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Abstract. This article examines ways to measure project success before financial results materialize.
The nature and scope of financial and process metrics are defined, their comparative characteristics
and limitations of use in the early stages are clarified. The problems of forecasting financial KPIs and
the role of process indicators as an alternative for managing performance and assessing project suc-
cess are illustrated. Sets of metrics and an algorithm for evaluating project success in the absence of

revenue are proposed.

Keywords: project success, project management efficiency, financial performance indicators of pro-
Jject management, operational project metrics, assessment of project success in the early stages.

Modern project management conditions are
characterized by an increasingly complex organi-
zational environment, the parallel development of
the innovation component, and growing internal
requirements for performance assessment. Natu-
rally, tracking project results becomes challeng-
ing, as the set of metrics and performance indica-
tors expands. Traditional indicators of project
success assessment are financial and economic
measures associated with time and quality of im-
plementation (the so-called project triangle);
however, evidence indicates that the main prob-
lem of measuring project success lies in the sig-
nificant gap between the completion of individual
stages and the ability to measure (and, most im-
portantly, to measure reliably) the overall finan-
cial result. Thus, a project may be considered
successful from a management perspective but
fail to deliver the expected benefits to the organi-
zation, or, conversely, generate significant impact
despite partial deviations from planned parame-
ters. This contradiction highlights the need to dis-
tinguish between “financial performance” and
“process performance,” as well as to search for
tools to link them. This task becomes particularly
relevant in the context of identifying ways to
measure project success before its financial re-
sults materialize, since at the project planning
stage it is critical to evaluate precisely the pro-
cess metrics that make it possible to capture re-
sults (managerial and organizational) prior to the
emergence of cash flow. In the long term, process
performance becomes one of the factors that may

influence the financial success of the project,
which determines the subject and scope of the
present study.

The aim of this study is to characterize ways
to measure project success before financial re-
sults materialize.

Considering the concept of project “success,”
it should be noted that it is multidimensional; the
systematization of research in the field of project
performance measurement demonstrates the co-
existence of various, sometimes opposing models
and criteria that reflect both the perspectives of
project teams and the perceptions of external par-
ties (e.g., stakeholders). Thus, as early as the
1990s, M.A. Freeman and P. Beale emphasized
the multidimensionality of the “success” category
and the necessity of taking into account not only
financial indicators but also customer satisfac-
tion, team status, and its readiness for future
tasks [1]. Later studies support this thesis and
propose different sets of indicators that prove ap-
plicable under conditions of extreme uncertain-
ty [2-5].

In our view, project success is determined by
how well the project’s objectives (including later
adjustments), concept, and financial and process
performance align. With regard to financial and
process metrics, they represent two poles of pro-
ject evaluation: its outcomes and the manner in
which project management is organized. The re-
lationship and interconnection between financial
and process metrics are illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Relationship between financial and process metrics of project success

It should be noted that the category of project
success (or performance) reflects its ability to
achieve objectives under conditions of limited
resources and external uncertainty. Financial per-
formance, in particular, reflects the economic
outcome — it is defined as the degree to which
financial goals and indicators, expressed in mon-
etary terms, are achieved, thereby capturing pro-
ject performance through the lens of its economic
return. Financial performance indicators allow an
assessment of how well the project has met in-
vestor expectations and aligns with the organiza-
tion’s strategic objectives. Financial performance
is the most commonly used criterion, as it is di-
rectly related to business effectiveness, its goals
(profit generation), and scaling potential. How-
ever, an exclusive focus on financials reflects on-
ly one aspect of success and disregards process
and intangible outcomes, which often form the
basis of future revenues [2]. Process perfor-
mance, on the other hand, is defined as the de-
gree of successful project management and the
organization of internal project processes. Unlike
financial indicators, the essence of process per-
formance lies less in the ultimate benefit and
more in the quality of execution. Process metrics
enable the identification of problem areas even
before final financial results materialize. Authors
note that process performance ensures the “time-
liness of success,” i.e., the ability to adjust the
project implementation strategy promptly and

preserve its potential [3]. Evidence indicates that
the project implementation strategy underlies its
financial performance and the possibility of its
successful completion.

At the same time, the concept of process per-
formance is broader in its definition; it also en-
compasses aspects such as adherence to the pro-
ject’s technical parameters, the level of team en-
gagement and activity, the quality of interactions,
user satisfaction, and so forth. Often, these pro-
cess elements generate long-term project value
but are not directly reflected in financial re-
ports [4]. Thus, financial performance reflects the
final outcome, whereas process performance
breaks it down into individual stages and allows
for tracking each advancement. This makes mon-
itoring process performance particularly appro-
priate in the early stages of project implementa-
tion, when tracking financial indicators is either
impossible or impractical due to the delayed ef-
fect of their realization.

Nevertheless, the most effective approach, de-
spite the formal distinction between these project
success measurement indicators, is a hybrid one,
which prevents any one factor from prevailing
and thereby reduces imbalances between
them [5]. Moreover, the distinction between fi-
nancial and process performance depends on var-
ious circumstances, such as the industry context.
In particular, in innovative projects, process met-
rics acquire primary importance, as they enable
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the capture of knowledge, experience, and new
technologies generated during project activities.
This position is supported by L. Sastoque-Pinilla,
S. Artelt, A. Burimova, N. Lopez de Lacalle, and
N. Toledo-Gandarias, who note that in research
projects the main criteria are goal achievement,
customer satisfaction with work quality, and
knowledge generation (novel insights) [6]. Simi-
larly, in the startup domain, process indicators
are considered predominant, since early-stage
success 1s determined less by profit and more by
the team’s ability to achieve interim objectives,
adapt, and develop the business model.

Building on the aforementioned studies, it
should also be noted that financial metrics (key
performance indicators) of project success are
promising in the context of comparing invest-
ments, but they are not always applicable. This is
due to several circumstances.

First, financial indicators are limited in early-
stage forecasting, since before cash flows materi-
alize, financial planning is based on assumptions
and factors that are highly variable. Moreover,
depending on the project’s specifics, the degree
of “hypothetical” financial planning increases.

Second, financial indicators are characterized
by an illusion of precision, which can lead to an
increase in erroneous decision-making. As noted
by T.Korhonen, A.Jaiskeldinen, T. Laine, and
N. Saukkonen, a project may be successful from
a management perspective but financially inef-
fective [7]. This is often due to the fact that man-
agers frequently make decisions based on fore-
casted ROI or IRR values without considering
that these figures are based on assumptions and
do not always align with actual data. Further-
more, many projects undergo several cycles of
business plan adjustments.

Third, depending on the project implementa-
tion context, industry-specific characteristics, the
emergence of intangible effects, their overestima-
tion or, conversely, underestimation, the validity
of forecasting, and a multitude of other factors,
the final outcomes and overall project success

may vary. Consequently, there arises a need to
examine the relationship and mutual influence of
financial and process metrics on each other.

When considering process metrics and indica-
tors as an alternative to financial ones, it should
be noted that they are most applicable during pro-
ject initiation. The reason is that process metrics
provide early feedback, enabling the monitoring
of project activities against the plan and the iden-
tification of deviations before they lead to finan-
cial losses. In addition, process metrics allow for
the consideration of qualitative success factors,
which are not directly expressed in monetary
terms but have a significant impact on the final
outcome.

Process metrics can be categorized into four
groups (Figure 2). It should be emphasized that
the use of process metrics as an alternative to fi-
nancial KPIs is justified in cases where the pro-
ject is in the initiation phase and revenue is ab-
sent, as process metrics allow for the formation
of a substantiated picture of success that can be
presented to investors and management. At the
same time, it is important that the set of metrics
developed by the team corresponds to the pro-
ject’s specifics. Often, process metrics become
the primary tool for demonstrating the project’s
viability.

Based on the groups of process metrics, it
should be noted that they cannot fully replace
financial KPIs. Their main limitation lies in the
fact that they capture only intermediate results
and do not always guarantee future profitability,
which is why they are often used as a supplement
to financial indicators. Nevertheless, in the con-
text of project initiation, they serve a critically
important function — enabling management of
project development in the absence of reliable
financial data.

Based on recent approaches [8, 9], several
groups of metrics can be identified that are advis-
able to use in the absence of revenue (Table).
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Figure 2. Groups of process metrics for measuring project success before financial results materialize

Table. Sets of process metrics used to measure project success before financial results materialize

No. [Metric Group Indicators
1 Strategic metrics |- alignment of the project with the organization’s strategic objectives;
- degree of achievement of key milestones;
- presence of long-term value generated as a result of project activities;
2 Process metrics - adherence to budget and schedule;
- number of successfully completed stages;
- quality of communication and risk management;
3 Customer metrics |- level of customer satisfaction with intermediate results;
- readiness of users to test prototypes;
- perception of the quality of services provided;
4 Innovation and- number of patents, publications, and developed prototypes;
organizational - growth of team competencies;
metrics - level of organizational learning;
5 Social and- expansion of the partner network;

reputation metrics

- positive mentions in professional communities;

- improvement of the company’s image;
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Based on the table, it should be noted that measuring project success in the absence of revenue is best
conducted using the following step-by-step process (Figure 3).

Step 1. Identification of cntical success factors

The project team, together with stakeholders, identifies the parameters most important for the
current stage (meeting deadlines, prototype readiness, customer satisfaction level, etc.)

NS

Step 2. Development of a measurable KPI system

Each critical factor corresponds to one or several specific indicators. For example, for the factor
“prototype quality”’, the percentage of errors identified during testing is established

Step 3. Regular recording of results

Metrics are collected based on reports, surveys, and quantitative data. It is important to use both
objective data (deadlines, budget) and subjective evaluations (customer satisfaction)

NS

Step 4. Companison with planned values

Actual data are compared with established targets, which makes it possible to identify deviations
and implement corrective actions

NS

Step 5. Cumulative success assessment

Results are consolidated into an integral scoring system that shows the current level of project
success and the dynamics of changes

NS

Step 6. Updating the set of metrics

As the project progresses, the metric system is revised, since some indicators lose relevance,
while others, on the contrary, acquire priority importance

Figure 3. Step-by-step process for measuring project success in the absence of revenue

The proposed approach enables the evaluation
of projects in the absence of direct financial data,
providing managers and investors with reliable
information for decision-making. At the same
time, it is recommended, whenever possible, to
incorporate financial metrics and economic indi-
cators into the assessment to strengthen and re-
fine the evaluation. Overall, the proposed algo-
rithm provides a structured use of performance
metrics, allows for tracking intermediate
achievements, maintains investor confidence,
supports strategy adjustments, and establishes a
foundation for ensuring the project’s financial
sustainability in the future.

Thus, project success cannot be measured
solely through financial indicators. Consequently,
the need for using process metrics increases, as
they allow for demonstrating intermediate
achievements, managing project dynamics, and
maintaining investor confidence even before the
product reaches the market. At the same time, the
distinction between financial and process per-
formance does not imply their opposition; an ef-
fective practice is the construction of hybrid
measurement systems in which both groups of
metrics, wherever possible and available, com-
plement each other.
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CITIOCOBbI UBMEPEHUS YCIIEHTHOCTU ITPOEKTA 10 ®OPMUPOBAHUA
OUHAHCOBBIX PE3YJIBTATOB (HA IPUMEPE CPABHEHUWSA TPOIECCHbIX
N PUHAHCOBBIX KPI)

H.T. Anaryaanse, rezasucumvlil ucciedo8amens
(CHIA, r. lenBep)

Annomayun. Cmamvs noceéaujena anaiusy cnocooos usmepenus YCneuwHocmu npoeKmos 0o ¢op-
MUpoeanus uHancosvix pesyrbmamos. Packpvimel cywynocms u codepacanue uHaHCcO8bIX U Npo-
YECCHbIX MempUuK, YMOUYHEHbl UX CPAGHUMENbHbIe XAPAKMEPUCTUKU U O2PAHUYEHUs NPUMEHEHUs HA
pannux cmaousx. IIpodemoncmpuposansl npobiemvl npocHosuposanus gunancosvix KPI u pons npo-
YeccHbIX noxazamerell KaKk aibmepHamuebl YnpagieHus 3Q@ekmueHoCmolo U YCneuHoCms npoeKma.
IIpeonoowcenvt Habopbl MemMpPUK U aneOpUMM OYEeHKU YCNeUHOCMU NPOEKMO8 8 YCI08UAX OMCYMCMEUs
BbIPYUKU.

Knrwouesvie cnosa: ycnewnocms npoekma, d¢h@exmusHoCcms npoeKmHo20 YnpagieHus, UHaHcogvle
nokaszamenu 3¢)geKmueHoCmu NpoOeKmHo20 YNpasieHus, onepayuoHHbvle MempuKu npoeKkmd, OyeHKd
VCREeWHOCmU YNpasieHusi NPOeKmom Ha PAHHUX CMAOUSIX.
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