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Context

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) and the associated European Language Portfolio (ELP) are tools that have been developed within the language-learning community, through the structures of the Council of Europe, as part of a broad language education policy aimed at enhancing plurilingualism in Europe by promoting, inter alia, pluricultural competence, learner autonomy and lifelong language learning. The basic approach and underlying terminological definitions of CEFR derive from work done under the Council from 1975 to 1990. The scales of descriptors that characterise CEFR were drawn up under the aegis of the Council, on the basis of the results of a Swiss National Science Research Council project (1993-96), following decisions taken at a symposium in Rüschlikon in 1991. CEFR was adopted during the European Year of Languages in 2001, when the European Language Portfolio (ELP) was also introduced.

Europass is an EU initiative which aims to help people make their skills and qualifications clearly and easily understood in Europe, thus facilitating the mobility of both learners and workers.  Europass consists of a portfolio of five documents designed to help people chronicle their skills and competences in a coherent manner, whether they are planning to undertake an education or training programme, look for a job, or get experience abroad.  The Europass documents comprise Europass Curriculum Vitae (CV), Europass Language Passport, Europass Mobility, Europass Certificate Supplement and 

 HYPERLINK "http://www.europass.ie/europass/WhatisEuropass/DiplomaSupplement/" Europass Diploma Supplement. The Europass Language Passport is closely based on the European Language Portfolio.

The National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ) was introduced in 2003 as the key element in a broad reform of the system of qualifications in Ireland, arising out of the 1999 Qualifications (Education and Training) Act. It is the single structure through which Irish qualifications can be defined and compared.

The European Qualifications Framework (EQF) is not yet established at time of writing: a proposal for a Recommendation on its establishment is with the European Parliament. However, the projected structure of EQF is clear: it is to be a meta-framework, through which various national qualifications systems can inter-relate.

The object of this paper is to make a preliminary analysis of these three frameworks, CEFR, NFQ and EQF, comparing and contrasting them and identifying whether it is feasible to develop any correspondence between the language framework and the qualifications frameworks, particularly the NFQ. 

General Comparison of CEFR, NFQ and EQF

CEFR, NFQ  and EQF are all ‘frameworks’, structures designed to enable users to compare aspects of learning. It will be seen that the three frameworks share core concepts: they are all based on the approach of identifying learning outcomes, described in terms of knowledge, skill and competence. It will also be seen that there are fundamental differences in the purposes for which these three frameworks were designed: CEFR is essentially a set of descriptive devices, whereas NFQ is a definitive structure and EQF is a translation device.

Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR)

CEFR is a set of descriptive devices designed to assist language professionals in identifying learners’ proficiencies in aspects of language use and in planning and evaluating language learning and teaching activities. The primary users of CEFR are policy and decision-makers in the area of language learning provision, curriculum developers, testing agencies and examination boards, textbook authors and teacher-trainers. Based on the CEFR, the European Language Portfolio (ELP) is a tool for learners, enabling them to plan and manage their own learning of language. 

The CEFR levels are in reality a three-stage scale of proficiency in language use, from Basic (A) via Independent (B) to Proficient (C). At each of these stages two finer levels of differentiation are made, so that the full reference scale runs A1, A2, B1, B2, C1, C2. This variety in dimensions of description offers different possibilities for use to various user-groups of CEFR. The multi-dimensional nature of CEFR is further reflected in the range of sets of descriptors available, so that the common reference points are presented in different ways for different purposes. A generalised global scale is designed to communicate the system to non-specialist users or to users outside of the language community. More than thirty illustrative scales are summarised in the so-called self-assessment grid (which is the basis for self-assessment in the ELP) and a grid of descriptors setting out qualitative aspects of spoken language use. All CEFR level descriptors are completely field-specific to language learning.

CEFR is primarily a tool for use during / within the teaching and learning process, and particularly in curriculum and assessment development. It has a secondary function as a means of identifying language learning outcomes for certification or for presentation as part of a personal record of achievement. 

National Framework of Qualifications (NFQ)

The NFQ is a framework of qualifications. It is the single structure in the Irish education and training system through which learning achievements are measured and related to one another; it defines the relationship between all education and training awards. The ten NFQ levels are defined by ‘indicator’ statements set out in terms of expected learning outcomes. At each level, generic award-type descriptors are set out. Both the level indicators and the award-type descriptors are field-neutral.  

The primary users of the NFQ are a defined set of ‘awarding bodies’ which, in turn, define the standards for awards which are then used by education and training providers in programme design. The NFQ indicators / descriptors are therefore not intended for direct use by teachers, trainers or learners. They define expected outcomes to be achieved as the end result of a learning process and their generic and field-neutral features render them of little direct practical use within the learning process.   

European Qualifications Framework (EQF)

The European Qualifications Framework, as proposed following its initial development, is a meta-framework. As such, it is intended to function as an interchange or translation device enabling qualifications systems in different countries to relate their various systems to a set of common reference points. In some ways EQF resembles a national qualifications system: it is focused on qualifications (i.e. on the outcomes of learning rather than on the learning process); its descriptors refer to outcomes across the full span of knowledge, skill and competence and are field-neutral. It has other features in common with CEFR: it sets out to provide a common reference rather than to define what sorts of qualifications there should be at any level.

Relating CEFR to qualifications frameworks

The key questions that arise here are why? and how? 

Addressing the issue of why we should try to relate the CEFR levels to qualifications frameworks levels, it has to be acknowledged that many of those who were involved in the development and implementation of CEFR see no good reason to do this and many reasons for avoiding the establishment of any such relationship. Their rationale includes points such as

· CEFR is not a qualifications framework

· CEFR is primarily a tool to be used within the teaching / learning and curriculum development processes (analogous to formative assessment tools) and only secondarily to describe final outcomes

· CEFR is descriptive rather than definitive. Setting CEFR levels against qualifications framework levels sets them as fixed targets, whereas they should be a flexible set of reference points that together can describe the various aspects of a learner’s attainment profile in language learning.

· The issue of the varying levels of language attainment associated with awards of the same type and at the same level: for example

· The Honours Bachelor Degree award-type at level 8 (NFQ) incorporates many named awards that include outcomes in the learning of French. These awards range from ‘pure’ French language, to Language and Literature, Business Studies and French, European Studies, Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Law and French, Computer Science – Linguistics and French, and many more. These language learning outcomes appear to vary widely in their emphasis on spoken or written skills, receptive or communicative skills, and indeed in the global level of language attainment involved: French is only a minor component in the profile of some of these awards, whereas in other awards  French forms a very high proportion of the outcomes required. It would be misleading to ascribe one CEFR level to all award-holders at Level 8 with French as a subject.

It is clear that the crucial difference between the NFQ and the CEFR is that the former describes what people can do, whereas the latter describes what people can do in languages other than their first language. On the other hand, by linking the NQF and the CEFR it may be possible to establish that someone who can perform a task specified for a given NQF level needs the corresponding CEFR level in order to perform the same task in a second/ foreign language. The close correspondence between the basic concepts underpinning CEFR and the qualifications frameworks suggests that these constructs are in fact more similar than the proponents of stand-alone CEFR suggest: all three frameworks analyse learning outcomes on the basis of categorisations of knowledge, skill and competence, as illustrated in Table 1

Table 1

	CEFR
	NFQ
	EQF

	Knowledge
	Knowledge – kind
	Knowledge

	
	Knowledge - Breadth
	

	
	
	

	Skills and know-how
	Know-how and Skill - range
	Skills

	
	Know-how and Skill - selectivity
	

	
	
	

	
	Competence – context
	Competence

	
	Competence - role
	

	Ability to learn
	Competence – learning to learn
	

	Existential competence
	Competence - insight
	


Table 2

Categorisations of knowledge, skill and competence in CEFR, NFQ and EQF

The correspondence between CEFR strands of learning outcomes and those of the NFQ is not coincidental: CEFR informed the development of the NFQ and was referred to in the development of the level indicators. As with the NFQ it is quite a difficult task to go from the account of generic substrands to the detailed level descriptors in the CEFR.

CEFR originated before the introduction of qualifications frameworks, but the new way of looking at the outcomes of learning promoted by the qualifications frameworks has changed the environment so that it now becomes necessary to incorporate all strands of learning, and all fields of learning into the more global qualifications constructs. In this scenario, field-specific frameworks need to be aligned with global qualifications frameworks or they risk becoming anachronistic.

Language learning has identifiable outcomes and CEFR is capable of both describing these and providing a basis for defining the outcomes required for a qualification.

There is valid commentary on the issue of the varying levels of language attainment associated with awards of the same type and at the same level in the NFQ, particularly in the case of major awards reflecting extensive sets of learning outcomes. However, it is also notable that very many minor and special purpose awards are made at most levels in the NFQ and a proportion of these awards are highly language-focused. In the case of these awards it should be possible to use an established correspondence to assign level within the framework to awards specifically directed at language competence.  

CEFR has already been incorporated into Europass in the form of the Europass Language Passport.  It is now policy to encourage members of the public in Ireland to use Europass to chronicle their skills and competences. All Europass documents should refer to national recognition structures (in the case of Ireland, to the NFQ levels) and in the future will have to refer to EQF levels. It makes sense, in this context, to establish a cross-reference between Framework award-types and the CEFR levels to assist users in describing their language attainment.

Taking all of these issues from both perspectives into account, it is considered to be appropriate to examine how a relationship can be established between CEFR levels and qualifications frameworks levels. Several possible approaches present:

· It may be possible to identify a correspondence between CEFR level descriptors and level indicators in NFQ

· It may be possible to identify a correspondence between CEFR level descriptors and EQF level descriptors

· It may be possible to identify correspondences between certain CEFR level descriptors and certain known award-types in the Irish system.

In the following sections, each of these possible approaches is explored. In all instances, the set of CEFR descriptors used is the global scale, which is the simplest set of descriptors: the others sets of descriptors provided in CEFR are more field-specific.

CEFR levels and NFQ levels

The table in Appendix 1 sets the CEFR Global Scale descriptors alongside the closest-matching substrands from the NFQ level indicators. The substrands selected are Knowledge – kind, Know-how and skill – range and Know-how and skill – selectivity. Although the CEFR blueprint lists competence strands in its learning outcomes analysis (as ‘learning to learn’ and ‘existential competence’) there are no elements in the Global Scale descriptors that relate well to any of the competence substrands in the NFQ indicators.  It is not surprising to find that the correspondence is mainly confined to the skills substrands of the NFQ, as the CEFR is essentially a framework of language proficiency. Most qualifications in the NFQ would require outcomes in addition to skills from the learner (e.g. knowledge about French literature, or about history of the language).

The elements in the CEFR scale are deconstructed into separate statements to aid comparison. Expert opinion (see below, ‘CEFR levels and key Irish award-types’) about languages and about key awards in the NFQ suggested that the most likely correspondences would be found at NFQ level 3 (A1), NFQ level 5 (B1) and NFQ level 8 (C1). The two sets of levels were aligned accordingly and the statements analysed for correspondences. Coloured highlights are used at each level to illustrate statements in the two sets that correspond. 

The analysis shows a reasonably good correspondence at several points between the two scales. The initial hypothesis about NFQ level 3 (A1), NFQ level 5 (B1) and NFQ level 8 (C1) is confirmed in strong alignment of CEFR statements to each of the three NFQ substrands. A convincing alignment is also discernible between NFQ level 6 and the B2 statements in CEFR. The NFQ level 4 to CEFR A2 alignment shows a limited but acceptable correspondence. The other levels align less well, with particularly weak correspondence at NFQ level 9: this is strongly research-oriented, whereas the CEFR descriptor for C2 is focused on advanced language proficiency (although this proficiency is defined in terms that match the needs of a researcher working through a second/foreign language). A matter of particular note is that CEFR C1 aligns well to NFQ level 8, and neither this nor any other CEFR descriptor aligns well with NFQ level 7. Based on this analysis an alignment of the NFQ and CEFR levels can be proposed as

Table 2

	NFQ
	CEFR

	9
	C2

	8
	C1

	6
	B2

	5
	B1

	4
	A2

	3
	A1


Table 2

CEFR Levels and NFQ Levels

CEFR levels and EQF levels 

While the real objective of this paper is to establish whether there is a valid correspondence between the CEFR levels and the NFQ levels, there is a value in also examining the relationship between CEFR and the putative EQF descriptors: both of these frameworks are European reference devices and there is prima facie similarity between the very general, global nature of the EQF descriptors and the CEFR Global Scale. If there is a correspondence between the levels in the two European frameworks this could support any assertion of alignment with the NFQ, as there is considerable understanding of the way the EQF and NFQ descriptors match and differ. 

In preparation for the alignment exercise, the descriptors in both frameworks were deconstructed into separate statements. The table in Appendix 2 sets out the two deconstructed sets of descriptors.

The process of aligning EQF and CEFR began by taking the CEFR A1 descriptor and trying it against the EQF descriptors, beginning with level 1. It is then clearly evident that there is a strong correspondence between CEFR A1 and EQF level 2. Aligning the two frameworks upwards from these two bases, it is seen that it is possible to demonstrate at least some correspondence between each of the CEFR descriptors and an aligned EQF descriptor. Coloured highlights are used at each level to illustrate statements in the two sets that correspond. The strongest relationships emerge between EQF 2 and A1, between EQF 6 and C1 and between EQF 5 and B2. The other correspondences are weaker, particularly the one between EQF 7 and C2.  Based on this analysis an alignment of the NFQ and CEFR levels can be proposed as

Table 3

	EQF
	CEFR

	7
	C2

	6
	C1

	5
	B2

	4
	B1

	3
	A2

	2
	A1


Table 3

CEFR Levels and EQF Levels

CEFR levels and key Irish award-types

The technical exercise of comparing the descriptors between CEFR and the qualifications frameworks provides a considerable basis for asserting some degree of correspondence between them, with strong correspondence emerging for A1 (to EQF 2 and to NFQ 3) and for C1 (to EQF 6 and to NFQ 8). Is there any other evidence that might confirm or question this emerging alignment? Informal contact with experts in the fields of language and curriculum suggests that correspondences are assumed in practice between CEFR levels and certain key qualifications in the Irish system where language components are frequently found in the profiles of awards. These assumptions include expectations that

· those attaining the Junior Certificate (NFQ level 3)should have achieved outcomes in language subjects that would relate to CEFR A1 (although the highest-achieving Junior Certificate candidates probably achieve level A2), and that 

· those achieving honours grades in Higher Courses in the Leaving Certificate (NFQ level 5) should have achieved outcomes in language subjects that would relate to CEFR B1. 

These assumptions would appear to be in harmony with the evidence from the technical comparison of descriptors. However, it is stressed that these indications of expert opinion are from informal contact and should be confirmed through appropriate research.

Opinion among language experts in higher education, both in Ireland and abroad, seems to hold consistently that CEFR C1 captures the attainment of those achieving Bologna First Cycle degrees, allowing for the concern indicated above about the disparity in language content in the outcomes of many apparently similar awards of this type. There is less confidence that it could be assumed that those achieving Second Cycle degrees would have language attainment at C2. These indications from experts confirm evidence from the technical comparison of descriptors in relation to CEFR C1 and C2.

It may be possible to identify expert views in relation to other key awards such as Higher Certificate and also in relation to certain minor and special purpose awards that have a definite language focus (e.g. the Ceard Teastas, or the various awards used in the teaching of English as a second or foreign language). 

Summary of findings

The objective in this paper is to investigate the possibilities for establishing relationships between the CEFR levels and the NFQ levels. Drawing together evidence from three lines of inquiry (descriptor comparisons between CEFR and NFQ , and between CEFR and EQF, and also an analysis of expert views) it emerges that strong correspondence can be seen between CEFR A1 and NFQ level 3,  between CEFR B1 and NFQ level 5 and between CEFR C1 and NFQ level 8, with less reliable correspondences at other levels as illustrated:

Table 4

	NFQ
	CEFR
	Correspondence

	9
	C2
	weak

	8
	C1
	strong

	6
	B2
	medium

	5
	B1
	strong

	4
	A2
	weak

	3
	A1
	strong


Table 4

Correspondences between CEFR levels and NFQ levels
 Conclusion

Taking into account all of the arguments for and against the idea of establishing a relationship between the CEFR levels and the NFQ levels, it is concluded that it is both possible and desirable to set out how these two frameworks correspond, as illustrated in table 4 above. Further, it can be demonstrated that CEFR, NFQ and EQF, while all different and designed for different purposes, are nevertheless compatible and able to function together as a suite:

· EQF at the meta, European level, as a translator between systems 

· NFQ at the national level, a means of defining and comparing qualifications

· CEFR at the subject or field level, as a means of improving teaching and learning of languages and describing individual attainment of language skills.

Developing an understanding of how the frameworks align and correspond is an essential step in developing an overall environment in which they can function together. The work reported on in this paper is presented as a first step towards the establishment of the relationships between the frameworks. 

Appendix 1   

Comparison of CEFR Global Scale and NFQ level indicators.
	NFQ indicators
	NFQ level
	CEFR level
	CEFR descriptors

	· A critical awareness of current problems and/or new insights, generally informed by the forefront of a field of learning

· Demonstrate a range of standard and specialised research or equivalent tools and techniques of enquiry

· Select from complex and advanced skills across a field of learning; develop new skills to a high level, including novel and emerging techniques
	9
	C2
	Proficient 

· Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. 

· Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation. 

· Can express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex situations.

	· Recognition of limitations of current knowledge and  familiarity with sources of new knowledge; integration of concepts across a variety of areas
· Detailed knowledge and understanding in one or more specialised areas, some of it at the current boundaries of the field(s)

· Demonstrate specialised technical, creative or conceptual skills and tools across an area of study

· Demonstrate mastery of a complex and specialised area of skills and tools; use and modify advanced skills and tools to conduct closely guided research, professional or advanced technical activity

· Exercise appropriate judgement in planning, design, technical and/or supervisory functions related to products, services, operations or processes

· Exercise appropriate judgement in a number of complex planning, design, technical and/or management functions related to products, services, operations or processes, including resourcing
	7/8
	C1
	· Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning.
· Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions. 

· Can use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional purposes. 

· Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

	· Some theoretical concepts and abstract thinking, with significant underpinning theory

· Demonstrate comprehensive range of specialised skills and tools

· Formulate responses to well-defined abstract problems


	6
	B2
	Independent 

· Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation. 

· Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers quite possible without strain for either party.

· Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various options.

	· Some theoretical concepts and abstract thinking, with significant depth in some areas

· Demonstrate a broad range of specialised skills and tools

· Evaluate and use information to plan and develop investigative strategies and to determine solutions to varied unfamiliar problems
	5
	B1
	· Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. 

· Can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken.  

· Can produce simple connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest. 

· Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.

	· Mainly concrete in reference and with some elements of abstraction or theory

· Demonstrate a moderate range of practical and cognitive skills and tools

· Select from a range of procedures and apply known solutions to a variety of predictable problems

	4
	A2
	Basic

· Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping, local geography, employment). 

· Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of information on familiar and routine matters.  

· Can describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and matters in areas of immediate need.

	· Mainly concrete in reference and with some comprehension of relationship between knowledge elements

· Demonstrate a limited range of practical and cognitive skills and tools

· Select from a limited range of varied procedures and apply known solutions to a limited range of predictable problems
	3
	A1
	· Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. 

· Can introduce him/herself and others and can ask and answer questions about personal details such as where he/she lives, people he/she knows and things he/she has. 

· Can interact in a simple way provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.


Appendix 2.

Comparison of CEFR Global Scale and EQF level descriptors. 
	EQF descriptors
	EQF level
	CEFR level
	CEFR descriptors

	· highly specialised knowledge, some of which is at the forefront of knowledge in a field of work or study, as the basis for original thinking and/or research

· critical awareness of knowledge issues in a field and at the interface between different fields
· specialised problem-solving skills required in research and/or innovation in order to develop new knowledge and procedures and to integrate knowledge from different fields
· manage and transform work or study contexts that are complex, unpredictable and require new strategic approaches

· take responsibility for contributing to professional knowledge and practice and/or for reviewing the strategic performance of teams
	7
	C2
	Proficient 
· Can understand with ease virtually everything heard or read. 
· Can summarise information from different spoken and written sources, reconstructing arguments and accounts in a coherent presentation. 

· Can express him/herself spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, differentiating finer shades of meaning even in more complex situations.

	· advanced knowledge of a field of work or study, involving a critical understanding of theories and principles

· advanced skills, demonstrating mastery and innovation, required to solve complex and unpredictable problems in a specialised field of work or study
· manage complex technical or professional activities or projects, taking responsibility for decision-making in unpredictable work or study contexts 

· take responsibility for managing professional development of individuals and groups
	6
	C1
	· Can understand a wide range of demanding, longer texts, and recognise implicit meaning. 
· Can express him/herself fluently and spontaneously without much obvious searching for expressions. 
· Can use language flexibly and effectively for social, academic and professional purposes. 
· Can produce clear, well-structured, detailed text on complex subjects, showing controlled use of organisational patterns, connectors and cohesive devices.

	· comprehensive, specialised, factual and theoretical knowledge within a field of work or study and an awareness of the boundaries of that knowledge
· a comprehensive range of cognitive and practical skills required to develop creative solutions to abstract problems

· exercise management and supervision in contexts of work or study activities where there is unpredictable change
· review and develop performance of self and others

	5
	B2
	Independent 

· Can understand the main ideas of complex text on both concrete and abstract topics, including technical discussions in his/her field of specialisation. 
· Can interact with a degree of fluency and spontaneity that makes regular interaction with native speakers quite possible without strain for either party.
· Can produce clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving the advantages and disadvantages of various options.

	· factual and theoretical knowledge in broad contexts within a field of work or study
· a range of cognitive and practical skills required to generate solutions to specific problems in a field of work or study
· exercise self-management within the guidelines of work or study contexts that are usually predictable, but are subject to change 

· supervise the routine work of others, taking some responsibility for the evaluation and improvement of work or study activities
	4
	B1
	· Can understand the main points of clear standard input on familiar matters regularly encountered in work, school, leisure, etc. 
· Can deal with most situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an area where the language is spoken.  
· Can produce simple connected text on topics which are familiar or of personal interest. 
· Can describe experiences and events, dreams, hopes & ambitions and briefly give reasons and explanations for opinions and plans.

	· knowledge of facts, principles, processes and general concepts, in a field of work or study

· a range of cognitive and practical skills required to accomplish tasks and solve problems by selecting and applying basic methods, tools, materials and information

· take responsibility for completion of tasks in work or study 

· adapt own behaviour to circumstances in solving problems
	3
	A2
	Basic
· Can understand sentences and frequently used expressions related to areas of most immediate relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family information, shopping, local geography, employment). 
· Can communicate in simple and routine tasks requiring a simple and direct exchange of information on familiar and routine matters.  
· Can describe in simple terms aspects of his/her background, immediate environment and matters in areas of immediate need.

	· basic factual knowledge of a field of work or study

· basic cognitive and practical skills required to use relevant information in order to carry out tasks and to solve routine problems using simple rules and tools

· work or study under supervision with some autonomy 


	2
	A1
	· Can understand and use familiar everyday expressions and very basic phrases aimed at the satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. 
· Can introduce him/herself and others and can ask and answer questions about personal details such as where he/she lives, people he/she knows and things he/she has. 
· Can interact in a simple way provided the other person talks slowly and clearly and is prepared to help.
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