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Protecting the Unborn at Work
Section 1: Discrimination Against Women
[bookmark: _GoBack]By definition, discrimination against women refers to any form of restriction, exclusion or distinction made on gender basis with the purpose of nullifying or impairing the recognition or appreciation of women in the society. Because of this kind of discrimination, women end up being treated as less beings whose rights and freedoms are inferior to those of men. Responding to the question of whether I agree that Johnson Controls’ fetal protection policy discriminated against women, I totally disagree. This is because the company’s policy is meant to serve the best interest of the unborn by restricting exposure to harmful tiny toxic particles of lead and lead oxide fill by women who are able to have children. The company has done everything possible to minimize the lead level to the point that is safe for adults but not safe for fetuses. By doing this, the company allows women who can no longer have children to work in the company. Disallowing women who are able to give birth is thus a policy which does not amount to discrimination against women. Instead, such policy provides protection of the future generation by ensuring that women who can give birth do not get exposed to harmful lead particles that will endanger the lives of future unborn members of the society. This policy shows how Johnson Controls as a company is concerned about the health of the future generations which is a very ethical way of protecting the unborn at work. 
Section 2: Company Obligations
In my own personal opinion, Justice White is very correct in arguing that companies have an obligation to avoid causing injury to fetuses just as they do to other “third parties”. This is because the national Centers for Disease Control recommends that women of childbearing age should be excluded from jobs that are hazardous to their unborn babies. In addition, the law requires companies to produce products that are safe to the environment and consumers as third parties1. Though the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations permit chemicals in the workplace that are known to cause harm both to fetuses and to some adult employees, OSHA holds that employers have a general duty to reduce the hazards of the workplace as far as possible2.
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Just like companies have a duty to protect the environment and the customers as third parties, the fetuses who are the unborn members of the society require 
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protection. The protection of fetuses is not done in the same manner as those of other third parties since such fetuses are not physically present. Instead, the protection of fetuses is done by protecting the health of employees who are able to conceive and bear children. To fulfil this responsibility, Johnson Controls Inc. and other companies like Olin Corporation, American Cyanamid, General Motors, Monsanto, Allied Chemical, Gulf Oil, and B. F. Goodrich have adopted policies excluding women from chemical plant jobs judged to be hazardous to their potential offspring. Implementing this kind of policy by companies should therefore not be viewed as an exclusion of women from the certain jobs, but as the exercise of the responsibility to avoid causing injury to fetuses just as they do to other “third parties”.
Section 3: Employees’ Rights
Employees who are fully informed and who have certain medical conditions have no right to work at jobs that can be hazardous to the health of people in their condition. This is because labor laws exist which are meant to ensure employees are protected from all kinds of conditions that prove to be dangerous to their health3. Though such labor laws are implemented in a manner that pays due respect to the individual rights and freedoms of workers, employee protection laws are given the first priority in circumstances where individual rights may risk the life or the health of the worker4. For this reason, company policies concerning the deployment of employees to different work environments can justifiably prevent employees from doing certain jobs that can be hazardous to the health of people in their condition. 
In addition, OSHA has the responsibility enact and ensure companies implement workplace safety rules. However, there are other jobs whose working environment cannot be made 100% free from work hazards5. For such jobs, OSHA’s regulations permit chemicals in the workplace that are known to cause harm both to fetuses and to some adult employees. However, OSHA mandates employers with the duty to reduce the hazards of the workplace as far as possible. This includes determining what kind of employees can be deployed in which work units. In this line, company policies and OSHA regulations can justifiably prevent employees with certain medical conditions from doing jobs that can be hazardous to the health of people in their condition despite such employees having individual rights and freedoms to choose the kind of jobs to do.
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