\_ Founder Guidance
for FinTechs

Decision-oriented guidance for prioritizing next steps
under increasing pressure

Executive Summary
This guidance is written for FinTech decision-makers who feel
increasing external pressure but lack clarity on what to prioritize

next.

After reading this document, you should be clearer about which
unresolved decision currently limits your ability to move forward

with confidence, even if you choose not to act on it immediately.

In many FinTechs, questions around regulatory positioning, part-
ner readiness and operating structures are known, but remain
implicit. As long as pressure is low, this works. Once expectations
increase, however, these unresolved decisions begin to shape
outcomes quietly: timelines extend, leverage decreases and

choices narrow.

This guidance focuses on three such decisions that FinTechs typi-
cally postpone too long. It explains when they become unavoi-
dable, how they surface under pressure, and why timing matters
more than completeness. It does not provide solutions, checklists
or prescriptions. Its purpose is to help you stabilize the right
decision first, so that subsequent actions, or deliberate inaction,

are based on clarity rather than urgency.

Readers should come away with a clearer sense of where they
stand, which assumptions may no longer hold, and which single

decision deserves attention now instead of later.
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Whuy this guidance exists
Most FinTech teams are aware of the topics they will eventually
need to address. Regulation, partners and operating require-

ments are rarely a surprise.

What is often missing is not knowledge, but a shared decision
frame. Without it, teams struggle to distinguish between what
requires attention now and what can legitimately be deferred. Di-
scussions remain open-ended, priorities shift and postponement

becomes implicit rather than deliberate.

This guidance exists to address that gap. Rather than introducing
new concepts or additional complexity, it provides a decision-ori-
ented lens. It helps FinTech decision-makers assess how external
expectations and dependencies interact, and how unresolved de-

cisions gradually reduce room to maneuver as pressure increases.

The objective is not to accelerate action or enforce maturity. It is
to support deliberate choices at the right moment, before time

pressure replaces them.

o[TIS



Three decisions FinTechs postpone too long

Across early-stage and scaling FinTechs, three decisions are consistently deferred longer than advisable. Not because teams are unaware

of them, but because their consequences only become visible once external expectations accelerate.

Decision 1: Treating partner onboarding as a decision process
Partner onboarding is often perceived as an operational hurdle to
be addressed once the product is ready. In practice, it is a structu-
red decision process driven by external expectations rather than

internal readiness.

When roles, responsibilities and operating assumptions are not
coherent, onboarding rarely fails clearly. Instead, it stalls. Feed-
back becomes fragmented, timelines extend and dependency on

individual counterparties increases.

What appears as flexibility is often undeclared commitment.
Without a shared internal view on how partnerships are supposed
to work, FinTechs enter multiple onboarding conversations in pa-
rallel, each slightly different, each requiring rework. Negotiating

leverage decreases, while perceived effort increases.

If onboarding progress depends on individual relationships rather
than repeatable assumptions, the decision has already been
made implicitly. At that point, postponement no longer preserves

flexibility, it erodes it.

Decision 2: Recognizing when ad-hoc responses stop scaling
Early on, responding to external questions on an ad-hoc basis is

efficient and pragmatic. Initially, it is the right approach.
The critical signal is not the first request, but repetition.

Once similar questions around controls, governance or risk hand-
ling recur, ad-hoc responses stop being a time-saving shortcut
and turn into a structural bottleneck. Inconsistencies emerge,
manual effort increases and institutional knowledge concentrates

in a few individuals.

The issue is not workload, but fragile reliability.
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As long as responses depend on who answers rather than what
is established, external confidence becomes difficult to sustain.

What worked once starts to break quietly under repetition.

When similar questions start triggering internal coordination in-
stead of reuse, postponement actively creates risk. At that point,
the question is no longer whether structure is needed, but how

little structure is still sufficient.

Decision 3: Establishing a defensible regulatory positioning
partner-based, non-licensed or “not directly regulated” is often

treated as a sufficient explanation.

This assumption usually holds, until partners, investors or
enterprise customers require a coherent and defensible narrative
of how regulatory responsibilities are allocated. At that point, am-
biguity does not trigger rejection, but hesitation. Discussions slow
down, assumptions are questioned and earlier design choices

quietly come back under scrutiny.

The core issue is not regulatory risk. It is the absence of a stable

target picture.

As long as regulatory positioning remains implicit, teams cannot
reliably judge which requirements are proportionate now and
which can legitimately be deferred. Implementation decisions are
made without a shared reference point, increasing rework and

uncertainty.

Once requlatory questions start influencing deal timelines or
partner confidence, postponement is no longer neutral. At that
point, not deciding actively shapes your options, usually by

narrowing them.
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The stage model as a decision lens

FinTechs rarely develop in linear stages. What does follow a recognizable pattern is the type of pressure they experience over time. Certain

decisions become unavoidable not because of maturity labels, but because dependencies, visibility and risk exposure increase.

The following stage model serves as a decision lens rather than a classification tool.

Early exploration

At this stage, assumptions dominate decisions. Regulatory impli-
cations and partner dependencies are treated as future conside-
rations. This is not inherently problematic, provided assumptions

are consciously made and revisited.

Orientation

Once discussions with partners or investors begin assumptions
are no longer sufficient. A defensible narrative becomes neces-
sary. Decisions around regulatory positioning and dependency

structures become difficult to avoid.

Operational start

As govlive approaches, readiness replaces intent. Partner on-
boarding and minimum operating standards become concrete
requirements. Decisions deferred earlier now resurface under

time pressure.

Scaling and partnerships

With increasing volume and additional partners, one-off solutions
show limitations. Reusability becomes critical. The decision is no
longer whether structure is needed, but how much structure is

proportionate.

Trust and maturity

As scrutiny increases, audits, due diligence and governance
expectations become recurring. Sustainability and consistency
matter more than speed. Earlier shortcuts become visible and

often require correction.

If the pressure you are experiencing corresponds to a later phase
than expected, this usually signals that certain decisions can no

longer be postponed.

From pressure to proportionate action

When external pressure increases, many FinTechs respond

by accelerating execution. Documents are produced, tools are
evaluated and parallel initiatives are launched. While this creates

activity, it rarely restores clarity.

The underlying issue is not a lack of effort, but a misalignment of
level. In situations of rising expectations, effectiveness does not
come from doing more, but from addressing the right question

first.

When regulatory positioning remains unclear, clarification
matters more than implementation. Building structures without
a shared target picture increases rework and uncertainty rather
than confidence. When partner onboarding approaches, coheren-
ce matters more than completeness. External parties assess con-

sistency and credibility long before they assess technical depth.
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When similar questions start to recur, stability matters more than
speed. Repeating ad-hoc responses signals a structural issue, not
execution strength. And when governance expectations surface,
accountability matters more than documentation volume. These
situations are rarely technical problems; they are questions of

ownership and oversight.

Proportionate action lies between two common extremes. Pre-
mature optimization locks teams into structures before decisions
are stable, while delayed decision-making preserves ambiguity
until pressure removes choice. Both reduce optionality, albeit in

different ways.
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Decision-oriented next steps
Once pressure becomes visible, the most useful question is not

what to build, but which decision needs to be stabilized first.

In practice, FinTechs in these situations rarely benefit from broad
transformations or comprehensive programs. What helps most
are focused, time-boxed entry points aimed at restoring clarity or

readiness in a specific area before pressure escalates further.

When regulatory uncertainty begins to influence deal timelines
or partner confidence, the sensible entry point is to establish a de-
fensible requlatory positioning and target picture before further
implementation decisions are made. When partner onboarding

stalls or discussions start to drift, a structured readiness interven-

tion focused on roles, responsibilities and operating assumptions
is typically more effective than producing additional documenta-
tion. And when similar external requests begin to recur, stabili-

zing narratives, evidence and ownership enables consistency and

reuse before scaling amplifies existing friction.

The objective of these steps is not optimization or maturity for
its own sake. Itis to regain decision-making capability in the area
where external expectations are currently highest, so that sub-
sequent action, or deliberate inaction, is based on clarity rather

than urgency.

Closing perspective

If this guidance has been useful, it should change one thing in
how you approach the coming weeks. Do not start by building
structures, producing documents or launching initiatives. Instead,
pay attention to which unresolved decision repeatedly slows you
down, creates hesitation in external conversations, or forces your

team into case-by-case explanations.

That decision, not the visible problem around it, is the one that
deserves stabilization first. The most effective next step is rarely
implementation. It is making one implicit decision explicit, shared
and defensible enough to stop renegotiating it every time pressu-

re increases.

If, after reading this guidance, you are clearer about which decisi-
on that is, you have already regained room to maneuver, even if

you choose to act later.

How this connects to our Readiness Offerings
FinTechs facing the situations described in this guidance typically
benefit from focused, time-boxed readiness interventions rather

than broad transformations.

Our Readiness Offerings are designed to support exactly these
moments, by restoring clarity where regulatory positioning is
unclear, establishing coherence ahead of partner onboarding, or

stabilizing recurring responses as external expectations increase.

They are modular, outcome-oriented and deliberately scoped to
help FinTechs move forward with confidence, without over-en-

gineering structures prematurely.

This guidance has been prepared by the FinTech Services team at msg for banking. For questions or further discussion, please contact:

Emanuel Gedeon
Executive Partner

emanuel.gedeon@msg.group
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