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Keough’s articled starts to dance around the idea of a “terministic screen” long before giving us the definition you presented to us in class. The first mention of a “terministic screen” can be seen on page 5, paragraph 1, when stated that it’s function is to “…directs the attention of the audience along a certain line of thought.” A few examples are then given, specifically about a physics textbook giving a different terministic screen than a law textbook, or even a minister in a Sunday church service is giving a different terministic screen than that of a Sunday afternoon sportscaster. By these examples and definition, I’ve found that it’s impossible not to use a terministic screen. Right now, I’m directing your attention to this topic as opposed to world hunger or this Polar Vortex that is sweeping the nation. 
It isn’t until page 8 that Keough is able to provide an example in which terministic screens and sexist language intertwine. It is said that, “We consider to be linguistically unjust phrases such as: ‘Man and His World,’ ‘Man and His Works,’ ‘Man and His Laws.’” The article goes on to state that these phrases, “…reflects some reality of women’s systematic exclusion…” (page 8). Now, this article was presented in 1982, but I’ve never heard the term “Man and His World,” or “Man and His Laws.” If we were to change it to “Women and Her Laws” then it would be just as sexist. Or does sexism only work one way? I believe the term “Man” used here is referring to mankind as a whole, as opposed to “…further creates and perpetuates…the imbalanced participation and endeavors of only half the population.” (Page 8.)
The next point brought up is that words are inherently defining male characteristics and that to define a female characteristic, a suffix must be added, just like in the terms “male” and “female,” or “wrestler” and “lady wrestler” and how this choice of languages, “demonstrates how males receive the primary focus and females are derivatives.” (Page 9). I would argue that if the term “wrestler” applied to the female meaning and the term “male wrestler” applied to the male meaning, then most would call it just as sexist, when really all it’s doing is pointing out that, in a single instance, the wrestler being referred to at that point in time is either male or female, and identifying them as such. It doesn’t have to be sexist, but some choose to look at it like that.  
Further, Keough goes on to note that, “…masculine and feminine are discontinuous and polar terms for they do not allow the other sex to identify with the term. However, Heide stresses that for full human development, an individual needs both “feminine and masculine” traits.” (Page 10). I fully agree that people need both feminine and masculine traits to be a well-rounded human being. That being said, the notion that those terms “…do not allow the other sex to identify with the term,” is a stretch. I can’t identify with feminine because I don’t have a majority of the traits that define someone as feminine. For instance, I am unable to get pregnant, but by calling this a feminine characteristic you are excluding me as a male, and I would like a change in our language that reflects my inclusion. 
Keough does note that we are indeed making changes to the English language to try to undo the sexist aspect of the language. Such is mentioned when discussing the term “Ms.” As stated on page 13. “”Ms.” Represents a bridge of the dialectic terms of “Miss” – an unmarried female or a female child, and “Mrs.” – a married female.” I’m glad that we are making these changes and seeing progress being made toward an increasingly less sexist language through the use of terministic screens that promote equality between all people.    
