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text, to which these nouns are "connected." Thus, students can be asked to
"tie" each ofthe enumeratives and resultatives to the structures or portions of
the text to which these nouns refer. Ifsuch structures or short contexts cannot
be found, then enumerative and resultative nouns may not be the best option
as a cohesive device.

Most importantly, however, it seems that matters of syntactic and
lexical cohesion need to be addressed in L2 writing instruction, the ubiquitous
lists of sentence transitions notwithstanding. To this end, teachers need to
work to expand learners' accessible repertoire of grammatical structures and
lexis because all these features playa crucial role in NNSs' ability to construct
cohesive (and coherent) academic essays. No matter how much effort and
work is expended on teaching the uses and meanings of discrete cohesive
devices, for L2 writers, textual cohesion can be attained only when they have
a sufficient language foundation to construct academic text.

Notes

I Although some linguists distinguish demonstrative pronouns from
demonstrative determiners, the analysis below follows Quirk et al., (1985),
who "consider together the uses of the determiners and of the pronouns" (p.
372) under the umbrella term of demonstrative pronouns.
2 In many L2 essays, although incorrectly used in place ofjinally/last( -ly),
this conjunction was relatively frequent.
) Excluding those that occurred in sentence transitions in the end and as a
result.
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