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Abstract 
With the recent educational reforms in Mexico (i.e. Plan Nacional de Desarrollo 2001-2006, Reforma 
Integral de la Educación Básica, 2009 and, Plan de Estudios para la Educación Básica, 2011) an 
emphasis has been made on promoting the learning of the English Language. This is due to the fact 
that English has been positioned as the language for international trades and communication as a 
result of diverse factors related to historical conditions (Fennell, 2001). In 2009, actions were taken in 
order to include English as a school subject in elementary education by officially incorporating the 
National English Program in Basic Education (NEPBE) into basic public education. Despite of the fact 
that the NEPBE is solidly grounded in theoretical aspects related to English Language Teaching (ELT), 
there are other non-academic aspects that seem to have been neglected for the successful 
implementation of the program. In light of this context, the present study explores, from a qualitative 
approach, those non-academic aspects that might hinder the implementation of this program. In order 
to have a broader understanding of the phenomenon being researched, the participants of this project 
included the insights of five NEPBE teachers, two head teachers, a school principal and, the coordinator 
of a NEPBE training program. The data collection was carried out through informal conversations, semi-
structured interviews and focus groups. The information gathered was transcribed, coded and, 
categorized in order to identify the most salient non-academic issues that negatively affect the 
implementation of the NEPBE. The results show that some of those non-academic factors are 
concerned with administrative issues, misconceptions around the nature of the NEPBE and a perceived 
reluctance to integrate the NEPBE. These findings suggest that the non-academic aspects play a crucial 
role in the implementation of the NEPBE and further research to find alternatives to solve these 
constraints is needed. 

Resumen 
Las recientes reformas educativas en México (Plan Nacional de Desarrollo 2001-2006, Reforma Integral 
de la Educación Básica, 2009 y el Plan de Estudios para la Educación Básica, 2011) han puesto mayor 
énfasis en promover el aprendizaje del idioma inglés. Esto se debe al hecho que el idioma inglés se ha 
posicionado como el idioma del comercio y la comunicación como resultado de diversos factores 
históricos (Fennell, 2001). En el año 2009, el Programa Nacional de Inglés en Educación Básica (PNIEB) 
fue oficialmente incorporado a la Educación Pública básica; como resultado, el idioma inglés fue 
incorporado como una materia más a la educación pre escolar y primaria. Sin embargo, a pesar que el 
PNIEB se encuentra sólidamente fundamentado en aspectos relacionados con la enseñanza del idioma 
inglés, existen aspectos no académicos que, al parecer, fueron pasados por alto para una implementación 
exitosa del programa. En este contexto, esta investigación explora, desde un enfoque cualitativo, aquellos 
aspectos no académicos que pueden poner en riesgo la implementación del PNIEB. Así mismo, con el 
propósito de obtener un mejor panorama del fenómeno bajo investigación, las opiniones de cinco profesores 
del PNIEB, dos maestros titulares, un director de escuela y un coordinador de programa de capacitación 
fueron incluidas. La recopilación de datos se llevó a cabo por medio de conversaciones casuales, entrevistas 
semi estructuradas y grupos de enfoque. Los datos fueron transcritos, codificados y categorizados para 
identificar los aspectos no académicos más relevantes que afectan, de manera negativa, la implementación 
del PNIEB. Los resultados muestran que los aspectos no académicos están relacionados con problemas 
administrativos, ideas erróneas respecto a la naturaleza del programa y rechazo hacia la integración del 
PNIEB. Los hallazgos sugieren que los aspectos no académicos juegan un rol crucial en la implementación 
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del PNIEB y, por lo tanto, es necesario seguir esta línea de investigación a fin de encontrar alternativas que 
puedan dar solución estos aspectos inherentes a la implementación del PNIEB.  

The implementation of the NEPBE: Including English as a subject in Mexico in 
elementary education  
Including English as a subject in elementary education is a common practice among countries 
around the world. Governments in Costa Rica, Thailand and Italy have taken actions to 
implement English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in elementary levels (Nunan, 1999). In 
Mexico, English has been a compulsory subject in public secondary schools for over thirty 
years. In 2009, the Secretaría de Educación Pública (National Ministry of Public Education) 
started the National English Program in Basic Education (NEPBE) to include EFL in primary 
education. At its pilot stage, this program provided EFL instruction from third grade in 
preschools to sixth grade in primary school. The first Federal Entities in integrating this 
program were: Aguascalientes, Coahuila, Durango, Nuevo León, Sinaloa, Sonora, and 
Tamaulipas. Nowadays, the program has expanded along the country and the interest in 
exploring the situation of the program has generated extensive research. In Ramírez, 
Pamplón, and Cota (2012) national research, which included 11 states, found that the areas 
in which work was needed for the proper implementation of the NEPBE was in the curriculum, 
the teachers (characteristics, current labor situation, and profile), the teaching /evaluation 
practices, and the resources and materials. Their study brings to light the complexity of the 
situation throughout the country. The present work reports the findings of a small scale 
qualitative research in the state of Puebla.  The report includes a brief review of the literature 
related to the rational for the implementation of the NEPBE and the requirements for a 
successful implementation. The methodology used for the research and the findings are 
presented followed by a discussion of the implications of the results. 

The rationale for the NEPBE 
There are several reasons to support the initiative to implement the NEPBE. One of them is 
the shared perception that the earlier EFL instruction is provided, the greater the benefits 
(Krashen, Long, & Scarcella, 1979). In terms of pronunciation, for example, there is evidence 
that learners pronounce more accurately when instruction begins at an early age (Flege, 
1999; Harley, 1986; Harley & Wang, 1997; Scovel, 1988). Another reason is the belief that 
an early start may foster a positive attitude and cultural awareness about the language being 
learned by the young learners. To this respect, Pinter (2006, p. 38) points out that “the 
second main aim [of an early implementation] is related to the need to make English an 
attractive school subject to children so as to foster their motivation…”. As a third argument, 
there is evidence that children develop cognitive and meta linguistic skills, which help them in 
other areas of their First Language (L1) education (Armstrong & Rogers, 1997). Finally, 
Nunan (1999) also claims that early EFL instruction brings benefits in terms of further 
professional development and economic growth not only at the individual level but also to the 
nation. All in all, the advantages of implementing an English program for young learners are 
numerous. Yet, many prior considerations need to be taken in order to maximize the chances 
of a successful implementation.  

Requirements for a successful implementation 
Extensive research has been carried out in relation to the implementation process of 
innovations in English Language Education (ELE) (Clark, 1987; De Lano, Riley & Crookes, 
1994; Markee, 1992; Markee, 1997, Rogers, 2003; Waters & Vilches 2001; Waters & Vilches, 
2008). The concept of innovation implies change (Wedell, 2009 cited in Waters, 2009). This 
change is, first of all, seen as potentially beneficial and emerges from the dissatisfaction with 
the current situation (Kennedy, 1988 cited in Waters, 2009).  

The motivation for the promoting of innovation may be political, economic or bureaucratic 
(Cooper 1989, as cited in Waters, 2009). However, regardless of what the motivations are, 
the implementation of an innovation in ELE requires several aspects to be considered. The 
aspects that are considered may be divided into two broad categories. On the one hand, at 
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the classroom level (micro), the pertinence of the program in accordance with the learners’ 
characteristics and the teachers profile are of paramount importance. In the case of the 
NEPBE at this micro level, it is important to highlight that “young learners tend to have short 
attention spans, […] a lot of energy, […] are very much linked to their surroundings, and are 
more tangible” (Shin, 2006, p. 3). Because of these and other characteristics of children, 
working with them is a highly demanding task. Therefore, teachers need to “…re-think their 
approach when teaching children” (Read 1998, p. 8) and it is also necessary for language 
teachers “[…] to be knowledgeable about second language acquisition, especially in children, 
and about appropriate second language teaching strategies and practices” (Curtain & 
Dahlberg, 2000, p. 2). In this line of argumentation, the planning of the program and the 
teachers profile may, or may not, contribute to the success of the NEPBE.  

On the other hand, the broader socio-economic and political (macro) circumstances have an 
impact on the implementation of a program as well. The pertinence of the ELE program in 
relation to the current curriculum and the support from the government, the educational 
authorities and the community are determinant for its success. To this respect, Pinter (2006) 
states, “…local governments and authorities need to consider issues such as the 
characteristics of their educational system, […] how far the primary curriculum can be 
integrated with English, and how much they can afford to spend on teacher education […]” 
(p.42). In the case of the NEPBE, its implementation is shaped by the current educational 
circumstances, determined by the National Ministry of Public Education, and the budget 
assigned (by the government) for the project. The lack of congruency between the 
expectations of the implementation and these conditions results in detriment of the 
implementation.  

Finally, Shin (2006) suggests “it is […] important for those in the [Teaching English to Young 
Learners] TEYL profession to stay connected with each other and with the local community 
[…]” (p. 13). In other words, not only teachers need to be in constant communication but the 
community must also do its part. To this regard, there is also evidence that the community 
may also affect the implementation of a program.  Parents, for example, play an important 
role in the acceptance of the program as well (Christensen & Cleary, 1990; Hara & Burke, 
1998; Loucks, 1992). 

In sum, Nunan (1999) suggests that ELE programs “need to be carefully planned, adequately 
supported and resourced, and closely monitored and evaluated” (p. 3). The program and the 
current curriculum circumstances, the teachers profile, the students’ characteristics, the 
government, and the community support are all important. In all the process of the 
implementation it is important to maintain a constant interrelation among those involved. In 
other words, it is important to involve the school administrators, principals, parents and other 
teachers in order to facilitate the implementation of the NEPBE. 

Methodology 
The methodology used for this research is qualitative in nature. Nine participants playing 
different roles in the implementation of the NEPBE were part of the study. The data gathering 
was done through open-ended interviews and a focus group. In the case of the individual 
interviews, the participants were a principal at a rural school, two head teachers from two 
different rural schools, and the coordinator of a training program for NEPBE teachers. The use 
of semi-structured interviews allows the researcher and participants to explore topics that are 
important or relevant for the interviewees and the researcher. In this sense, the data is richer 
than if the interview is limited to the researcher’s preconceptions (Richards, 2005; Hancock, 
2002; Arthur and Nazroo, 2003).  

The participants of the focus group were five female teachers whose ages ranged from 21 to 
27. By the time the focus group was carried out all of the participants had worked for the 
NEPBE, in different institutions, for at least one year. Four of them had been working at 
elementary level and the other in pre-school level. According to Kitzinger (as cited in 
Krzyzanowski, 2008, p. 162), focus groups enable the researcher to “explore a specific set of 
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issues such as people’s views and experiences.” In addition, focus groups offer the advantage 
that participants may feel more confident when giving their opinions (Krzyzanowski, 2008). 
The table below (fig. 1) shows the organization of the participants: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 Participants and data gathering 

The interviews and the focus groups were recorded with the prior consent of the participants. 
For the analysis, the data was transcribed, coded and, categorized. The process was 
systematized to find general categories and subcategories (Richards, 2005; Dey, 1993). 
Coding was done by assigning general labels to the information provided by the participants 
to generate general categories. These categories were then grouped into subcategories. In 
the cases where no more than three mentions were present, the categories were eliminated. 
In general the process was done in a zigzag fashion by going back and forth from the data to 
the categories (Creswell, 1998) and then being peer reviewed by both authors of the present 
research to validate the categories.  

Findings 
The non-academic aspects that affect the implementation of the NEPBE found were 
categorized into three main sections: Administrative issues, Misconceptions, and Reluctance 
to integrate the NEPBE. This section describes those aspects.  

Administrative issues 

Based on the data gathered from the interviews and the focus group, the participants 
identified several administrative factors that seem to impede a successful implementation of 
the NEPBE in their contexts. Participants found similar results to those of Ramírez, Pamplón, 
and Cota (2012), in this study the most salient factors that emerged from the analysis which 
constrain the implementation of the NEPBE in Puebla are the lack of payment, the lack of 
proper conditions in terms of the facilities, resources and, equipment, and the lack of prior 
specialization in the field of TEYL. 

Payment 

At this point it is important to mention that, since NEPBE still remains at its pilot stage, 
payment in the state of Puebla has been unstable. The Coordinator of the NEPBE training 
program commented that this is due to the fact that the program is in the pilot stage and that 
the NEPBE teachers were not hired directly by the National Ministry of Public Education in the 
state of Puebla. Therefore, although many EFL teachers joined the program with very high 
expectations to, one day, become public education teachers and get all the payment and 
health care benefits of an official teacher, this has not been the case. As a result, many 
NEPBE teachers have developed mixed feelings towards the program that seem to have 
affected their commitment to the program. During the focus group, teachers expressed their 
concern about payment arguing that they were only paid six months after they had started 
working. Teachers also complained that they were told that they would be paid in December 
but were not paid until July. They also commented that in some occasions they did not afford 

 
Focus Group 

 

 
Semi-structured interviews 

Position Number of 
Participants 

Position Number of 
Participants 

NEPBE teachers working at 
primary level 

 
4 

 
Principal of a rural institution 

 
1 

NEPBE teacher working at 
pre-school 

 
1 

 
Head teacher 
 

 
2 

   
Coordinator of a NEPBE 
training program 

 
1 
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(as they had not been paid) to commute from their homes to they workplaces. One of the 
NEPBE teachers expressed her feelings of disappointment, as she did not have the money to 
pay the rent as seen in the extract below:  

NEPBE Teacher 1 
  
yo rento… aparte tenia que 
pagar la renta… ¡y que no te 
pagaran!… si, si se pierde el 
encanto 
 

 
I pay rent… I had to pay the 
rent…and not being 
paid!...yes, yes it is 
disappointing 

Although it cannot be argued that salary is the only factor that could determine the success 
or failure of a program, the results indicate that the irregularity in which NEPBE teachers have 
been paid has a negative impact on teachers’ commitment towards the program. This also 
implies that the recommended conditions for the implementation of an ELE program 
suggested by Clark, 1987; De Lano, Riley & Crookes, 1994; Markee, 1992; Markee, 1997, 
Rogers, 2003; Waters & Vilches 2001; Waters & Vilches, 2008 have been, at least partially 
disregarded, from the perspective of the participants of the study.  

Working conditions (resources, equipment, and facilities) 

As has been explained before, the implementation of EFL program needs to be well planned 
and resourced from an early stage (Nunan, 1999). This means that proper working conditions 
need to be assured. For example, adequate facilities, resources, and equipment are crucial for 
the success of the program. However, the NEPBE teachers have still had to face issues 
related to this topic. In some instances NEPBE teachers found large groups in small 
classrooms. Teachers also mentioned that they had to pay for the materials they wanted to 
use in their classes. Materials such as flashcards, posters, and handouts had to be purchased 
by the teachers. In some cases, they report that they had to take their own tape recorders to 
their classrooms because the institution did not provide one for them. These results show that 
the case in Puebla is similar to those cases researched in Ramírez, Pamplón, and Cota (2012) 
in regards to issues with materials and facilities. 

Prior Specialization in the field of TEYL 

Another factor related to administrative aspects is the selection and training of teachers for 
the implementation of the NEPBE. As previously stated, one of the requirements for success 
is the role of the teachers (Nunan, 1999; Pinter, 2006) and their need to be capable and 
specialized in the field of TEYL (Curtain & Dahlberg, 2000; Read, 1998; Shin, 2006). In the 
case of Puebla, all of the teachers selected held a BA in ELT. However, it seems that, at least, 
the participants of the focus group needed more training and specialization in TEYL, more 
specifically more training in classroom management. Those teachers expressed that they 
struggled to manage large groups as can be seen in the following extract 

NEPBE Teacher 4 
 
En mi caso… el principal problema 
fue el manejo del grupo porque 
tengo grupos grandes y de 
diferentes edades; de primero a 
sexto. Entonces es muy… diferente 
controlar a grupos de primero a 
grupos de sexto… y eso a mí se me 
complicó más.  
 

 
In my case... the main problem was 
classroom management because I 
have large groups from different 
ages, from first through sixth grade. 
It is different managing groups from 
first and groups from sixth… and 
that was hard for me. 

This suggests that holding the BA in ELT may not be sufficient and more teacher training 
actions and programs are needed for the success of the NEPBE as suggested by Pinter 
(2006).  



MEXTESOL Journal, Vol. 37, No. 3, 2013    
 

 

6 

6 

Misconceptions 

In addition to the non-academic administrative factors that affect the implementation of the 
NEPBE, non-academic factors related to misconceptions, from head teachers, school 
principals, and administrators about the program seem to have also had a negative impact on 
its implementation. Two major misconceptions that emerged from the analysis included 
misconceptions about the nature of the NEPBE and the perception that ELT as a waste of 
time. These categories will be discussed in the following subsections.  

Nature of the NEPBE 

Making English fun and accessible is one of the guiding principles of the NEPBE (National 
English Program in Basic Edication, 2010). As a result of immersion in training programs, 
many NEPBE teachers have incorporated such principles into their teaching. However, this 
practice is not always regarded as a positive characteristic by the traditional model of 
education. Yet NEPBE teachers have the feeling that traditional teachers and institutions view 
the inclusion of ludic activities in English classes as an undesirable practice. The following 
excerpt shows an example of this issue. 

NEPBE Teacher 3 
 
[…] muchas veces creen (los 
colegas) que porque nosotros 
llegamos y damos nuestras clases 
con dinámicas y con juegos y 
hacemos las cosas diferentes […] 
que ya es puro relajo con nosotros, 
o sea, creen que […] solo juegan o 
es pura fiesta 
 

 
[…] many times they believe 
(colleagues) that because we come 
and give our classes with games in a 
dynamic classroom and do things 
differently […] they think it is all a 
mess with us, I mean, they believe 
that [...] the kids just play or that it 
is just a party. 

As can be observed, there seems to be a misconception regarding the approach that NEPBE 
teachers have adopted to familiarize students with English. NEPBE teachers report that some 
school principals and head teachers seem to discredit the use of ludic activities within their 
classrooms and schools. Moreover, the English class seems to be regarded as a time for 
students to play and head teachers to relax as reported by the participants of the focus 
group.  

EFL instruction as a waste of time 

Another salient misconception that affects the implementation of the NEPBE is the idea that 
EFL instruction, at an early age, not only distracts students from “important” classes (i.e. 
Math, Science, and Spanish) but that it is also a waste of time. Contrary to what the evidence 
suggests (Armstrong & Rogers, 1997; Flege, 1999; Harley, 1986; Harley & Wang, 1997; 
Nunan, 1999; Pinter, 2006; Scovel, 1988), NEPBE teachers reported that head teachers 
perceived the inclusion of the NEPBE as a waste of time. This is illustrated in the extract 
below: 

NEPBE teacher 1 
 
[…] hubo el caso de una de mis 
compañeras que me dijo que […] no 
estaba dando ningún fruto mi trabajo, 
[…] que los niños no estaban 
aprendiendo nada, y que se les hacía que 
realmente el tiempo que “perdían” ellos 
conmigo […] lo podían utilizar para cubrir 
su programa de español […] y yo les 
estaba quitando mucho […] tiempo. 

 
[…] there was the case of one of my 
colleagues who told me that […] my job 
was not giving any results, […] that my 
students were not learning anything, 
and that they felt that the time they 
wasted with me […] could be used to 
cover their Spanish programs […] and I 
was using up much […] of their time 



MEXTESOL Journal, Vol. 37, No. 3, 2013    
 

 

7 

7 

The misconception that teaching English to young learners distracts students from the 
important content areas among head teachers is not the only problem. The NEPBE program 
also generates a tense environment for head teachers since including extra activities requires 
head teachers to reorganize their activities in order to cover their programs. The extract 
below shows this tension.  

Head teacher 2 
 
[…] nosotros llevamos una 
organización dentro del salón de 
clases […] una planeación, […]si hay 
[…] un aumento más de 
actividades[…] a nosotros nos está 
generando ese descontrol de 
actividades  
 

 
[…] we have organization 
inside the classroom […], a 
planning, […] if there is an 
increase in activities […] it 
disorganizes our activities 

This shows that for head teachers the NEPBE represents inconveniences since they have to 
make changes in their planning to cover their programs. Although this may suggest a lack of 
congruency between the current curriculum and the inclusion of the NEPBE, which as 
discussed before is of paramount importance (Pinter, 2006), further research is needed to 
explore the reasons for this constrain.  

In sum, these misconceptions bring to light the need to take into account the suggestions of 
the implementation requirements (Waters & Vilches 2001; Waters & Vilches, 2008; Waters, 
20009) in order to find alternatives to disseminate the purpose and nature of the NEPBE 
among those involved in the process. Being connected (Shin, 2006), may contribute to 
overcome this issue and facilitate the inclusion of English in elementary education. 

Reluctance to integrate the NEPBE 

The last category that was found in the analysis is what we called reluctance to integrate the 
NEPBE. In general, it was found that to some extent, there is a rejection to implement the 
NEPBE on the part of principals, parents, and head teachers.  

Despite of the fact that they hold official letters of introduction into the school they were 
assigned to collaborate with, NEPBE teachers have had to negotiate being accepted. In the 
analysis of the focus group it was found that one of the school principals directly expressed 
his rejection to the program and to one of the NEPBE teachers. The following excerpt shows 
this issue. 

NEPBE teacher 2 
  
Entonces él [el director] dijo: “es 
que yo la verdad, no quiero este 
programa en mi escuela. Yo ya no 
quiero el programa este año que 
viene y la verdad para serles 
honestos tampoco las quiero a 
ustedes [profesoras NEPBE] acá” 
 

 
So, he [the school principal] said: 
“the truth is that I don’t want this 
program in my school. I don’t want 
this program this coming year and 
to be honest I don’t want you 
[NEPBE teachers] here” 

In the same way, the principal of the rural school commented during the interview that 
parents perceive the inclusion of English as a waste of time as parents do not see the 
usefulness if their children are not going to travel abroad. The extract below illustrates this 
issue. 
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School principal 
 
[…] el rechazo de los padres de 
familia porque [dicen] ¿para qué 
lo vas a estudiar? ¿Porque lo vas 
aprender sino te vas a ir al 
extranjero? 
 

 
[…] rejection from parents is 
because [they say] why are you 
going to study English? Why are 
you going to learn English if you 
are not going abroad? 

 

As noted in this extract, parents’ perceptions towards the NEPBE may influence the 
implementation of the NEPBE. To this respect, parental involvement (Christensen & Cleary, 
1990; Hara & Burke, 1998; Loucks, 1992) may be an alternative to be taken into account to 
ease the acceptance of the NEPBE. 

The last factor that seems to have a negative impact on the implementation of the program is 
the perception that head teachers have about the NEPBE teachers in terms of academic 
background. As it was mentioned before, one of the requirements to become a NEPBE teacher 
was to hold a BA in ELT. In Puebla, there are two possibilities to obtain a BA in ELT, public 
and private universities and the normal superior (teacher training school). This distinction 
seems to have an impact on the acceptance of those NEPBE teachers who obtained their 
degree from a university. This might be due to the fact that all the head teachers studied at 
the normal (teacher training). In this regard, one of the NEPBE teachers commented the 
following:  

NEPBE teacher 1 
 
[los profesores frente a grupo] 
siempre recalcaban mucho que 
los que venían de la Normal 
tenían […] todas las ideas de 
competencias y nosotros 
[profesores universitarios] no  
 

 
[head teachers] always made the 
distinction that those who came 
from Normal (teacher training) 
had […] all the ideas and 
competencies and we [university 
teachers] did not 

This distinction between the two groups was not only perceived by NEPBE teachers; while 
interviewing one of the head teachers it was revealed that some colleagues (other head 
teachers) made comments such as: 

Head teacher 1 
 
[…] soy mejor maestro, ¿qué va a 
venir un jovencito de la universidad 
a venirme a mí a enseñar?) 
 

 
“I am a better teacher, how can a 
young guy from the university come to 
teach me how to teach? 
 

As can be observed, the extract shows the use of young guy from the university to make the 
distinction between the NEPBE teachers and the head teachers coming from Normales 
(teacher training). This tension between head and NEPBE teachers is a potential drawback for 
the implementation of the program. The same head teacher acknowledges this as she 
commented that head teachers may open or close the doors for NEPBE teachers as noted in 
the extract below: 

  



MEXTESOL Journal, Vol. 37, No. 3, 2013    
 

 

9 

9 

 

Head teacher 1 
 
Entonces mucho depende del 
maestro [frente a grupo] para 
lograrse a favor de implementar 
este programa o el bloquearlo 
porque, o una de dos, o le abrimos 
las puertas, o se las cerramos de 
frente. 
 

 
It very much depends on the [head] 
teacher, to be in favor and implement 
this program or block it because we can 
either open the doors or we close them 

The excerpts above presented show how difficult it could be to gain entry into the school for 
NEPBE teachers. The role of the administrative staff (principals), parents, and head teachers, 
as suggested above (Shin, 2006), seems to be extremely important for the implementation of 
the NEPBE. The difficulty to become accepted does not necessarily have to do with the 
teachers’ professionalism or the unofficial status of the program. On the contrary, it seems to 
be caused by other reasons that need to be further explored in more detail. 

Discussion 
Although the entire programs for each grade and cycle, manuals, guidelines, and materials 
have been professionally developed, there is a very serious issue concerning the actual 
implementation of the program. The administrative issues, misconceptions and the sense of 
rejection reported in this study result in the detriment of a successful implementation of the 
NEPBE.  

In regards to the administrative issues, payment and working conditions, it is necessary that 
local and national authorities take actions to provide as much as possible the proper elements 
for NEPBE teachers to bring the program into the actual classrooms. It is also necessary to 
find alternatives to provide specialization and training in the TEYL area since, historically, EFL 
had only been taught in the secondary level and there is not a Teaching English as a Foreign 
Language (TEFL) University or Normal (teacher training) school B.A. programs that respond 
to the need to form EFL teachers for primary education 

In relation to the misconceptions and the sense of reluctance to integrate the NEPBE, the 
models of the implementation aforementioned suggest the dissemination of the information 
about the grounds, purpose and expectations of implementation. In this case, it is suggested 
that national and state coordinators, NEPBE teachers, head teachers, school administrators, 
and parents be informed about the multiplicity of factors that can positively and negatively 
affect the success of the program at a national and local levels in order to facilitate the 
process and diminish the tension among parents, teachers, principals, and the community in 
general. Although these elements might not seem relevant, as they are not intrinsically 
academic, numerous resources, time, and energy could be lost as a result of non-academic 
administrative issues and misconceptions about the program. 

The present research sheds light into the possible constraints for the implementation of the 
NEPBE in the state of Puebla but further research is needed in order to include a broader 
population and other participants, i.e. parents and those in charge of the evaluation of the 
NEPBE in the state. It is also necessary to corroborate whether other NEPBE teachers share 
the views of those that were interviewed or if they are just isolated cases.  

Finally, despite the fact that the present research brings to light the areas for growth in terms 
of the implementation of the NEPBE, it is worth mentioning that we are aware of the fact that 
considerable progress has been attained in the inclusion of English in basic education not only 
in the state of Puebla but at a national level. The efforts of authorities and teachers is 
acknowledged and encouraged in order to make this endeavor more successful in the near 
future.   
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