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All language and writing passes through a series of filters in moving from the writer's mind to that of the reader. It it because of this inherent process that all reading and writing is political, or to go further, all use of language is political. The receiving end of any piece of language in any form always has a certain repertoire that is used to view the world and thus acts as a filter for all of the senses. At the base level, a child who has burned his hand on a hot stove top will associate the visual stimulus of the stove top with pain, for instance. With language, it is more complicated, and inherently political. For example, the phrase “pro-life” has an inherent connotation of some sort depending on the reader's politics. One may automatically interpret that as “anti-abortion,” or “anti-choice,” or apply a positive religious belief to it. One outside of American politics, however, could easily see it as a direct translation of its component words; basically, “supporting life.” Of course, this redefinition in itself could be interpreted in a multitude of ways, thus restarting the game of language. In short, reading and interpreting language are political because language is not a direct stimulus. Words represent objects, but there are numerous words that can easily reference the same object, despite the words themselves coming with different connotations simply because of inherent filters between language and comprehension. For example, “Jackass” and “Donkey” have the same literal meaning, but very different connotations. This filter, this wall between language and comprehension, this is where politics enter the world of reading.


One who wishes to rule must keep this game of language in mind. It is the use of language that makes a prince into a  king, and is necessary if the king intends to continue to possess his power. This is because a ruler must deceive his people to remain effective. A ruler must word the tales of his deeds so that he can cover his injustices with justifications; he must be able to cover up his inhumane acts with an illusion of  pure humanity. In his use of language, the king must be careful to cover his traces, lest he be called on them. The average reader will not see the traces, but it takes only one active reader to notice a politician omitting how many civilians died in a conflict, and that one person noticing can easily win public favor by pointing this out. Thus, a good king must actively analyze his own words, his own writings, to make sure what should remain unseen remains unseen. It is important to note that this deception, in language or otherwise, is unavoidable. It is not worth a ruler's time to live with all of the virtues considered good by his populace, but it is imperative that he appears to possess them. In contrast, though the king will certainly possess vices and negative qualities, he must make them as minuscule as possible, but he cannot lose sight of the fact he has them; if employed in the interest of the state, he has no reason to worry(Machiavelli 1492). 


To expand upon this, consider the vice of selfishness. Selfishness has a negative public image, to be sure, and any ruler branded as selfish will certainly lose respect among his people. One could continue, saying that refusing to share excess gold or grain with a neighboring state in need is selfish. Yet, were war to break out, the generous king who shared his wealth will be without resources, and the “selfish” king will have still retain some extra supplies that could very well turn the tide of the conflict. This is one important point made by The Prince; no ruler can be expected to be flawless, nor can a ruler be expected to possess all the qualities of a hero. Yet, through language, a good ruler can and must sway public appearance in such a way that he emphasizes his heroic qualities and keeps word of his vices to a minimum; for the good of the state, he must deceive his people and thus keep their confidence firmly within him. Language is invaluable in accomplishing this.


It is ironic that Machiavelli pushes these beliefs in contrast to those of the ancient philosophers, due to his idea that, unlike the metaphysical virtuous life older philosophers advocated, his views actually work in the real world. The ironic part in this is the fact that Machiavelli's views are both presented through and use language in deceptive means. In other words, his views which are meant to function  in reality function by changing reality to suit the ruler or prince, using language as a tool to do so. Thus, while he attacks ancient philosophers for pursuing an ideal, unrealistic view of man, he himself stresses the importance of lies, deceit, and general corruption of reality to any ruler, placing his own beliefs in a deliberate unreality, whereas the philosophers of old thought of an idealistic reality and sought to make it true. 


Interpreting The Prince from these two political viewpoints can give the work very different meanings. Reading from the idealistic view of the Greek philosophers which Machiavelli disdains, The Prince is a very sarcastic work one is not willing to consider seriously. It disagrees completely with the virtuous, glorifying image of human beings that this philosophy holds dear. Thus, politically, the work would be viewed as a satire of government at best. At some point, the one who holds this view of humanity refuses to associate vices and sins with success, and thus will not get the full effect of Machiavelli's work. This barrier is entirely political, and in order to even begin to understand The Prince, we must discard any idealistic view of humankind, if only during the reading of the work. To some degree, this is what Machiavelli wanted to accomplish; by casting aside the idealistic view of the “true” human, he uses his own, much more realistic view of politics and relationships to illustrate how to rule effectively. It is ironic that these political views, rooted in logic and rational thought, rely so heavily on deceit and falsification, and Machiavelli clearly does not think highly of the virtues of man. Yet, it is only one's politics that keep one from accepting Machiavelli's views; they are bound by logic, proved by history, and rational in their execution. However, because all reading is inescapably political, because of the complicated nature of language, logic is easily distorted, as is reality. All people interpret language differently, due to the filter between the words on the page and the mind. The question is, does one strengthen this filter, skewing the world to suit their politics, or does one discard it, thinking only in rational and logical terms? Can one truly think in logical terms when it comes to language, which is inherently fickle and impossible to pin down as one thing or another? These questions are paradoxical in themselves, because they two are nested in a maze of language. Answers can be found, but will inevitably be filtered through one's politics and beliefs even as the ideas are being formulated. We cannot escape the politics of language because  language is not absolute. Language is not a direct stimulus, but a series of symbols representing some series of ideas or things. Thus we cannot escape its abstraction; there are a multitude of different ways to interpret The Prince, and not one of them is the only correct way. That is the true game played by language.
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