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• Implementation following specifications, by each team SC. 
• Meeting with all the participants, presenting the executable 

programs and discussing the results. 
Each year we incorporated conclusions of previous years in 

the methodology and the instructions given to student teams. 
The professors’ supervisor role was minimal – just 

organizational stuff and observing the activity. Teams were 
supposed to be autonomous to emulate a real environment. 
They were free to use any development methodologies they 
considered fit to their expertise and the scope of the projects. 

The resulted environment, though slightly controlled and 
fully observable, was free and natural enough to emulate a real 
environment, and we can extrapolate the results to industry. 
 
4. RESULTS OF THE EXPERIMENT 
 
4.1 Observed Aspects 
Each year, we tried to observe the following aspects: 
• the ability of each team to define User Requirements, 

System Requirements and Software Requirements; 
• the methods used by teams from different countries; 
• the adequacy of easy method to nearshoring; 
• if the specification were well understood;  
• how much of the specified functional and non-functional 

requirements were actually implemented; 
• if students building the system followed the design and 

testing recommendations included in the specification; 
• how each team pair has communicated. 
We observed these aspects both direct and through 
questionnaires conducted at the end of each year. 
 
4.2 Main Issues 
As a rough summarization, the main issues observed during the 
nearshoring experiment felt into the following categories: 
• Huge technical background differences between the 

contractor and subcontractor teams, especially related to 
Analysis & Specification activities and deliverables. 

• Usage of various software development methodologies by 
the contractor and subcontractor teams. For example, 
during the 1st year of the experiment, the Dutch team acting 
as subcontractor used most of the time to build an 
incomplete version of the system, because they were used 
to the DSDM method, that doesn’t require building a 
complete product in the first iteration. 

• Inability to check the actual understanding of the 
specification – led to waste of time during implementation 
and even to implementation of wrong functionalities. 

• Communication issues 
Some of these were gradually corrected to some degree, by 

adjusting the rules each year to avoid the issues. 
Our conclusion was that, apart from advanced issues that 

experts try to handle, like advanced methodologies and tools, 
seems that a huge part of the issues in nearshoring can come 
from different technical background of the 2 involved parties. 
 
4.3 Background Differences and Nearshoring 

Different teams have different backgrounds and 
perspectives on using even standardized software development 
methods. This is even more likely when the teams are from 
different countries or from universities with different targets. 
For example, the majority of the participating students have 
got, before the project, programming and database courses, but 
only one Software Engineering course. But Dutch team have 
got initial courses in Java, UML, RDBMS and ERD, and they 
have done projects using Prince2 and DSDM. 

Cultural background seems to have minimal or no influence 
in European nearshoring. There is enough convergence in the 
various European cultures and habits to provide a solid 

foundation for any nearshoring IT project. More important in 
this case are the educational background and work habits. 

 
5. CONCLUSION 

 
Even limited as amplitude, our study was relevant enough 

to highlight deep reasons for typical offshoring/nearshoring 
issues and even to suggest ways to prevent them. 

Future research should aim at experimenting and measuring 
the effectiveness of these ideas we conclude below. 

In the offshoring/nearshoring perspective, it is important to 
exist a preliminary phase, when the two teams can present and 
discuss the methods, the documents templates and the notations 
which will be used. This is necessary because there are not 
standards that define the content and the format of the 
requirements documents, not enough formalized and spread 
software development methods. 

It is important to choose the appropriate methods, taking 
into account the specifics of the project, the specifics of the 
nearshoring and the level of specialization the teams involved. 
For example, the DSDM seems to be inappropriate in the 
nearshoring context, as we mentioned before. 

Apparently at least, classical software development 
methodologies like waterfall or the iterative and incremental 
life cycle, both supported by detailed specifications, seem to 
give better results than the more modern but complicated 
approaches (Betz & Mäkiö, 2007) – probably due to the fact 
that they are easier to understand and provide clear deliverables 
and checkpoints for both parties involved in a nearshoring. 

Strong communication between the involved teams is very 
important. Reports and daily online meetings are very useful, 
assuring the detection of misunderstandings and the possibility 
of immediate correction. In particular, is very important to 
check upfront then repeatedly if both parties have a common 
understanding of the methods and expected deliverables. 

Any company involved in the offshoring should see it also 
as a learning process. Following the above rules has proven, in 
the 3rd year of our experiment, to allow the success of most the 
proposed IT projects, which were medium-sized projects. Big 
scale projects would also benefit from this approach, of course, 
combined with more advanced tools for collaboration and 
integrated software analysis, design and testing. 
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