensus on Appropriation 2.023 0.648 164.000 164.000

Collaboration Easiness 1.349 0.402 164.000 164.000

Table 5. Results of Testing Equality of Group Means

Key Factors
Wilks' 
Lambda

F Sig.

Personal Efficacy 0.606 105.468 0.000 

Personal Innovativeness 0.605 105.773 0.000 

Organizational Efficacy 0.707 67.050 0.000 

Organizational Innovativeness 0.705 67.876 0.000 

Organization Support 0.808 38.559 0.000 

Organization Pressure 0.911 15.862 0.000 

Consensus on Appropriation 0.832 32.800 0.000 

Collaboration Easiness 0.932 11.734 0.001 
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function. In verification, a null hypothesis that means of groups

make no difference should be rejected. A lower value of Wilks’ λ

reflects a higher explanation of discriminant function; our value

was 0.457 and the significant value was less than 0.000 (p <

0.05).

In summary, the results of these tests confirm the significance

of the discriminant function (see Table 6). This means that the

discriminant ability of the BIM acceptance factors was relatively

high.

Standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients reflect

the relative contribution of predictors. The higher the absolute

value of the coefficient, the higher the contribution to discriminating

groups. As a result, personal Innovativeness and Collaboration

Ease were the strongest in discriminant power. In comparison,

canonical discriminant function coefficients are an absolute

contribution of predictors and coefficients of significant variables in

discriminant function. The coefficients do not reflect the relative

importance of the independent variable. Table 7 shows discriminant

function coefficients for discriminating BIM acceptance or BIM

non-acceptance groups.

Therefore, the discriminant functions are as follows: 

f = 1.190 × Personal Efficacy + 1.272 × Personal Innovativeness

 + 0.614 × Organizational Efficacy + 0.663

× Organizational Innovativeness + 0.403

  × Organization Support − 0.021 × Organization Pressure

 + 0.381 × Consensus on Appropriation-1.143 

 × Collaboration Easiness-6.170

These discriminant functions are used for existing cases, and

also to predict new cases. Therefore, the discriminant function

for discriminating BIM acceptance or BIM non-acceptance

groups using discriminant analysis is the proposed BIM acceptance

prediction model. 

A further approach for interpreting discriminant analysis

results is to describe each group in terms of a profile, using the

group means of the predictor variables. These group means are

called Group centroids. These are displayed in the Group

Centroids Table (see Table 8). In our research, BIM acceptance

has a mean of 1.137, while BIM non-acceptance produced a

mean of -1.031. Cases with scores near a centroid are predicted

as belonging to that group. 

Finally, there is the classification phase. The classification

table, also called a confusion table, is simply a table in which the

rows are the observed categories of the dependent variables and

the columns are the predicted categories. In Table 9, the

classification results reveal that 87.8% of respondents were

classified correctly into BIM acceptance or BIM non-acceptance

groups. This overall predictive accuracy of the discriminant

Table 6. Results of Testing Significance for Determinant Function

Function Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative % Canonical Correlation Wilks' Lambda x2

1 1.187 100.000 100.000 0.737 0.457*** 123.664 

***p<0.001, **p<0.05

Table 7. Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coeffi-

cients and Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients

Key Factors

Standardized 
Canonical 
Discriminant 

Function Coefficients

Canonical 
Discriminant
 Function

 Coefficients

Personal Efficacy 0.406 1.190 

Personal Innovativeness 0.447 1.272 

Organizational Efficacy 0.247 0.614 

Organizational Innovativeness 0.281 0.663 

Organization Support 0.170 0.403 

Organization Pressure -0.015 -0.021 

Consensus on Appropriation 0.226 0.381 

Collaboration Easiness -0.445 -1.143 

Constant - -6.170 

Table 8. Mean of Discriminant Score by Group (Group Centroids)

Groups Functions at Group Centroids

BIM Non-Acceptance -1.031

BIM Acceptance 1.137

Table 9. Casewise Statistics

Groups

Predicted Group Membership

TotalBIM 
Non-Acceptance

BIM 
Acceptance

Original

Count
BIM Non-Acceptance 77 9 86

BIM Acceptance 11 67 78

%
BIM Non-Acceptance 89.53 10.47 100

BIM Acceptance 14.10 85.89 100

Cross-validated

Count
BIM Non-Acceptance 76 10 86

BIM Acceptance 15 63 78

%
BIM Non-Acceptance 88.37 11.63 100

BIM Acceptance 19.23 80.769 100
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function is called the hit-ratio. BIM non-acceptance was classified

with slightly better accuracy (89.53%) than BIM acceptance

(85.89%). 

Histograms (Fig. 4 and Fig. 5) are alternative ways of

illustrating the distribution of the discriminant function scores for

each group. The very minimal overlap of the graphs was based

on the mean of both group centroids. That is, cases with a

discriminant score higher than 0.053 can be predicted as being in

the BIM acceptance group.

Mean of both group centroids =  = 0.053

3.4 BIM Acceptance and BIM Success 

We classified factors into BIM acceptance or BIM non-

acceptance groups using discriminant analysis in section 3.3.

Using an independent-samples t-test, we validated that the

difference in BIM success between the BIM acceptance and

BIM non-acceptance groups was significant (see Fig. 3).

We defined individual performance and organizational

performance as BIM success. The measurement items for BIM

success are as follows (see Table 10). 

According to Levene’s F Test for equality of variances, the Sig.

value is more than 0.05, we accept the null hypothesis for the

assumption of homogeneity of variance and use the data results

associated with the ‘equal variances assumed’. And according to

t-test for equality of means, p value was less than our alpha of

0.05. We reject the null hypothesis in support of the alternative

hypothesis, and conclude that BIM acceptance groups and BIM

non-acceptance groups differed significantly on BIM success.

By examining the group means for this sample of subjects, we

see that BIM acceptance groups (with a mean of 5.199) performed

significantly higher on BIM success than did BIM non-acceptance

groups (with a mean of 3.762). Therefore, an organization must

accept BIM for a higher probability of success. 

The analysis results of the independent-samples t-test are

shown in Table 11. 

4. Conclusions

We proposed BIM acceptance readiness as an index that can

determine readiness for BIM use, and a Discriminant Model of

BIM Acceptance Readiness that can be used to evaluate BIM

acceptance readiness. The results of discriminant analysis show
1.031– 1.137+

2
------------------------------------

Fig. 4. BIM non-Acceptance (Mean: -1.031, Std.Dev.=1.05, N=86)

Fig. 5. BIM Acceptance (Mean: 1.137, Std.Dev.=0.941, N=78)

Table 10.Measurement Items for BIM Success (Lee and Yu, 2015)

BIM Success Measurement item

Individual 
Performance

Task speed is improved by using BIM 

Task accuracy is improved by using BIM 

Communication among stakeholders is improved by using
BIM

Information is systemically managed by using BIM

Organizational
Performance

Time management is effectively conducted by using BIM.

Cost management is effectively conducted by using BIM.

Quality management is effectively conducted by using
BIM.

Safety management is effectively conducted by using BIM.

Environmental management is effectively conducted by
using BIM.

Table 11. T-test Results

BIM success t df p
Mean 

Difference
Std. Error 
Difference

95% Confidence Interval
of the Difference

Lower Upper

Individual Performance -8.006 162 0.000*** -1.546 0.193 -1.927 -1.165

Organizational Performance -7.180 162 0.000*** -1.348 0.188 -1.719 -.978

*** p<0.001, ** p<0.05 
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that the discriminant function that was composed of key factors

affecting BIM acceptance was significant. That is, the proposed

key factors affecting BIM acceptance contribute to a discriminant

model of BIM acceptance readiness. Furthermore, the discriminant

accuracy of the proposed model was 87.8% and was relatively

high. In Table 4, the mean of Self-Efficacy, Personal Innovativeness,

Organization Pressure, and Consensus on Appropriation of cases

included in the BIM acceptance group was high. In contrast, the

mean of Organization Support and Ease of Collaboration was

low. 

These results imply the following. Because BIM use in Korea

is at an early stage and BIM is a new technology, BIM users that

are familiar with previous work methods need to make many

changes to use BIM and organizational pressure rather than an

expectation of voluntary usage is required to promote BIM

usage. Currently, however, BIM is typically used for part of a

project or task and by a BIM team rather than by all members of

an organization, thus the required level of organizational support

and collaboration ease is low. This research provides several

important implications about successful acceptance of BIM.

4.1 Importance of BIM acceptance for BIM Success

Individual and organizational BIM success is achieved by the

combined management of required information over all phases

of a construction project. The combined management of necessary

information over all phases of construction projects is based on a

continuous sharing of information and on cooperation; and

information-sharing and the cooperation are based on the

continued use and expansion of BIM, not by an individual, but

by the entire organization. To achieve this, individuals and

organizations must positively recognize and accept the value of

BIM, support it by using it, and contribute to improvement of the

technology. To verify this, an independent sample t-test was used

to analyze the significance of the difference in enhanced

achievements BIM usage between the BIM acceptance group

and the BIM non-acceptance group using discriminant analysis.

The results of the t-test showed a statistically significant difference

in the average BIM success rates of the two groups. Accordingly,

BIM acceptance, such as through creation of an environment

suitable for BIM use and promotion of awareness of the value of

BIM among individuals and organizations, is a checkpoint that

must be continually managed and examined for BIM success,

which shall enhance individual and organizational performance

through combined management of information. 

4.2 Usefulness of Discriminant Model for BIM Acceptance

Readiness 

The proposed model can be utilized to evaluate BIM Acceptance

Readiness by discriminating whether or not BIM Acceptance

exists in a construction organization. For organizational decision-

makers, the model can assist in helping to better understand the

key factors affecting BIM acceptance in an organization and how

to promote the establishment of effective and efficient improvement

strategies for BIM acceptance. Moreover, in terms of the BIM

user, the model helps to provide a positive perception about BIM

use in a better environment, and expectations of business

efficiency improvement. Finally, in terms of owners, they will be

able to be use this data as a guide to objectively evaluate the BIM

acceptance readiness of stakeholders and observe project

performance improvement through BIM usage. 

4.3 Limitations and Future Research

This study had several limitations. The results of the proposed

model may differ based on tendencies of the respondents. Thus,

there is a need to consider a method that can amend the

ambiguity of subjective judgment or define an evaluation index

for each evaluation sector to achieve objective evaluation results.

There is also a need to consider multi-criteria decision-making,

such as thru an improvement priority calculation to allow the use

of the results of the proposed model in actual decision-making

processes.

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by the National Research Foundation

of Korea (NRF) grant funded by the Korea government (MEST)

(NRF-2014R1A2A2A05006437). This research was supported

by a grant (15AUDP-C067809-03) from Architecture & Urban

Development Research Program funded by Ministry of Land,

Infrastructure and Transport of Korean government.

References

Agarwal, R. and Prasad, J. (1998). “The role of innovation characteristics

and perceived voluntariness in the acceptance of information

technologies.” Decision Science, Vol. 28, No. 3, pp. 557-582, DOI:

10.1111/j.1540-5915.1997.tb01322.x.

Aksorn, T. and Hadikusumo, B. H. W. (2008). “Critical success factors

influencing safety program performance in Thai construction projects.”

Safety Science, Vol. 46, No. 4, pp. 709-727, DOI: 10.1016/j.ssci.

2007.06.006.

An, S. J., Lee, H. S., Park, M. S., and Kim, W. Y. (2009). “Object-oriented

modeling of construction operations for schedule-cost integrated

planning based on BIM.” Journal of Architectural Institute of Korea,

Vol. 25, No. 12, pp. 165-174.

Barki, H. and Hartwick, J. (2001). “Communications as a dimension of

user participation.” IEEE Transactions on Professional Communication,

Vol. 44, No. 1, pp. 21-35, DOI: 10.1109/47.911130.

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory, Prentice-Hall, Englewood

Cliffs.

Bartlett, M. S. (1954). “A note on the multiplying factors for various chi

square approximations.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society,

Vol. 16, No. 2, pp. 296-298.

Choi, H. S. (2010). “Analysis about Factors affecting Inactiveness of

BIM (Building Information Modeling) Introduction in the Construction

Industry.” HanYang University, Master Thesis.

Davis, F. D. (1989). “Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and

user acceptance of information technologies.” MIS Quarterly, Vol. 13,

No. 3, pp. 319-340, DOI: 10.2307/249008.

DeLone, W. H. and McLean, E. R. (2003). “The delon and mclean

model of information system success: A ten-year update.” Journal



Seulki Lee and Jungho Yu

− 564 − KSCE Journal of Civil Engineering

of Management Information System, Vol. 19, No. 4, pp. 9-21.

DeLone, W. H. and McLean, E. R. (1992). “Information system success:

The quest for the dependent variable.” Information Systems Research,

Vol. 3, No. 1, pp. 60-95, DOI: 10.1287/isre.3.1.60.

Froese, T. and Yu, K. (1999). “Industry foundation class modelling for

estimating and scheduling.” Durability of Building Materials and

Components 8. Vancouver 4, pp. 2825-2835.

Goddard, R. D., Hoy, W. K., and Woolfolk, H. A. (2000). “Collective

teacher efficacy: Its meaning, measure, and effect on student

achievement.” American Education Research Journal, Vol. 37, No.

2, pp. 479-507, DOI: 10.3102/00028312037002479.

Gerardine, D. and Marshall, S. P. (1992). “Micro level structuration in

computer-supported group decision making.” Human Communication

Research, Vol. 19, No. 1, pp. 5-49, DOI: 10.1111/j.1468-2958.

1992.tb00294.x.

Gerardine, D. and Marshall, S. P. (1994). “Capturing the complexity of

advanced technology use: Adaptive structuration theory.” Organiza-

tional Science, Vol. 5, Bo. 2, pp. 121-147, DOI: 10.1287/orsc.5.2.121.

Gilligan, B. and Kunz, J. (2007). VDC Use in 2007: Significant value,

dramatic growth, and apparent business opportunity, CIFE Technical

Rep. No. TR171, Palo Alto, Stanford University: California.

Hoy, W. K., Sweetland, S. R., and Smith, P. A. (2000). “Toward an

organizational model of achievement in high schools: The significance

of collective efficacy.” Educational Administration Quarterly, Vol.

38, No. 1, pp. 77-93, DOI: 10.1177/0013161X02381004.

Hair, J. F., Ronald, L., Tatham, R. E. A., and William, B. (1998).

Multivariate Data Analysis, Prentice-Hall International, 1998.

Kaiser, H. F. (1970). “A second generation little jiffy.” Psychometrika,

Vol. 35, No. 4, pp.401-415, DOI: 10.1007/BF02291817.

Kim, E. Y. (2004). “Special Issue, intelligent digital architecture tools

and BIM paradigm.” Architecture, Vol. 48, No. 11, pp. 56-59.

Lee, S. H., An, B. J. Kim, J. H. Kim, K. H. Lee Y. S., and Kim, J. J.

(2007). “An Analysis on affecting factors about lowly using 3D

CAD by using the AHP.” Journal of Korea Institute Construction,

Engineering and Management, Vol.8, No.6, pp.188-196.

Lee, S. K. and Yu, J. H. (2012), “Success model of project management

information system in construction.” Automation in Construction,

Vol. 25 pp. 82-93.

Lee, S. K. and Yu, J. H. (2013). “Effects of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation

factors on BIM acceptance.” Journal of the Korea Institute of

Building Construction, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. 242-252.

Lee, S. K. and Yu, J. H. (2016). “Comparative study of BIM acceptance

between korea and the united states.” Journal of Construction

Engineering and Management, Vol. 142, No. 3, DOI: 05015016-1-

05015016-9.

Lee, C. J. Lee, G., and Won, J. S. (2009) “An analysis of the BIM

software selection factor.” Journal of Architectural Institute of

Korea, Vol. 25, No. 7, pp. 53-63.

Lee, A. S. (1994). “Electronic mail as a medium for rich-communication:

An empirical investigation using hermeneutic interpretation.”

Management Information Systems Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2, pp.

143-157, DOI: 10.2307/249762.

Lin, J. C. and Hsieh, P. L. (2007). “The influence of technology readiness on

satisfaction and behavioral intentions toward self-service technologies.”

Computers in Human Behavior, Vol. 23, No. 3, pp. 1597-1615, DOI:

10.1016/j.chb.2005.07.006.

Li, B., Akintoye, A., Edwards, P. J., and Hardcastle, C. (2005). “Critical

success factors for PPP/PFI projects in the UK construction

industry.” Construction Management and Economics, Vol. 23, No.

5, pp. 459-471. 

Lin, S. C. Tseng, S. S. Tzeng, W. G., and Yuan, S. M. (2006). “A framework

of high-confidence e-healthcare information system.” Asian Journal

of Health and Information Sciences, Vol. 1, No. 2, pp. 176-188.

Meuter, M. L Ostrom, A. L. Bitner, M. J., and Roundtree, R. (2005).

“The influence of technology anxiety on consumer use and experiences

with self service technologies.” Journal of Business Research, Vol.

56, No. 11, pp. 899-906, DOI: 10.1016/S0148-2963(01)00276-4.

Myers, B. L., Kappelman, L. A., and Prybutok, V. R. (1997). “A

comprehensive model for assessing the quality and productivity of

the information systems function: Toward a theory for information

systems assessment.” Information Resource Management Journal,

Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 6-25, DOI: 10.4018/irmj.1997010101.

Norusis, M.J. (1992). SPSS for windows, Professional Statistics, Release

5, SPSS Inc., Chicago. 

Nunnalyy, J. C. (1978). Psychometric Theory, McGraw-Hill, New York,

Pallant, J. (2001). SPSS Survival Manual Open University Press,

Buckingham and Philadelphia.

Parasuraman, A. (2000). “Technology Readiness Index (TRI): A Multiple-

Item Scale to Measure Readiness to Embrace New Technologies.”

Journal of Service Research, Vol. 2, No. 4, pp. 307-320, DOI:

10.1177/109467050024001.

Park, J. W. Kim, S. C. Lee, S. S., and Song, H. Y. (2009). “Suggesting

Solutions when Applying Building Information Modeling (BIM) to

the korean construction industry through case studies.” Journal of

Korea Institute of Building Construction, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp. 93-102,

DOI: 10.5345/JKIC.2009.9.4.093.

Park, Y. J., Won, S. K., Han, C. H., and Lee, J. B. (2011). “A study on 3d

bim collaborative approximate estimating model of structural work

for apartment projects.” Journal of Architectural Institute of Korea,

Vol. 27, No. 6, pp.123-130.

Rogers, E. M. (1983). Diffusion of Innovations. New York: Free Press.

ISBN 978-0-02-926650-2. http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Diffusion_of_

innovations#CITEREFRogers1962.

Seddon, P. B. and Kiew, M. Y. (1994). “A Partial test and development

of DeLone and McLean's Model of IS Success.” Proceedings of the

International Conference on Information Systems, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp.

90-110.

Seddon, P. B. (1997). “A Respecification and Extention of the DeLone

& McLean's Model of IS Success.” Information System Research,

Vol. 8, No. 3, pp. 240-253, DOI: 10.1287/isre.8.3.240.

SmartMarket Report (2008). Building Information Modeling (BIM):

Transforming Design and Construction to Achieve Greater Industry

Productivity, McGrawHill Construction.

SmartMarket Report (2012). “The Business Value of BIM for Infrastructure.”

McGrawHill Construction.

Tulke, J. Nour, M., and Beuke, K. (2008). “Decomposition of BIM

objects for scheduling and 4D simulation.” Proceedings of the 7th

European Conference on Product and Process Modelling in the

Building and related Industries, A. A. Balkema Publishers.

Venkatesh, V. and Davis, F. D. (2000). “A theoretical extension of the

technology acceptance model: Four longitudinal field studies.”

Management Science, Vol. 45, No. 2, pp. 186-204, DOI: 10.1287/

mnsc.46.2.186.11926.

Venkatesh, V. and Bala, H. (2008). “Technology acceptance Model 3

and a research agenda on interventions.” Decision Sciences, Vol. 39,

No. 2, pp. 273-315, DOI: 10.1111/j.1540-5915.2008.00192.x.



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts false
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 290
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 150
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.33333
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 290
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 150
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.33333
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 800
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 150
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.33333
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [2834.646 2834.646]
>> setpagedevice


