ATTENTION TO PUNCTUATION! Strong and weak relationships
Take a look at this:

“Loewen talks about heroification, (?) which teaches students by giving them only purified information (?) and this could be a real problem.”
Which is right? The comma after “heroification” or the LACK of a comma after “purified information”? Believe it or not, they are BOTH right. But the sentence is still wrong.

Let’s look at history. Before the eighteenth century, spelling was largely a matter of individual style (“Shakespeare” actually spelt his name in three or four different ways), and punctuation was almost wholly a matter of choice. In the nineteenth century, “good grammar” was reified as standardized spelling and rules of punctuation. So for example children were taught to discriminate between:

a) She tore up the letter, which upset me. (I LOVED that letter!)

b) She tore up the letter which upset me. (I HATED that letter!)

You can see that the two sentences really ARE different. In b), the subordinate clause is a kind of adjective—it describes the letter. But in a) it’s a kind of adverb; it’s about the main clause, in much the same way that “At first glance,” or “However,” is about the main clause. 

But the truth is really that punctuation is still at least partly a matter of choice. If you look in a newspaper you’ll see lots of adverbial subordinate clauses that don’t have commas and even sentences with clausal conjunctions that don’t have them. (Like THAT one!)
What do you do? Well, first of all, you have to understand that punctuation reflects closeness.  Which is “Brad and Jen”? What about “Brangelina”?
You and me.
You—me.
You-me.
You/me.

Youme.

Us.

It works not only between and within words but also between and within sentences.
(Which couples are “just friends”? Who’s doing “life without parole” [= married]?)
I am yours. You are mine.
I am yours, and you are mine. 


I’m yours and you’re mine.
I’m yours; you’re mine. 

I’m yours: you, mine.

We’re ours. 

Once you’ve understood the principle, you get to choose. But you need to be consistent. Let’s say that you feel that a main clause and an adjectival relative clause are not very closely related and you choose to use a comma.

“Loewen talks about heroification, which teaches students by giving them only purified information.” 

That’s okay. But suppose you then decide that two independent clauses are closely related, and you choose not to use a comma: 

“Loewen talks about heroification, which teaches students by giving them only purified information and this could be a real problem.” 

That looks more like random variation than individual style. Can you rearrange the punctuation in these so that it is CONSISTENT? Make sure you don’t use a stronger mark to express a weaker relationship!
a) Speaking of the consequence of Disneyfication, Loewen and Lippi-Green seems (sic) to be in the same ball park. Which is also the reason why the definition of Disneyfication mentioned above is a precisely articulated one. (If “speaking of…” is not a sentence, then why is “Which is…” a sentence?)
b) This is because, the negative aspects of their life (sic) overshadow the accomplishments and the focus rests on their wrongs and not their rights. (Does “because” get a comma at the head or the tail? Why? Clausal conjunction or adjectival adjunct?
c) Disney is not focused on reaching an audience, which knows what is true about different races, and understands that the stereotype in no way represents the ethnic group portrayed. (Who understands? Disney or the audience?)
d) An issue that supposedly has been suppressed in our society especially after the death of Dr. Martin Luther King is the idea of racial and cultural segregation and discrimination. (“Especially after the death” is NOT part of the main clause!)  
e) For the most part, American society is not guilty of keeping cultural groups to themselves, or separating them from being a part of America. 
f) Young children however, have trouble separating the reality of a multi-cultural country and an animated movie.
