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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 stovetop will associate the visual stimulus of the stovetop with pain, for instance. With language, it is more complicated, and inherently political. For example, the phrase “pro-life” has an inherent connation 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 connotions 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. 

