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{Abstract)

Development of Key Performance Indicators to Implement Balanced

Scorecard to Small and Medium Size Dental Clinic

Sangsuk Kim*, Myeng Ki Kim** Hyungkil Choi*** "

*Hambak Smile Dental Clinic, **Dept. of Dental Services Managment and Informatics, Graduate School of Dentistry,
*RSMD Ssolution

The purpose of this study is to develop the KPIs(Key Performance Indices) needed to improve management and
strategy in the dental clinic based on the four perspectives of BSC(Balanced Scorecard). The questionnaire was
conducted on 52 dentists approved by Dental Managment Research Committee in Seoul National University as a
panel. Using the Delphi technique, the top five KPIs for each point of perspective in BSC were extracted from KPI
pools. In the third survey, the top five KPIs of all points were compared with each other through AHP(Analytic
Hierarchy Process) method, and priority and overall importance rankings were calculated. The biggest difference in
the three level AHP results was the customer perspective took priority to others. In the second survey, the financial
perspective, which was number one, was pushed back. The overall significance of KPls was in the order of
customer, internal process, finance, learning and growth perspective, with the exception of medical profits (5th of
20) and new patient growth (10th of 20). We were able to overcome the limitations of the Delphi Technigue with the
AHP method. In general, the financial perspective in BSC is known to be the most important, but we conclude that
the customer perspective is more important through the pairwise comparison survey. In the current dental service
market, which is a long—term recession, excessive competition, customer satisfaction and customer relationship
management seem to be the first goal to pursue in dental clinic.

Keywords: KPI, BSC, Delphi Technique, AHP method, Dental clinic
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