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Supplementary Online Appendix 
 

 

Measuring Common Knowledge: Latent Semantic Analysis, Linguistic Synchrony, and 

Common Knowledge in International Relations 

 

1. Qualitative Analysis of Transcripts on IMF Quotas at Bretton Woods Negotiations  

 

 Our qualitative analysis draws from the Schuler and Rosenberg’s (2014) The Bretton 

Woods Transcripts. We determined the high and low common knowledge groups based on a close 

reading of all the transcripts of the quota negotiations.  

 In interpreting the texts, we were guided by four questions: a) Which categories of issues 

are evoked most frequently and with highest valence? b) How is a speaker representing a specific 

issue? c) Is a speaker making references to another speaker’s representation of the same issue? If 

yes, which speaker is referenced and what kind a of reference is made (positive vs. negative 

valence, qualification, clarification, agreement vs. disagreement)? d) Which speakers, if any, are 

representing an issue similarly/differently? Are they articulating reasons for the 

differences/similarities with others’ representations?  

 Based on our interpretive analysis, we concluded that delegates from the U.S., Norway, 

Canada, and the UK came to share two main understandings. First, quotas were not the only 

measure of the assistance countries with balance of payment problems would receive. There 

flexibility in the IMF agreement to address sudden balance of payment crises and allow for the 

renegotiation of the quotas. These flexibility measures were bona-fide mechanisms of assistance 

to help with financial crises and to increase countries’ quota amounts in the future.  Therefore, the 

distribution of quotas should not be exaggerated. Second, accepting the report of the Quota 

Committee was not simply a form of functional cooperation. Cooperating on quotas and on the 

purposes of the IMF in general was a way of saving the post-war international system and ensuring 

future cooperation. The most important issue was allowing the IMF to start its operations so that 

the international economic system could be stabilized.  However, delegates from China, India, 

France, Australia, and New Zealand did not share these beliefs. For these representatives, the 

flexibility measures were empty promises that could not make up for the unfair quotas proposed 

for their countries. Quota amounts were important because they signified of a country’s political 

and economic importance in the world. In the following section, we provide additional detail 

tracing the process of the negotiations.  

 The negotiations on quotas started with Fred Vinson’s, vice chairman of the U.S. 

delegation and the chairman of the Committee on Quotas, presentation of the report produced by 

the Committee on Quotas. His remarks set the stage for formation of a focal point among some of 

the delegates. First, Vinson made a considerable effort to explain to the difficulties faced in 

determining quotas.  “I assure you that it has been a most difficult task”, Vinson maintained, and 

noted that “a uniform formula” that would that would satisfy all countries was sought but deemed 

impossible (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013:211). “We regret that every member is not completely 

happy with the quote proposed by your Committee.... But I do ask you to consider the difficulties 

presented, the different conditions that exist in various countries, and the fact that it was 

impossible, I repeat, impossible to put a slide rule on the economy of forty-four nations and come 

up and say this is it.” (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013:213, emphasis original).  
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 Second, Vinson explained that quotas were not set in stone. He urged the delegates to 

understand the flexibility measures included in the IMF agreement. “Some members seemed to 

feel that once a quota is established that no change can be made in it. Anyone having that idea is 

of course in proceeding upon a false premise, because the agreement itself contains unequivocal 

language in respect to either increasing or decreasing the quota initially fixed” (Schuler and 

Rosenberg, 2013:212).  

 After calling attention to the flexibility measures, Fred Vinson made the case for the 

importance of acting in a “spirit of unity” and asked the delegates to prioritize “the stabilization of 

the economies of the world” rather than focus on the amount of quota their country was assigned. 

(Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 205, 213). “We fight together on sodden battlefields. We sail 

together on the majestic blue. We fly together in the eternal skype. The test of this conference is 

whether we can walk together, solve our economic problems, and the road to peace as we today 

march to victory.... We must have cooperation, collaboration...  (Schuler and Rosenberg (2013: 

213).”  

 Fred Vinson’s eloquent remarks hardly moved the delegates from China, India, and New 

Zealand who immediately opposed the quotas proposed their countries. Each made the argument 

that his country’s needs and economic importance require a larger quota and a concession on 

quotas even for the sake of collaboration could not be made. Delegates from India and New 

Zealand specifically implied that the proposed quotas were unjust.  

 Focusing on dollar figures, the delegate from China stated that “[t]he present quota..., when 

published would be received with great disappointment by the people of China. The Chinese 

delegation is compelled to state that the quote is not acceptable and suggests that the Quota 

Committee reconsider the matter” (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 214). The delegate from India 

simply saw the proposed quota for India as injustice: “[India] is more concerned with their relative 

position among the countries which will subscribe to the setting up of this institution. India feels 

that in an institution of this character, if due regard is paid to her economic significance, she should 

be in no danger of failing to secure an adequate place in the councils of the institution. We 

recognize that other considerations than the economic criteria which underlay the formula applied 

have to be taken into account, but we feel that the application of such considerations should not 

result in injustice being done, or in such a distortion of the economic merits of the case as would 

leave India at a disadvantage” (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 215-216). 

 Fred Vinson’s poignant remarks resonated somewhat better with representatives from 

Australia and the Netherlands even though both end up adding reservations. Wim Beyen, the 

delegate from the Netherlands, agreed with Fred Vinson and stated that the Netherlands is not 

dissatisfied. However, he went on to stress that the Netherlands only accepts the proposed figure 

as a temporary amount for the sake of continued collaboration but does not agree to the formulate 

used in the determination of quotas. “It [acceptance of the figure proposed for the Netherlands] 

means that this will in no way prejudice any future talk on quotas when the circumstances might 

arise that the quotas would be revised.... we want to have it understood that the acceptance of the 

figure does not mean the acceptance of its basis or its statistical form” (Schuler and Rosenberg 

2013: 214-215).”  

 Similar to Beyen, the Australian delegate gave credit to the Committee on Quotas for the 

hard work it had accomplished but expressed concern about the quota proposed for his country. 

He notes that the quota is inadequate and unless Australia has “favorable seasons” for harvests, it 

“will be forced to a restrictive process in trade, which is in conflict with the purposes and policies 
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of this Fund [the IMF] ” (Schuler and Rosenberg 2013: 215).”  In the end, the Australian delegate 

also put forward reservations but not objections. 

 In an effort to encourage the delegates to act in a spirit of cooperation as Fred Vinson 

suggested, the Chairman of the Commission Harry Dexter White stepped in. He urged the 

delegates to revisit their understanding of quotas. Specifically, White explained that quotas did not 

fully capture the assistance IMF would provide to countries with balance of payment problems 

and reiterated the flexibility clauses in the draft IMF agreement. “One gets a little the feeling that 

the question of quotas and the distribution of the amount of quotas has attained a degree of 

exaggeration.... The quotas, after all do not measure the assistance which the Fund is prepared to 

extent to countries whose balance of payments requires such assistance. One of the important 

characteristics of the Fund is its flexibility. It has flexibility in its resources; it has flexibility in its 

power to extend assistance to various countries, and that cardinal principle is an essential requisite 

for the successful operation of the Fund” (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 219-220). Harry Dexter 

White further asked the delegates to appreciate the “difficulty of arriving at quotas which are 

satisfactory to all, as Judge Vinson has so well pointed out” and reassured them that quotas are not 

meant to gauge the amount of assistance countries might need (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 220).  

 The delegate from France Pierre Mendès appeared offended by Vinson and White’s 

insinuation that opposing the quotas was an uncooperative gesture. Mendès also remained 

unimpressed with the flexibility argument. He noted that the French delegation “...has been proud 

since the very beginning of this conference [the BW conference] of the great cooperation and 

international solidarity [France displayed], which we feel certain will be readily recognized by 

other countries” (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 220). Mendès further noted that the quotas 

suggested by the Committee do not reflect the political and economic significance of France and 

Europe in general, and proposed that the issue of quotas be sent back to the Committee for 

reconsideration. The Ethiopian delegate Tewelde Medhen supported Mendès’ request.  

 In contrast, Fred Vinson’s call for cooperation and Harry Dexter White’s emphasis on 

flexibility moved the Canadian delegate who noted: “Having recognized the fact that it is possible 

to change these quotas... I feel that this Commission should accept eh quota list recommended as 

one on which, if governments so decide, the Fund can begin its operations, and which can be 

adjusted far more equitably than in any process at this meeting on the basis of experience” (Schuler 

and Rosenberg, 2013: 222). 

 While an underlying consensus on flexibility began to emerge between the U.S. and 

Canada, in response to the strong objection raised by the French delegate, Chairman White once 

more stepped in. He asked the representatives to understand the importance of cooperation and 

urged the nay-sayers to reevaluate their positions.  

 A sense of disappointment vibrated through White’s comments. He criticized the 

opposition for being narrow-minded and putting too much weight on whether “they get a little 

more than their neighbor, or a little less than somebody else, or a little more than some combination 

of states” (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 222). “[Those] who have struggled with this proposal for 

many months.... find it not only difficult to understand, but, I confess, difficult to sympathize with 

the view that the value of this proposal to the future can be interpreted either in the sense of any 

slight political, assumed advantage that it may give, any slight political prestige it may account, or 

certainly any advantage with respect to the monetary difference between a larger and a smaller 

quota. I say this because I am wondering whether those delegates who have suggested that their 

participation or adherence to a matter of such profound important to the coming generation can be 

determined by considerations, which, shall I say, strike me as being something less than befits 
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[their] nation or any other nations that are represented here. I hope that the delegates, ... in 

recognizing the provisions which were made in the Fund to take care of adjustments, will put in 

its proper place the question as to whether or not a particular quota is a little higher or a little lower 

than expected” (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 222-223). 

  Moved by the Chairman’s comments, the delegate from Norway first tried to get the 

delegates on the same page regarding the purposes of the IMF, despite his concerns about the 

amount of the proposed quota for Norway. “I have sometimes got a certain impression that those 

delegates [those who oppose the proposal on quotas] in a way misunderstand the position which 

this Fund shall take in the world tomorrow. Some of those delegates.... have made the impression 

as if they thought that the Fund and the Fund alone was an institution which would provide them 

with the necessary help in those cases where an adverse balance of payment threatens that country. 

Mr. Chairman, this is not the role which is assigned to the Fund. The Fund is not going to replace 

the ordinary short-term credit of the world. It Is going to be in addition. It is going to be in addition 

(Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 223).   

 Next, the Norwegian delegate echoed Fred Vinson’s and Chairman White’s points on the 

importance of reaching a collective agreement for the future of the world and explained why 

Norway, despite a 25 percent reduction, was willing to make a sacrifice. “I will add [that] my own 

country, Norway, belongs to the occupied countries of Western Europe. If the entire quota were 

what should be assigned to us on the basis of the questionnaire, we have got a reduction of 25 

percent, but we accept that because we think that within the framework as it is now we should not 

try to claim too much. And I would very much like to appeal to a number of the other delegates to 

look at that. Here is set up something which may be of great use to the whole world. Let us not 

make it too difficult at this initial state [stage] by pressing our own national claims too much 

(Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 224).  

 Applause filled the room followed by comments from the British who reiterated the 

arguments make by Chairman White and the delegates from Canada and Norway.  “...[W]e think, 

as has been said by the delegate from Canada, that it does form a practical basis on which the Fund 

could commence its existence, and we think, as you, Mr. Chairman, have said, that the Fund 

contains in its Articles adequate provision for elasticity and adjustments as need is shown.... And 

we, therefore, join with what the last speaker has said, in appealing to those who have expressed 

reservations on this matter to ask themselves in all sincerity whether they wish to press those 

reservations in a way which may prevent there coming to the world the manifold benefits which 

all of us expect to come if the Fund is brought into existence (Schuler and Rosenberg, 2013: 224).  

 In the end, despite a number of nay-sayers, the Chairman White declared the report of the 

Quota Committee accepted. The report later become Schedule A in the final IMF Agreement.  

 Based on this account, we concluded that shared meaning on quotas and cooperation more 

broadly materialized among the delegates from the U.S., Norway, Canada, and the UK. 

Specifically, these actors shared three main points. First, the flexibility measures embedded in the 

IMF agreement were sincere mechanisms designed to help countries with balance of payments 

crises and kept the door to the renegotiation of quotas open. Second, it accepting the proposed 

quotas was the only way to move forward with cooperation, and to achieve this goal countries 

should make sacrifices. And relatedly, accepting the proposed quotas was not merely a matter of 

functional cooperation but had a broader meaning. It was a way of ushering in a new global 

financial system that was crucial for post-war cooperation. However, delegates from, China, India, 

France, Australia, and New Zealand did not share these beliefs. Most importantly, for these 

delegates the quotas proposed for their countries were unfair, and the promise of flexibility 
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measures was not convincing. Thus, in the main document, we labelled U.S., Norway, Canada, 

and the UK as the high common knowledge group and China, India, France, Australia, and New 

Zealand as the low common knowledge group. 

 

 

2. Example texts from the negotiations on quotas in the meeting of Commission I  

We analyzed the contents of these negotiations between 10 different actors. We provide two 

examples from Australia and United Kingdom below.  

 

Australia: Mr. Chairman, the Australian delegation recognized the difficulties that the Quota 

Committee had to face in drawing up this list of quotas and, within the limitations set, it 

appreciates that it has done well. Nevertheless, this quota, combined with the limitation of the 

annual drawings to 25 percent, presents Australia with difficulties, and I feel I must place those 

difficulties on record very briefly. We will finish the war with very small reserves of gold or dollars 

outside of what is in the Fund. We must rely, therefore, almost entirely on the Fund for our needs, 

and because of the fluctuations in our balance of payments, the quota will not be adequate for that 

purpose. The task we are faced with, therefore, is one of building up free liquid reserves outside 

the Fund. That means that unless immediately after the war it so happens that we have very 

favorable seasons, we will be forced to a restrictive process in trade, which is in conflict with the 

purposes and policies of this Fund. Therefore, I have to add my reservation on behalf of the 

Australian delegation to the reservations of other countries. 

 

United Kingdom: Mr. Chairman, we should just like to add our voice to the voices of those who 

have appealed to the Commission to take the large and political view of this question. We are quite 

sure that this list, in common, I venture to say, with anything which could be drawn up, is incapable 

of giving complete satisfaction to all the nations here represented. But we think, as has been said 

by the delegate from Canada, that it does form a practical basis on which the Fund could 

commence its existence, and we think, as you, Mr. Chairman, have said, that the Fund contains in 

its Articles adequate provision for elasticity and adjustments as need is shown. And we, therefore, 

join with what the last speaker has said, in appealing to those who have expressed reservations on 

this matter to ask themselves in all sincerity whether they wish to press those reservations in a way 

which may prevent there coming to the world the manifold benefits which all of us expect to come 

if the Fund is brought into existence. 

 

3. Technical Details of LSA 

 The theoretical logic behind the LSA method is that humans form associations between 

words as well as objects and experiences. They do so to more easily comprehend and navigate the 

world around them. The human brain “takes all billions of local contiguity relations and fits them 

together into an overall map, a semantic space, that represents how each object, event, or word is 

related to each other” (Landauer 1998, 162). LSA similarly creates a semantic space or map. To 

create a semantic space, LSA uses matrix algebra. LSA casts a large representative text corpus into 

a rectangular matrix of words by coherent passages in which each row stands for a unique word 

and each column stands for a text passage or paragraph. 
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 In this section, we provide an explanation of the mathematical operations that are used in 

the creation of this semantic space. We take our example from Landurer et al. (1998). Consider 

the following titles from nine technical reports.1 Five of them area about human-computer 

interaction (c1-c5) and four about mathematical graph theory (m1-m4). First, LSA represents the 

text as a matrix in which each row stands for a unique word and each column stands for a text 

passage or other context. The matrix has therefore 9 columns, and in this particular example, there 

are 12 rows, each corresponding to a content word used in at least two of the titles.  

c1: Human machine interface for ABC computer applications 

c2: A survey of user opinion of computer system response time 

c3: The EPS user interface management system 

c4: System and human system engineering testing of EPS 

c5: Relation of user perceived response time to error measurement 

 

m1: The generation of random, binary, ordered trees 

m2: The intersection graph of paths in trees 

m3: Graph minors IV: Widths of trees and well-quasi-ordering 

m4: Graph minors: A survey 

 

Thus, the document matrix is:  

 

{X}= 

 
Next, LSA applies a data reduction technique called singular value decomposition (SVD) to this 

matrix. This operation is a form of factor analysis by which the LSA method clusters the data. This 

                                                      
1 http://lsa.colorado.edu/papers/dp1.LSAintro.pdf.  

c1 c2 c3 c4 c5 m1 m2 m3 m4

human 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0

interface 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

computer 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

user 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0

system 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 0 0

response 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

time 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0

EPS 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0

survey 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1

trees 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0

graph 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1

minors 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1

http://lsa.colorado.edu/papers/dp1.LSAintro.pdf
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mathematical operation is a form of factor analysis. It takes a very large matrix and decomposes it 

into three smaller matrices that capture the most important relationships in the data.  

 As Landurer et al. (1998) explain, in SVD, “a rectangular matrix is decomposed into the 

product of three other matrices. One component matrix describes the original row entities as 

vectors of derived orthogonal factor values, another describes the original column entities in the 

same way, and the third is a diagonal matrix containing scaling values such that when the three 

components are matrix-multiplied, the original matrix is reconstructed.”  LSA employs SVD to 

cluster linguistic data in raw texts into concepts, phrases, words based on the most important local 

and global time and space contiguity relations. 

 

Thus, the SVD of matrix {X} is  

{U} = 

 

{S} = 

 
 

 

 0.22 -0.11  0.29 -0.41 -0.11 -0.34  0.52 -0.06 -0.41

 0.20 -0.07  0.14 -0.55  0.28  0.50 -0.07 -0.01 -0.11

 0.24  0.04 -0.16 -0.59 -0.11 -0.25 -0.30  0.06  0.49

 0.40  0.06 -0.34  0.10  0.33  0.38  0.00  0.00  0.01

 0.64 -0.17  0.36  0.33 -0.16 -0.21 -0.17  0.03  0.27

 0.27  0.11 -0.43  0.07  0.08 -0.17  0.28 -0.02 -0.05

 0.27 0.11 -0.43  0.07  0.08 -0.17  0.28 -0.02 -0.05

 0.30 -0.14  0.33  0.19  0.11  0.27  0.03 -0.02 -0.17

 0.21  0.27 -0.18 -0.03 -0.54  0.08 -0.47 -0.04 -0.58

 0.01  0.49  0.23  0.03  0.59 -0.39 -0.29  0.25 -0.23

 0.04  0.62  0.22  0.00 -0.07  0.11  0.16 -0.68  0.23

 0.03  0.45  0.14 -0.01 -0.30  0.28  0.34  0.68  0.18

3.34

2.54

2.35

1.64

1.50

1.31

0.85

0.56

0.36
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{V} = 

 
Therefore,  

 

{Xhat} = 

 c1 c2 c3 c4 c5 m1 m2 m3 m4 

human   0.16   0.40   0.38   0.47   0.18  -0.05  -0.12  -0.16  -0.09 

interface  0.14   0.37   0.33   0.40   0.16  -0.03  -0.07  -0.10  -0.04 

computer  0.15   0.51   0.36   0.41   0.24   0.02   0.06   0.09   0.12 

user  0.26   0.84   0.61   0.70   0.39  0.03   0.08   0.12   0.19 

system  0.45   1.23   1.05   1.27   0.56 -0.07  -0.15  -0.21  -0.05 

response  0.16   0.58   0.38   0.42   0.28   0.06   0.13   0.19   0.22 

time  0.16   0.58   0.38   0.42   0.28   0.06   0.13   0.19   0.22 

EPS  0.22   0.55   0.51   0.63   0.24  -0.07  -0.14  -0.20  -0.11 

survey  0.10   0.53   0.23   0.21   0.27   0.14   0.31   0.44   0.42 

trees -0.06   0.23  -0.14  -0.27   0.14   0.24   0.55  0.77   0.66 

graph -0.06   0.34  -0.15  -0.30   0.20   0.31   0.69   0.98   0.85 

minors  -0.04   0.25  -0.10  -0.21   0.15   0.22   0.50   0.71   0.62  

  

 

 0.20  0.61  0.46  0.54  0.28  0.00  0.01  0.02  0.08

-0.06  0.17 -0.13 -0.23  0.11  0.19  0.44  0.62  0.53

 0.11 -0.50  0.21  0.57 -0.51  0.10  0.19  0.25  0.08

-0.95 -0.03  0.04  0.27  0.15  0.02  0.02  0.01 -0.03

 0.05 -0.21  0.38 -0.21  0.33  0.39  0.35  0.15 -0.60

-0.08 -0.26  0.72 -0.37  0.03 -0.30 -0.21  0.00  0.36

 0.18 -0.43 -0.24  0.26  0.67 -0.34 -0.15  0.25  0.04

-0.01  0.05  0.01 -0.02 -0.06  0.45 -0.76  0.45 -0.07

-0.06  0.24  0.02 -0.08 -0.26 -0.62  0.02  0.52 -0.45
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 Landurer et al. (1998) encourage us to examine two specific word groups. First, the shaded 

cells for survey and trees in column m4. “The word tree did not appear in this graph theory title. 

But because m4 did contain graph and minors, the zero entry for tree has been replaced with 0.66, 

which can be viewed as an estimate of how many times it would occur in each of an infinite sample 

of titles containing graph and minors. By contrast, the value 1.00 for survey, which appeared once 

in m4, has been replaced by 0.42 reflecting the fact that it is unexpected in this context and should 

be counted as unimportant in characterizing the passage. Very roughly and anthropomorphically, 

in constructing the reduced dimensional representation, SVD, with only values along two 

orthogonal dimensions to go on, has to estimate what words actually appear in each context by 

using only the information it has extracted.” 

 Similarly, “compare the shaded and/or boxed rows for the words human, user and minors 

(in this context, minor is a technical term from graph theory) in the original and in the two- 

dimensionally reconstructed matrices. In the original, human never appears in the same passage 

with either user or minors—they have no co-occurrences, contiguities or “associations” as often 

construed. The correlations (using Spearman r to facilitate familiar interpretation) are -.38 between 

human and user, and a slightly higher - .29 between human and minors. However, in the 

reconstructed two-dimensional approximation, because of their indirect relations, both have been 

greatly altered: the human-user correlation has gone up to .94, the human-minors correlation down 

to -.83. Thus, because the terms human and user occur in contexts of similar meaning—even 

though never in the same passage—the reduced dimension solution represents them as more 

similar, while the opposite is true of human and minors.”  

4. Additional Literature Showing the Validity of LSS as a Measure of Shared Meaning   

LSS has also been used in a variety of other ways, contributing to its validity as a measure of 

shared meaning and semantic similarity. For example, LSS has been used to examine and compare 

certain “target” texts to a standard “criterion” text (Caspar, Berger, and Hautle, 2004; Landauer, 

Laham and Foltz, 2003; Lautenschlager et al. 2006), with recent interest focusing on examining 

the similarity of online text (Katsanos, Tselios and Avouris, 2008; Mihalcea, Corley, and 

Strapparava, 2006; Recchia and Jones, 2009.) LSS has also been used to investigate many topics, 

ranging from establishing the level of readability and coherence of communication to certain 

populations (Tulsieram, Arocha and Lee 2016), to understanding the relationship between news 

coverage and audiences’ reactions and interpretations of such news coverage (Papadouka, 

Evangelopoulos and Ignatow, 2016), to measuring creativity in analogical reasoning (Weinberger, 

Iyer, and Green, 2016).  In all, previous studies have demonstrated LSS’ ability to effectively 

capture the contextual semantic similarity between any corpus of text and to perform as good as 

human coders in assessing common knowledge. 

 

5. A conversation example showing high and low LSS in practice 

Transcript #1 (same viewpoint on legalization of abortion) 
 
X:  So do you want to start with your views or would you like me to share mine first? 
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Y:  I’ll share mine! 
X:  okay! 
Y:  I do not support abortion in the sense that I would never get an abortion and I don't like the 
idea of it, however it isn't my business if someone else wants to get one... 
X:  Okay, I'm kind of on the same page. I do not support it whatsoever and would never get one 
myself. I do agree that it should be an option for women who were raped or something like that 
and got pregnant. However, I am afraid people would use it as birth control for accidental 
pregnancies if it was fully legal. 
Y:  I have a very hard time with the idea of it because I am adopted and if my mom would have 
aborted me, I wouldn't be here and my parents wouldn't have the chance to have me as their 
daughter. But again, if someone else wants to abort their baby, that is their business and if the 
government takes that right away, it's taking away our rights as humans 
X:  I just don't think it’s right that two people can make a baby and then decide they just don’t 
want the responsibility and get to decide over the baby's life. I think it's wrong. 
Y:  101%!!! 
X:  I totally see where you're coming from. My best friend is adopted and her adoptive parents 
have given her a wonderful life. 
Y:  If they are going to be irresponsible enough to get pregnant without wanting it, then carry the 
baby and give it up for adoption, don't kill it 
X:  I know that it’s their business, I just have a problem when people are irresponsible and don't 
want to pay the consequences for it. Not to mention they are taking a life. 
X:  Yes oh my God it makes me so upset. 
Y:  I am totally against the government funding abortions as well. It makes it easy for people to 
just get rid of their problems as if it’s just a wart or something. It almost seems like it’s the easy 
way out these days. 
Y:  I just can’t fathom the idea of killing a baby NOT TO MENTION my own baby 
X:  I agree with that 100%. What do you think about more specific cases? 
Y:  like rape? 
X:  yeah, I used to say I was still 100% against it, but when you put yourself in those shoes. 
Y:  I have thought about this a whole lot... and I really have no idea what I would do in this 
situation... 
X:  Like I would think, "what would I want if that happened to me" 
Y:  Like I am 19 and I could NEVER take care of another human... goodness, I can barely take care 
of myself 
X:  I have a lot of trouble with that, too. 
X:  yeah I'm only 20, I don't want kids for a long long time 
Y:  I am religious and I know that I am supposed to think "oh well that’s God's will", but I don’t 
know. I think I would be too selfish in that situation for that.. 
Y:  but I also don’t think I could kill my child... 
X:  I think in that situation I might keep the baby and then put him/her up for adoption later on. 
Here's my view, it's not the baby's fault. Even though something really terrible happened, it still 
is not the baby's fault. 
Y:  I’ve never looked at it that way! I like that 
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X:  It’s a human life. What is absolutely crazy to me is that people are debating over whether or 
not it should be legal to kill a HUMAN BABY. 
Y:  SAY IT LOUDER FOR THE PEOPLE IN THE BACK 
Y:  goodness gracious 
Y:  I was so afraid I was going to get someone in my chat that was against me, this wasn't bad 
X:  I mean it’s a human being. Even though it isn’t born yet, it’s a life. 
X:  Yeah this isn’t too bad at all! 
 
Transcript #2 (opposing viewpoints on legalization of abortion) 
 
Y:  Alright well let’s get started 
Y:  The topic is abortion, right? 
X:  yea 
X:  so what’s your view on abortion 
Y:  Fully legal and available, don't have any issue with it really 
Y:  You? 
X:  I am against it 
X: I feel like it does more harm than good 
Y:  What do you mean by harm 
X:  I mean like it does more harm to the women (physical harm) 
Y:  I'd always had the impression it was pretty safe if done early enough and in proper medical 
facilities 
Y:  Of course it’s never a good thing, but an uncomfortable procedure is much better than having 
to care for a child 
X:  but don’t you agree that it’s a selfish act 
X:  it’s not fair to the child 
Y:  There is no child, especially early on 
Y:  Now, I'm not clear on the exact timeline but for sure the first few months the brain hasn't 
even developed 
Y:  It’s the same concept as wearing a condom or not having sex - it prevents a child from existing 
X:  there is a child. The heart starts working after two weeks 
Y:  Why is the heart your baseline? 
X:  so abortion is basically a crime 
Y:  It’s a growing mass of organs that might eventually become a person, it’s not a human, it 
doesn't have thoughts or feelings or a soul 
X:  But it does have a heart 
X:  how do you know it doesn’t have a soul 
Y:  Do individual sperm or eggs have souls? 
Y:  Do the first few stem cells forming after conception have souls? 
X:  if the heart starts to function after 2 weeks that means it has a soul 
Y:  The soul is a emergent property of a working mind, it isn't tied to meat 
Y:  Why do you believe the soul is in the heart? 
X:  I don’t know nobody knows only god knows 
X:  so the soul could be in the heart 
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Y:  If God knows enough not to give souls to the sperm that don't conceive, surely He can know 
which fetuses will last long enough to develop 
Y:  I think it’s somewhat absurd to act like the soul is a physical thing 
Y:  It’s not in the heart or the brain or the pineal gland 
X:  again only God knows 
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