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Abstract. Reaching advanced proficiency (C1 or C2) in a foreign language represents a substantial
leap from the upper-intermediate (B2) level, demanding mastery of nuanced vocabulary, complex
grammatical structures, and the ability to communicate fluently in diverse contexts. While many
learners achieve B2 competence, progression often stagnates due to functional comfort, limited
advanced input, and ineffective strategies. This study uses a mixed-methods approach - combining
literature review, interviews with expert educators, and learner activity logs to identify efficient
strategies for rapid advancement. Findings indicate that immersion, deliberate vocabulary learning,
structured speaking and writing, and sustained engagement with authentic materials accelerate
progress. Learners dedicating 15-20 hours weekly can reach C1 in 6-12 months, while C2 typically
requires 12-18 months. The study provides evidence-based guidance for autonomous learners and
curriculum designers.

1. Introduction

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR) defines B2 as “upper-
intermediate,” where learners can engage in independent communication but lack full mastery of
nuance. C1 proficiency involves spontaneous, flexible, and precise expression across academic,
professional, and social contexts. C2 approaches near-native competence, requiring effortless
comprehension and production.

The transition from B2 to C1/C2 is challenging due to linguistic, cognitive, and psychological factors.
Learners must acquire idiomatic usage, discourse markers, register shifts, and advanced grammar.
They also face motivational plateaus, insufficient exposure to authentic input, and a lack of deliberate
strategies.

Theories of second language acquisition (Krashen’s Input Hypothesis, Swain’s Output Hypothesis,
and Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis) suggest that progress depends on enriched input, structured
output, and conscious attention to form. Yet, many learners persist with general methods suitable for
lower levels, which hinders advancement.

This study aims to identify strategies that accelerate the B2—C1/C2 transition by combining empirical
learner data and expert insights, thereby offering practical guidance for learners and educators.
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2. Methods
2.1 Research Design

A mixed-methods approach was adopted to triangulate findings. Quantitative data (study logs, test
scores) provided measurable insights into time allocation and outcomes, while qualitative interviews
revealed learner motivations, challenges, and strategies.

2.2 Participants
Two groups participated:

» Learners (n = 15): Adults (18-45) who progressed from B2 to C1 within the past two years in
languages including English, Spanish, French, and Japanese.

» Educators (n = 10): Language teachers with at least 5 years’ experience preparing students for
advanced CEFR exams (IELTS, CAE, DALF, DELE, JLPT).

Purposive sampling ensured participants had relevant experience. Learners provided official
proficiency certification.

2.3 Data Collection Procedures
» Literature Review: Academic sources on advanced second language acquisition.

» Interviews: Semi-structured interviews (45-60 minutes) via Zoom/Google Meet with learners
and educators.

» Study Logs: Learners tracked daily activities under receptive, productive, vocabulary, and
immersion categories for 12 weeks.

» Assessment Data: Pre- and post-study CEFR-aligned exams validated progress.
2.4 Data Analysis

» Qualitative: Thematic coding of interviews (immersion, vocabulary strategies, skill balance,
psychological factors) using NVivo.

» Quantitative: Aggregation of study logs, correlation analysis, and descriptive statistics to
determine links between strategies and outcomes.

3. Results
3.1 Overview

Learners who integrated input and output activities with immersion progressed faster than those
relying on passive input. Balanced routines correlated with accelerated movement to C1/C2.

3.2 High-Impact Strategies

Six strategies emerged:

1. Advanced Reading Exposure: 5-7 hours/week — accelerated syntactic and lexical growth.
2. Authentic Listening Practice: 4-6 hours/week — improved fluency and register flexibility.

3. Targeted Vocabulary Learning: 10-15 words/day (collocations, idioms) — fastest measurable
gains.

4. Structured Speaking: 3—4 hours/week of debates/discussions — higher fluency and accuracy.
5. Intensive Writing: 2-3 hours/week of essays and journals — improved discourse cohesion.

6. Immersion: Continuous exposure via community interaction, media, or residence abroad —
strongest predictor of rapid advancement.
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3.3 Quantitative Findings

Table 1 shows weekly hours, average time to C1, and correlation coefficients. Immersion (r = 0.85)
and vocabulary learning (r = 0.81) were most predictive. Learners dedicating 15-20 hours/week
typically achieve C1 in 6-12 months; C2 requires 12—18 months.

3.4 Case Studies

» Spanish learner (26, B2 — C1 in 8 months): Used novels, debate clubs, reflective writing, and
Spanish-only social media. Breakthrough at month 4 in fluency.

» Japanese learner (B2 — C1 in 16 months): Faced challenges with kanji and limited immersion
opportunities. Progress slower due to structural distance from L1.

4. Discussion

The findings confirm that advanced proficiency requires intensity, balance, and immersion, not
merely extended exposure. Input must be combined with deliberate output to consolidate grammar
and expand lexical depth (supporting Swain’s hypothesis). Immersion accelerated progress by
contextualizing language use, aligning with sociocultural acquisition theories.

Vocabulary mastery was critical: B2 learners’ functional vocabulary proved insufficient for nuanced
communication. Learners who studied collocations and idioms in context achieved greater lexical
sophistication, echoing Nation’s vocabulary learning principles.

A balanced practice between receptive and productive skills prevented stagnation, while motivation
and resilience sustained progress. Learners with clear goals and tolerance for ambiguity advanced
more consistently, reflecting Dornyei’s motivational theories.

Pedagogically, traditional classrooms may not fully support advanced learners, who require authentic,
feedback-rich environments. Activities such as debate clubs, immersion communities, and project-
based tasks proved more effective than formal lessons alone.

Language type influenced timelines: structurally close languages allowed faster progression than
typologically distant ones, though the same strategies applied universally.

5. Conclusion

This study demonstrates that learners can realistically achieve C1 proficiency within 6-12 months,
and C2 within 12-18 months, if they commit 15-20 hours weekly to structured, immersive activities.
The most effective strategies included immersion, targeted vocabulary learning, balanced
receptive/productive practice, and consistent feedback.

For educators, the findings highlight the need to design curricula that incorporate authentic input,
advanced output tasks, and opportunities for immersion. For learners, the roadmap is clear: sustained
intensity, psychological resilience, and deliberate strategy are essential to break through the B2
ceiling and achieve true mastery.
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