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Abstract:

Fintech projects are highly competitive and regulated and the success of organizations is evaluated using
Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) of businesses, including the success rates of transactions, the reduction
of fraud, operational performance and customer satisfaction. Nevertheless, the continuous problem with
such projects is that the definition of KPIs on the strategic level is not connected with their realization
through engineering implementation. The consequence of this misalignment is common in local
optimization, technical debt, and inability to generate desired business value despite high technical
performance. This gap is the subject of this paper as the issue of business—technical translation in fintech
projects is considered. The study, based on the conceptual-analytical approach, which is founded on
interdisciplinary literature, constructs a systematic framework that breaks down business KPIs into
intermediate goals and correlates them with engineering-level goals and practices throughout the project
lifecycle.

Keywords: Business—technical translation, Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), Fintech projects, Agile
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I. INTRODUCTION

Financial technology (fintech) has become among the most vibrant arenas of electronic innovations due
to the swift progress in the fields of software building, data analytics, cloud architectures, and regulatory
technology [1]. The business environment of fintech organizations is extremely competitive and regulated
with the success largely determined by the strict business Key Performance Indicators (KPIs), which can
include but are not limited to transaction throughput, customer acquisition cost, system availability, and
accuracy of fraud detection metrics [2]. Meanwhile, these results are provided in terms of sophisticated
engineering implementation of distributed systems, agile development models, DevOps pipelines and
multifunctional teams.

The strategic goals in most fintech projects are developed in business terms that emphasize the growth,
mitigating risks, and efficiency, and engineering departments work on technical indicators like latency,
code quality, deployment rate, and defect rate. Such a divergence commonly results in the difference
between what is measured at the executive level and what is optimized when developing software and
operating systems [3]. Due to this, fintech projects are often slow, over-budgeted, or riddled with technical
debt or unable to deliver the anticipated business value despite individual teams satisfying their respective
performance criteria.

This paper aims to achieve three things. It reviews the available academic and practitioner studies on the
KPIs, agile delivery and cross-functional alignment of technology-driven organizations. Second, it
determines the structural and operational barriers that obstruct successful translation of business measures
and engineering implementation in fintech ventures. Third, it gives a conceptual basis to fill this gap which
can be subsequently advanced into a practical framework in later sections.
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II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

The connection between business performance measurement and technical implementation has been
investigated in more than one research stream, in project management, information systems, software
engineering, and organizational studies [4]. The initial performance measurement models, including the
conventional financial KPIs, were heavily developed to assess organizational performance as opposed to
operation implementation. With the increasing intensity of digital transformation, scholars started to
realize the shortcomings of financial metrics as the key metric in technology-centric project, resultant in
the emergence of multidimensional performance frameworks. KPIs are also popular in project
management literature to evaluate the success of the project with regards to cost, schedule, scope, and
quality.

Information systems-wise, the business-IT alignment concept has been greatly researched. Based on the
alignment models, the closer the alignment between IT strategy and business strategy, the better the
performance of the organization [5]. A large part of this work is however conceptual and is based on
governance structures and not operational translation mechanisms. Governance level alignment is not
enough in fintech projects, in which both rapid iteration and compliance with regulations co-exist, to make
the day-to-day engineering decisions add up to KPI achievement.

In the fintech field in particular, the available literature has focused more on technological innovation,
including the use of blockchains, artificial intelligence to detect fraud, and online payment systems [6].
Although they offer substantial information about system design and adoption of technology, these studies
frequently use KPIs as the opportunities of evaluation instead of design. Little empirical or theoretical
literature exists that studies how fintech organizations can realize business KPIs into engineering-level
specifications across the project lifecycle.

Recent practitioner-based research points at the increased awareness about this gap. According to industry
reports, the failures of fintech’s are often caused not by the inability to match the technical level but the
wrong priorities of the business stakeholders and technical teams [7]. Lack of KPI translation has been
criticized as leading to local optimization with teams passing their sprints, but not providing strategic
value, even when adopting Agile [8]. The findings support the necessity of an organized strategy on how
to establish a business intent and technical implementation.

The literature despite the input of various fields depicts a disintegration of viewpoints. Project
management has its emphasis on delivery control, software engineering has its emphasis on technical
quality and business strategy has its emphasis on the results of performance. Not many studies combine
these views into a unified model that clearly deals with KPI translation on the fintech setting. This void
triggers the current research which makes business-technical translation a focus of analytical construct
and not a side-lining issue.

ITII. PROBLEM STATEMENT

Despite the fact that fintech organizations strongly depend on KPIs to drive strategic choices and
determine success, there is always a lack of linkage between the way KPIs are established at the business
level and how they are executed with engineering implementation [9]. This disconnect is in form of misfit
between strategic goals and operations, resulting to inefficiencies, sluggish realization of values and higher
risk of projects.

The abstraction issue is the fundamental issue between business KPIs and technical measures. Business
KPIs are generally results-focused, profitability, customer experience, compliance adherence or reduction
of risks. Conversely, the engineering teams work under process and system level metrics that do not focus
on business impact but on technical performance [11]. The teams would not know how the day to day
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engineering decisions are translating into the bigger organizational objectives without direct translation
mechanisms. Consequently, fintech organizations often find themselves in a scenario whereby a project
has been considered technically successful and commercial failure or vice versa. Such a lack of alignment
compromises the stakeholders, raises the cost of operations, and leads to the growing technical debt. In
the long run, lack of an efficient business-technical translation may destroy the ability of an organization
in innovating and adapting to market dynamics.

Key Incorporated Results (KIRs) required (4) Main Components

Figure 1: Key Incorporated Results (KIRs)
Source: [10]
This issue that is being discussed in the current paper can thus be stated in the following way: fintech
projects have no systematic process of converting business KPIs into engineering-level metrics of
implementation and practices, which leads to misaligned priorities, suboptimal performance, and lower
project success. The solution to this issue lies in the combination of such a comprehensive approach that
relates the strategic intent, performance measurement, and technical delivery to a consistent framework.

IV.METHODOLOGY AND ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

This 1s a conceptual-analytical methodology based on the qualitative synthesis of interdisciplinary
literature and exploration of the fintech project environment domain. Since business to technical
translation is explorative and few unified models have been developed to explain this phenomenon,
conceptual framework approach is deemed to be suitable [12]. The purpose of the methodology is to
organize the correlation between business KPIs and engineering implementation and not test a previously
formulated hypothesis.

The analytical model is created in three consecutive steps. To start with, an organized literature review of
the current academic and practitioner works on project management, software engineering, fintech
systems, and performance measurement fields is performed [13]. This review recognizes some of the KPIs
that are widely applied in fintech organizations and engineering metrics that relate to agile delivery,
DevOps and system reliability. The focus is put on the comprehension of the definition, measurement, and
interpretation of these metrics in their corresponding functional context. Second, the paper conducts a
categorical decomposition of fintech KPIs. There are business-level KPIs that are classified as strategic
intent, e.g., growth, risk control, operational efficiency, and customer experience. This classification
allows the determination of implicit technical dependencies behind every KPI. An example of KPI is
customer experience, which can be based on system latency, uptime, and error handling, and a compliance
KPI based on the integrity of data, its auditing and access controls [13]. The step points to the fact that
fintech KPIs are multidimensional and must be interpreted by a cross-functional team.

Third, the framework allows the introduction of a translation layer that figuratively connects business
KPIs to engineer execution metrics. Instead of coming up with a strict mapping, the framework focuses
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on traceability and alignment. Business KPIs are further broken down into intermediate goals that may be
operationalized using engineering practices which include architectural decisions, development priorities,
testing strategies, and deployment controls [14]. This is based on the understanding that translation does
not happen once but is a cycle that can occur throughout the project life cycle. This paper has a
methodological contribution because it has an integrative approach. In contrast to the strictly technical or
managerial research, the offered framework places the business KPIs and engineering implementation as
interconnected elements of one functioning.

V. KPI TAXONOMY IN FINTECH PROJECTS

Fintech projects have key performance indicators that vary widely compared to those of the traditional IT
or financial services project because of the dependency of the sector on real time digital systems, data-
driven decision-making, and regulatory compliance. In order to make business-technical translation
successful, one will have to receive a clear taxonomy which groups fintech KPIs according to the strategic
purpose and technical dependencies [15]. The first type is financial and growth KPIs, and KPIs in this
group include revenue per transaction, customer acquisition cost, growth in the transaction volume, and
lifetime customer value. These KPIs are indicators of commercial performance and competitiveness.
Although they are normally held by business stakeholders, engineering aspects like functionality through
scalability of the system, performance optimization and feature delivery speed have a direct impact on
their success.

The second category contains operational efficiency KPIs, which consist of cost per transaction, rates of
system utilization, and process automation ratios [16]. These measures are intended to maximize the
utilization of resources and minimize operation expenses. In terms of engineering, an efficient operation
is achieved through architecture, management of the cloud resources and automated deployment and
monitoring systems. Misalignment is where efficiency targets are achieved in a way that does not put into
consideration long-term maintainability or technical debt.

The third group includes risk and compliance KPIs that are also especially salient in fintech settings [17].
They can be fraud detection accuracy, false positive rates, audit compliance scores and timeliness of
regulatory reporting. Lastly, innovation and adaptability KPIs reflect the organization capability to change
in relation to the changes in the market and regulatory environment. The time-to-market of new features,
the frequency of deploying new features, and the success rate of experiments are some of the metrics that
belong to this category. The KPIs rely on the agile practice, modular system design, and collaboration
among the product, compliance, and engineering teams.

This taxonomy shows that fintech KPIs are cross-functional in nature. The KPI category involves the
intent of business and the technical execution of the business case, which also argues that KPIs cannot be
managed effectively independently. Defining a common meaning of this taxonomy among the
stakeholders is a precondition of meaningful business-technical translation.

VI. ENGINEERING EXECUTION CHALLENGES

Although KPIs are strategically important, there are many differences between the execution activities
and business performance goals among fintech engineering teams. These issues are due to the complexity
of the technical side, organization, and the dynamism of the fintech environment.

A. Complexity and Interdependency of Systems

Complexity and Interdependency of systems is one of the challenges. Any modification to optimize one
aspect can have unexpected side effects in other areas, and it can be challenging to translate high-level
KPIs into concrete engineering activities [18]. This is complex enough to blur cause and effect between
technical and business performance.
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B. Overload and Misinterpretation of Metrics

The other issue is overload and misinterpretation of metrics. Technical measures of performance, quality,
and reliability of engineering teams are often numerous and diverse [19]. In the absence of explicit
prioritization associated with business KPIs, teams can maximize measures that are technically significant
and strategically insignificant. This local optimization may also lead to misaligned efforts whereby
excellence in engineering may not translate to business value.

C. Agile Delivery

There are also constraints of agile delivery, which lead to execution problems. Though the agile approach
encourages flexibility and incremental delivery, they may also disintegrate the strategic focus unless KPIs
are integrated in the process of sprint planning and review [20]. The short iteration cycles can focus on
the short term deliverables rather than long term KPI achievement especially where the business objective
is poorly defined or in constant flux.

D. Lack of communication and ownership

Lastly, the lack of communication and ownership between the business and engineering stakeholders also
facilitates the difficulties of executing it. Business leaders might not be in a position to witness the
technical trade-offs and engineers might not clearly see the strategic justification of KPIs [21]. This lack
of connection diminishes accountability and feedback loops, which can be hard to use in changing ways
of execution on the basis of KPI performance.

These issues illuminate the need to have a systematic translation system to synchronize the execution of
engineering with the business KPI across the lifecycle of the fintech project. Lack of such alignment can
cause even technologically advanced fintech systems to be unable to provide sustained business value.

VII. BRIDGING BUSINESS KPIS WITH TECHNICAL EXECUTION

Bringing business Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and technical execution are not achieved by mere
alignment on a strategic or governance level. It needs a systematic translation mechanism that incorporates
the intent of the business into engineering decisions. In fintech projects where the results are closely
balanced with the work of the systems, compliance with the regulations, and integrity of the data, this
translation needs to be clear, traceable, and reinforced during the project lifecycle.

KPI decomposition is the initial process in a successful translation. Business KPIs are generally in form
of outcome targets like loss of fraud or transaction throughput. These top level goals should be broken
down into middle level, technically implementable goals [22]. To illustrate, a business KPI which is
dedicated to the decrease of fraud can be further broken down into goals connected to the precision of
models, the turnaround of the inference, The recentness of data, and the accessibility of the system, This
breakdown allows engineering departments to know not only what must be done but also how their
technical work affects business.

The second process is metric alignment between organizational levels. The next step after KPIs is to break
them down and then the engineering metrics should be chosen based on the advancement toward these
goals [23]. This does not mean that KPIs are directly linked to technical metrics but includes an ordered
alignment with engineering indicators acting as leading indicators of business performance. As an
example, increase in frequency of deployment and coverage in automated testing can be used as early
signs of a reduction in time-to-market, which finally leads to growth-oriented KPIs. Through these
linkages, organizations are able to achieve proactive performance management instead of the retrospective
evaluation of KPIL.
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The third element is the incorporation of KPIs in agile and Dev differences processes. Sprint planning,
backlog Prioritization and release decisions must specifically mention business KPIs so that development
activities are guided in a strategic manner [24]. The latter integration requires product owners and
engineering leads to work in intimate collaboration in the translation of KPI priorities into technical tasks.
Trade-offs in engineering (e.g. the option of performance optimization versus feature expansion) may be
then assessed based on the expected KPI contribution, as opposed to technical merit in isolation.

VIII. CASE STUDY AND APPLICATION EXAMPLE

A. Case Background and Business Goals

The fintech organization as a part of this application has a high-volume digital payment platform with
real-time consumer and merchant transactions. The business strategy adopts reliability, security and trust
of customers and manages competitive speeds on transaction processing [25]. Consequently, the two main
business KPIs defined by the organization include the growth in the success rates of transactions and
minimizing financial losses associated with fraud.

These KPIs are essential in terms of revenue generation and brand credibility. The failure of transactions
has a direct effect on the level of customer experience and retention and the fraud that goes unnoticed puts
the organization in the financial risk as well as under the scrutiny of regulatory bodies [26]. Even though
these KPIs are well introduced at the corporate level, initial project evaluations show that there is little
operational transparency on how the engineering activities will be used to realize them.

B. KPI Decomposition and Translation Process

To eliminate this gap, the organization is using a KPI decomposition process. The KPI of the transaction
success rate is broken down into some intermediate goals, such as system availability, transaction latency,
and error recovery effectiveness [27]. Likewise, the fraud reduction KPI is broken down into the detection
accuracy, data ingestion in real-time, and model deployment reliability objectives.

Business Strategy

v
Business KPIs
(Growth | Risk | €X | Compliance)

v
KPI Decomposition Layer

{Intermediate Objectives)

v
Engineering Metrics
(Latency | Uptime | Accuracy | Deployment Rate)

v
Engineering Practices

(Architecture | DewvOps | Testing | ML Pipelines)

Figure 2: Business—Technical Translation Architecture

The engineering execution measurements are then linked to each of the objectives in between. As an
example, system availability is connected to service uptime and incident response time, whereas detection
accuracy is connected to metrics of model performance and data quality. This hierarchical translation
empowers the engineering teams to process the impact that technical performance has a direct relation to
the business performance and needs to convert abstract KPIs into specific execution objectives.
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C. Co-location with Engineering Delivery and Agile Delivery

The translated KPIs are integrated into agile delivery processes in order to maintain on-going alignment.
The planning of sprints also makes explicit reference to business KPIs, and the prioritization of backlog
items is based on how much they are likely to contribute to the improvement of KPI [28]. Engineering
trade-offs are also determined not just by the feasibility of it in terms of technical feasibility but also the
effects on the business.

Fintech KPIs

|Financial & |0perational |Risk & |Innovation &
|Growth KPIs |Efficiency |Compliance |Adaptability

| |kp1s |kp1s |kp1s |
L | | | |

Figure 3: Fintech KPIs

An example is infrastructure scaling exercises in minimizing transaction latency, which are prioritized
over feature development, since reduction of transaction latency has a direct impact on transaction success
KPIs. On the same note, the improvement of fraud detection pipelines is factored in sprint objectives,
which means that the risk mitigation work is being carried out in tandem with the functional development.
The system performance perspective allowed interventions on engineering to be targeted with the
decomposition of the transaction success KPI into intermediate objectives, including service availability,
transaction latency, and error recovery effectiveness [31]. Infrastructure scaling, better load balancing, and
a smaller service-level objective resulted in better system uptime and less variability in latency.
Technically, these advances decreased the occurrences of time out failures and roll backs during the
process of distributing transactions, which directly led to the percentage of successful transactions. This
attests the causal relationship between low-level system reliability measures and high-level KPIs which
are customer-facing.

D. Noticed Results and Real-life Applications

Code Quality
4
System Stability
i
Transaction Reliability
i
Customer Trust
4

Revenue Growth
Figure 4: Cause—Effect Chain

After the process of the translation framework implementation, the organization is witnessing some
quantifiable gains in the performance of the organization - both technically and business-wise. The level
of success rates in transactions increases as a result of low latency and stability of a system and fraud
losses are less as a result of better and responsive detection systems [29]. There is less customer feedback
on issues concerning failure of the transactions and this means better user experience. Organization-wise,
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cross-functional communication is enhanced because the business and engineering stakeholders have a
similar performance language. The business relevance of the work done by the engineering teams is more
apparent, and business leaders have a better idea about technical trade-offs and constraints. The example
of the case shows that when KPI translation is structured, the results of fintech projects are likely to be
improved, by ensuring consistency in the execution of strategic intent [29]. Technically, it led to a reduced
false-positive rate and a high detection rate, hence a reduction in unnecessary declinations of transactions
and the ensuing customer dissatisfaction. The results depict the use of machine learning performance
indicators as leading indicators of financial risk KPIs.

IX. DISCUSSION

As the results of the current research support the idea that technological immaturity is not the main cause
of performance issues in fintech projects, but rather a lack of systematic mechanisms between the business
purpose and engineering implementation. The framework of concepts that are presented in this paper
brings further the business-IT alignment literature to focus more on the operational KPI translation at the
governance level, which is essential in the fast-moving and regulation-heavy fintech setting.

One of the main conclusions that come up after the analysis is that KPIs in fintech act as a boundary object
between the business and engineering world. Business stakeholders understand KPIs as outcome-based
performance indicators, whereas engineering teams understand performance by using system-level and
process-based performance indicators [30]. The result of having this dual interpretation in the absence of
an explicit translation layer is local optimization, where engineering teams can work to a technical
excellence that is not matched by a commensurate business value. The discussion thus points out that KPI
translation is not a mapping exercise, but rather a continuous process of alignment that entails
decomposition, metric prioritization and feedback processes.

The paper also widens agile and DevOps discussion by showing that agility is not a panacea to strategic
system. Even though agile practices help to increase the speed and flexibility of delivery, it may
disintegrate strategic focus when the sprint objectives are not clearly connected to business KPIs. The
proposed framework illustrates how by integrating KPIs into backlog prioritization and sprint reviews, the
agile delivery can be transformed into a value-driven mechanism of execution instead of a task-oriented
one. This is in response to a common complaint in practitioner literature about agile teams producing
outputs as opposed to outcomes [29].

In terms of systems, the discussion explains the role of traceability on architectural, process, and even
performance levels. Fintech systems are complex and tied to one another and cause-effect relationships
between engineering changes and business outcomes are often challenging to see. The proposed cause-
effect chains and KPI decomposition logic in this paper gives a structured approach to enhancing
performance observability, minimize unwanted trade-offs, and handle the technical debt in a business-
sensitive manner.

Nonetheless, the study is a conceptual one that does not empirically support the framework in several
organizational environments. Although the case in point shows that the illustrative approach is practically
viable, the effectiveness of the framework can differ, depending on the level of organizational maturity,
regulatory pressure, and operations scope. All these limitations show that the empirical estimation of KPI
translation maturity effects on success of fintech projects over time requires longitudinal case studies or
mixed-method designs.
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X. CONCLUSION

The paper discussed a severe but insufficiently covered issue in fintech project implementation the lack
of connection between business KPIs and engineering implementation. The synthesis of the
interdisciplinary literature and the suggestion of the structured approach to business-technical translation
showed that fintech organizations could systematically break down the high-level KPIs into engineering-
level objectives and, at the same time remain, strategically consistent.

The most significant value of the study is the conceptualization of KPI translation as a lifecycle-based,
traceable and dynamic process, as opposed to a one-off alignment practice. The results indicate that
successful KPI translation contributes to the improvement of cross-functional communication, minimizes
local optimization, and increases the probability of the engineering activities to result in sustainable
business value. To practitioners, the framework provides a workable perspective in which KPIs can be
incorporated in agile planning, DevOps practices, and system design decision-making.

The research and development in future must empirically confirm the presented framework in a variety of
fintech settings, such as payments, lending, and regulatory technology platforms. Additional research can
be performed on the topic of translation of KPI with the help of analytics dashboards and Al-powered
observability systems, as well. In general, the research is relevant to the field of fintech project
management by placing business-technical translation as a primary project success factor and not a
coordination issue.

XI. RECOMMENDATIONS

Resting on the conceptual analysis and the application example provided in the current study, it is possible
to offer a number of practical recommendations that can be offered to fintech organizations aiming at
achieving the better alignment between business KPIs and engineering implementation.

First, the formal KPI translation layer in project governance systems at fintech organizations should be
institutionalized. Instead of considering KPIs as reporting mechanisms, organizations must insist that all
strategic KPIs be broken down into intermediate, technically feasible, objectives that become visible to
engineering teams. This can be realized by using KPI-linked backlog, architectural decision
documentation and sprint goals so that the day-to-day engineering decision is traceable to business intent.
Second, agile and DevOps with KPI should be implemented in organizations. Sprint planning, reviews,
and retrospectives must clearly mention business KPIs as well as delivery metrics. The trade-offs that
product owners and engineering leads perform together should be based on expected KPI contribution,
not on technical feasibility. The risk of local optimization is directly covered by this recommendation and
reinforces the outcome-oriented delivery.

Third, fintech companies ought to make investments in performance traceability and observability.
Transparency throughout organizational levels can be enhanced with the help of dashboards that combine
business KPIs and major engineering indicators, including latency, frequency of deployment, and
availability of the system. This kind of integrated monitoring allows intervention before KPI degradation
materializes in the business level.

XII. FUTURE WORK

Although this research contributes to the literature in terms of conceptual value, it presents numerous
research opportunities in the future. The research in the future may be quantitative modelling of the KPI
translation effectiveness. Through the analysis of correlations between the engineering leading indicators
and the business KPlIs, the researchers can discover predictive relationships that help to support data-
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driven prioritization and performance forecasting in fintech projects. The application of automation and
artificial intelligence in KPI translation is an area that needs additional research.
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