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When Language Dies
Question 1
Morrison begins her speech with a parable, a short story meant to teach a lesson. What is the parable about? What lesson does it teach? Why does Morrison tell us that this story has different versions? How does Morrison link the parable to the writer and her language?
Tony Morrison begins her story with a parable of a wise elderly woman who is approached by a pair of youth seeking to disapprove the old woman’s merit to guess whether the bird they hold in their hands is dead or alive.  The parable metaphorically demonstrates the nature of the power   held by those capable of preserving life or taking it away. She in this case extends it to language. She sees the bird as the language and the elderly blind woman as the practised writer. 
Her story basically teaches us about how the language we have been born in can be withheld from us. She further explains this by telling us how her work as a writer and those of other African Americans has been taken away from the literary cannon. She talks about the story having different versions so that the reader is aware that there could be different versions but in her speech, she is talking about the version she knows.  She links her parable to the language and the writer when she represents language with the bird and the practised writer with the old blind woman.
Question 2
Morrison characterizes language as more than representation; she characterizes it as action. She writes, for example, “Oppressive language does more than represent violence, it is violence”. What other examples does she give of language as action? What injustices does she suggest are bred by unjust language? How does Morrison suggest that language creates people or at the very least, types of people?
Apart from characterizing language into action when she writes; “Oppressive language does more than represent violence, it is violence”, another example of characterizing language into action is when she writes, “It is the language that drinks blood, laps vulnerabilities, tucks its fascist boots under crinolines of respectability and patriotism as it move relentlessly to the bottom line and the bottomed-out mind. Another example she characterizes language into action in is when she talks about the nature of statist language. She describes its effect through this sentence, “However moribund, it is not without effect for it actively thwarts the intellect, stalls conscience, suppress human potential.”
Some of the injustices Toni Morrison suggests are brought about by unjust language includes when she writes about sexist, racist and theistic languages. She describes them as the typical policing language of mastery and that cannot allow knowledge and enhance mutual exchange of ideas.
She points out that language creates people or at least the very least, types of people. This is from the idea of what effect different types of language have on the society. For instance, racist language creates negative people; that is what the society and the people in it become; racists. Such negative language therefore limits positivity such as knowledge and mutual sharing of ideas.
Question 7
By the end of her speech, Morrison rewrites the outcome of the introductory parable. The tale is no longer the story of the youth holding the fate of the bird in their hands as a demonstration of power, but of youth with empty hands asking for a story. Why do you think Morrison revises the story? What effect does it have on readers? How does it help her to reshape the meaning of the speech?
I think Toni Morrison diverts the outcome of the introductory parable into the youth with empty hands asking for a story to represent the freedom for language. The old woman representing the practised writer has a lot to give if a chance is granted and her language is not withheld anymore. The effect it has on the reader is to help shift their mind from the rigidity there is when our language is in the hands of those capable of preserving it or killing it and the freedom there is when the writer is given a chance to speak their language out. This shapes the meaning of the speech which explains the precariousness of the writers and their language.

