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Sex Discrimination in the Airline
Industry: Title VII Flying High

Denis Binder*

Women have historically been relegated to a secondary role in life.
Contemporary experience suggests that they may become legal secre-
taries, but rarely lawyers;' secondary school teachers, but rarely uni-
versity professors;? airline stewardesses, but never pilots.® The purpose
of this Article is to argue, based on examples of sexual discrimination in
the airline industry, that society can and must change these existing pat-
terns of unequal employment opportunities. Specifically, the sex dis-
crimination provisions of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,* and the legis-
lative and judicial exceptions to it, have been the basis of bitter argument
between stewardesses and airlines. The resolution of that conflict may
represent the beginning of similar progressive change in other areas of
sexual discrimination.

Part I examines the relevant provisions of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 and the standards that administrative agencies and the courts
have evolved to implement the broad purposes of the Act. Part IT ap-
plies these standards to judge various restrictions that airlines have
imposed upon their stewardesses.
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date, University of Michigan, Member of the California Bar.
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See also In re Lockwood, 154 U.S. 116 (1894), upholding the right of a state to deny ad-
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4, 42 US.C. §§ 2000a-2000h-6 (1964).
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I
TrHE CrviL RI1GHTS AcT OF 1964: TiTLE VII

Section 703(a)°® of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 provides:
It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an employer—

(1) to fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, or
otherwise to discriminate against any individual with respect to his
compensation, terms, conditions, or privileges of employment, be-
cause of such individual’s. . .sex. . .;or

(2) to limit, segregate, or classify his employees in any way
which would deprive or tend to deprive any individual of employ-
ment opportunities or otherwise adversely affect his status as an em-
ployee, because of such individual’s. . .sex. . ..

The sweep of this ban against sex dlscnmmatlon is quahfled however,
by section 703 (e), which allows sex discrimination if sex is a “bona fide
occupational qualification reasonably necessary to the normal opera-
tion of that particular business or enterprise.”¢

The bona fide occupational qualification is the only statutory ex-
ception to the Title VII ban against sex discrimination, and it is sub-
ject to conflicting interpretations.” Unfortunately, neither the Act nor
its legislative history offers clear guidance to the meaning of the bona-
fide-occupational-qualification exception, and the courts and adminis-
trative agencies have had to determine the extent of this exception on a
case-by-case basis.

A. Legislative History of Title VII

In the case of the sex-discrimination provisions of Title VII, a
search of the committee reports, hearings, and debates for evidence of
legislative intent proves largely futile. The sex-discrimination provi-
sions were added to the Civil Rights Act of 1964 only one day prior to
House passage,® in an amendment proposed by Representative Howard
Smith, Chairman of the House Ways and Means Committee® and an

5. Id. § 20002(a). Section 703(c) contains a similar provision aimed at la-
bor organizations. Id. § 2000e-2(c). This Article does not discuss the problems of un-
fair representation by unions, either under the Civil Rights Act of 1964 or the doctrine
of the National Labor Relations Board in Miranda Fuel Co., 140 N.L.R.B. 181 (1962),
enforcement denied, NLRB v. Miranda Fuel Co., 326 F.2d 172 (2d Cir. 1963), be-
cause the stewardess unions have for the most part fairly represented their members,
both stewardesses and stewards. For a discussion of the interrelationship of Title VII
and Miranda Fuel, see Comment, Jurisdictional Conflicts in Minority Employment Re-
lations: NLRB and EEOC, 2 U.S.F.L. Rev. 149 (1967).

6. 42 US.C. § 2000e-2(e) (1964).

7. Note, Sex as a Bona Fide Oceupational Qualification, 1968 UTAH L. REv.
395, 398.

8. Id

9, 110 Cone. REc, 2577 (1964).
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outspoken opponent of the Act.!® His intent apparently was to pre-
vent passage of the Civil Rights Act by confusing the issues and adding
an unpopular section to the Act.!* However, his plan failed, and de-
bate on the sex provisions lasted only an hour, adding lLttle substance
to the legislative history of the bill.*

Regardless of its unique background, the sex-discrimination ban is
now law and 1ust be enforced. In accordance with the principle that a
legislative body is deemed to have exercised its lawmaking powers for
a purpose, even the most restrained interpretation of the statute will
have to accept the implication that Congress intended to change the sta-
tus quo of sex discrimination in employment. Interpretation beyond
this basic premise is left to the Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission (EEOC) and the courts.

B. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 established the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC) to help eliminate unlawful employ-
ment practices.’®> The EEOC is vested with the responsibility of in-
terpreting and administering the Act.'* It carries out this function in
part through the issuance of employment guidelines and opinion letters
as to whether a given practice violates the Act. In addition, the EEOC

10. Representative Smith and other supporters of the sex-discrimination amend-
ment, including Representatives Dowdy and Pool of Texas, Tuten of Georgia, Andrews
and Huddleston of Alabama, Rivers and Watson of South Carolina and Gathings of
Arkansas all voted against the Bill as finally drafted. 110 ConNc. REc, 2804-05 (1964).

11. Note, Classification on the Basis of Sex and the 1964 Civil Rights Act, 50
Towa L. Rev. 778, 790 (1965); Note, Sex Discrimination in Employment Under Title
VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 21 VanD. L. Rev. 484, 491 (1968).

12. Some courts and commentators have read a congressional intent into the sex-
discrimination provisions in spite of the record. For example, in Weeks v. Southern
Bell Tel, & Tel. Co., 408 F.2d 228, 232 (5th Cir. 1969), the court stated that “legislative
history indicates that this exception [bona fide occupational qualification] was intended
to be narrowly construed.” But see Diaz v. Pan Am. World Airways, Inc., 311 F. Supp.
559, 568-69 (S.D. Fla. 1970), rev'd, 442 F.2d 385 (5th Cir. 1971). One com-
mentator argues that Title VII should be interpreted in the light of the Equal Pay Act of
1963, 29 U.S.C. § 206(d) (1964), and its extemsive legislative history. Margolin,
Equal Pay and Equal Employment Opportunities for Women, in N.Y.U. NINETEENTH
ANNUAL CONFERENCE ON LABOR 297, 301-02 (1967).

13. 42 US.C. § 2000e-4 (1964). The EEOC began actual operations on July
2, 1965.

14. Employers, employees, or unions may ask the EEOC for its opinion in a par-
ticular case or over a particular policy. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-4(f) (1964). The Com-
mission then investigates and attempts to eliminate discriminatory conduct or practices
through conference, conciliation, and persuasion. 42 U.S.C. § 2000e-5(a) (1964). Its
decisions do not have the force of law, and it cannot issue a cease-and-desist order.
For a fuller discussion of the procedure of the EEOC, see Comment, 4 Primer to Pro-
cedure and Remedy Under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 31 PiTT. L. REV.
407 (1970).
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is empowered to hear complaints and issue opinions in cases where sex
discrimination is charged.'> The EEOC does not, however, exercise ju-
dicial power—its employment guidelines, opinion letters, and decisions
are advisory only. Consequently, a law suit initiated after an EEOC
decision is a de novo proceeding.’® Although the courts are thus free to
agree or disagree with the EEOC decisions, in practice they are ac-
corded substantial weight, and most courts follow the EEOC’s in-
terpretations in recognition of the responsibility Congress has vested in
the agency.!” Therefore, a firm understanding of the basic policy
guidelines adopted by the EEOC in the area of sex discrimination is
an excellent starting point for analysis of the meaning of the Act.

In large part the EEOC’s basic policy has been shaped by a report
compiled by the Citizens’ Advisory Council on the Status of Women to
the Committee on the Status of Women.*® The Citizens’ Advisory Coun-
cil was formed to study the problems of sexual discrimination and ad-
vise the Committee. Based on its investigation, the Council recom-
mended that the EEOC formally adopt certain statements of policy,
primary among which was the position that the bona fide occupational
qualification be interpreted narrowly.*®

The Council also recommended that the EEOC reject as a matter of
policy three premises that it felt would be offered in support of the
existence of a bona fide occupational qualification: First, “mythical
assumptions about the comparative employment characteristics of

15. 42 US.C. § 2000e-5(a) (1964).

16. Grimm v. Westinghouse Elec. Corp., 300 F. Supp. 984, 989 (N.D. Cal. 1969);
Diaz v. Pan Am. World Airways, 311 F. Supp. 559, 568 (S.D. Fla. 1970), rev'd on other
grounds, 442 F.2d 385 (5th Cir. 1971).

17. Local 189, United Papermakers v. United States, 416 F.2d 980, 997 (5th Cir.
1969); International Cheni. Workers Union v. Planters Mfg. Co., 259 F. Supp. 365,
366 (N.D. Miss, 1966); cf. Phillips v. Martin-Marietta Corp., 400 U.S. 542, 545 (1971)
(Marshall, JI., concurring). See generally Udall v. Tallman, 380 U.S. 1 (1965); cf.
Diaz v. Pan Am. World Airways, 311 F. Supp. 559, 568 (S.D. Fla. 1970), rev'd, 442
F.2d 385 (5th Cir. 1971).

18. The Citizens’ Advisory Council and the Interdepartmental Committee on the
Status of Wonien were created by Exec. Order No. 11,126, 3 C.F.R. 791 (1963). The
Committee is composed of Cabinet officers and other administrative officials, while the
Council is larger, consisting of 17 members. Menibers of the Council are appointed by
the President of the United States. Id. at 792.

19. The bona fide occupational qualification exception as to sex should be

interpreted parrowly. Sex labels—*nien’s jobs” and “womien’s jobs"—deny

equal employment opportunitites to both sexes. The experience of the

Federal government as an eniployer, as well as much of private industry, has

denionstrated that there are very few jobs which cannot be effectively per-

formed by qualified persons of either sex.
CiT1zENS’ ADVISORY COUNCIL ON THE STATUS OF WOMEN, A MEMORANDUM OF PoLICY
FOR THE EQUAL, EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY COMMISSION 5-7 (CACSW Item 91, 1965)
[hereinafter cited as CiTizENS’ ADVISORY CoOUNCIL MEMORANDUMI]. This document
is one of the best explanations of the underlying rules and policies of the EEOC avail-
able.
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women in general”;?° second, “stereotyped characterizations of the
sexes”;?! and finally, “assumption of sex prejudice on the part of the
public, clients, customers, other employees or some other group which
the employee will come in contact with.”22

In short, the Council recommended that the EEOC reject all ar-
guments that do not focus on the individual involved in the specific
case:

The principal of nondiscrimination requires that individuals be

considered on the basis of individual capacities and not on the basis

of any characteristics generally assigned to that group.2®
A particular person may be denied employment because he or she is
emotional, is seeking only temporary work, or is incapable of meeting
the physical demands of the job. But rejection on the ground that all
members of that sex are assumed to have a given characteristic, the
Council argued, should not be permitted.

These recommendations of the Citizens’ Advisory Council were
adopted by the EEOC?* and have been consistently adhered to. The
overriding emphasis has been on the individual qualifications of the
applicant for a job. The EEOC holds that refusal of employment or
advancement according to generic concepts of the sexes, or stereotyped
sexual characterizations, or because of coworker preference, constitutes
an unlawful employment practice.?®

C. Title VII and the Courts

1. The Bona-Fide-Occupational-Qualification Exception
The significance of the EEOC’s position was somewhat dimmed

20. Id. at 6. The Council cited the assumptions that women are only tem-
porary workers, and that the turnover rate among women is higher than amoug men.
“Assumptions such as these are often found to be based on myths when actual compari-
sons are made with male employees in the same type and level of jobs. Even if it could
be proved that women as a class are more likely to leave earher, this would not justify
pre-judging a particular individual because of class membership.” Id.

21. Id. Examples of such characterizations are claims that women are more
emotional than meu, that men are less capable of assembling intricate equipment, that
men are stronger than womeu, and that women have nore endurance than men., ‘““This
would not mean that 2 woman (or a man) who is not capable of doing heavy physical
labor must be hired or employed in that kind of work.” Id.

22, Id. (“This likewise is an assumption which may well be false. Even if it
could be proved to be true, it does not follow that the prejudice would affect the particu-
lar woman’s performauce of the job or that she would not be able to overcome the preju-
dice and change discriminatory attitudes”).

23. Id.

24. 29 CF.R. §§ 1604.1-1604.7 (1965). See also U.S. EQUAL EMPLOYMENT
OpPORTUNITY COMM'N, TOWARD JoB EQUALITY FOR WOMEN (1969). This pamphlet
contains a good analysis of the inyths generally associated with the employmeut of
women.

25. 29 CER. § 1604.1(a)(1) (1965).



1096 CALIFORNIA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 59:1091

by the initial reaction of the district courts, which have construed the
bona-fide-occupational-qualification exception broadly, thereby limiting
the effect of the sex-discrimination provisions. For example, in Bowe
v. Colgate-Palmolive Co.?® the court was asked to pass on the legality
of an employer’s rule that female employees could not lift or carry
more than 35 pounds. In effect, the rule precluded female employees
from holding certain positions with the company. Finding that it would
not be practical for Colgate-Palmolive “to assess the physical abilities and
capabilities of each female who might seek a particular job,”?" the trial
court held that “generally recognized physical capabilities and phys-
ical limitations of the sexes may be made the basis for occupational
qualification in generic terms”® and concluded that “restrictions and
limits on the weights that may be lifted by female employees may be
imposed and enforced . . . as a ‘bona fide occupational qualification
reasonably necessary to the normal operation of that [employer’s] par-
ticular business or enterprise.’ ”* Rejecting other suggested criteria,?
the court specifically adopted a standard which it equated with that
used in economic equal-protection cases by allowing generic qualifica-
tions if “the discrimination of the employer is rationally related to an
end which he has a right to achieve—production, profit, or business
reputation.”s?

26. 272 F. Supp. 332 (S.D. Ind. 1967), rev'd, 416 F.2d 711 (7th Cir. 1969).

27. 272 F. Supp. at 357,

28. Id. at 365. ’

29. Id.

30. Id. at 361-62. The court relied upon a note [Note, Classification on the
Basis of Sex and the 1964 Civil Rights Act, supra note 11, at 794-96] that had examined
the legislative intent and concluded that Congress probably had rejected the standards of
“strict necessity” and “traditional roles.” “Strict mecessity” would occur if one sex
were felt to be necessary for morality or authenticity, such as positions as washroom at-
tendant, actor and actress, uurse, and model. “Traditional roles” are those roles that
generally have been performed only by one sex—for example, women as secretaries.

Surprisingly, the only cases so far mvolving strict necessity are arbitration deci-
sions. In Kaiser Foundatiou Hosps. & Medical Centers v. Building Serv. Employees
Local 399, 67-2 CCH LaB. ARB. AWARDS 4665 (1967), an arbitrator upheld a require-
ment that only female nurses could attend woman patients. Another arbitrator held that
sex was a bona fide occupational qualification for the position of restroom attendant.
Com Products Co., Int'l, Inc. v. Atomic Workers Local 7-662, CCH EMPL. PRraC.
GumEe { 5039 (1970).

31. 272 F. Supp. at 362. The court also rejected the claim that there is no
distinction between racial and sexual discrimination. Id. at 362-63. This appears to
be the court’s rationale for applying the more permissive rational-basis tcst, as op-
posed to the much more restrictive standard applied when fundamental human rights
are involved. However, some commentators argue that laws relating to sex discrimina-
tion should be equated to those relating to racial discrimination. Comment, Sex Dis-
crimination in Employment or Can Nettie Play Professional Football?, 4 U.S.F.L. REv.
323, 324 (1970); Note, supra note 7, at 400. Contra, Note, Classification on the
Basis of Sex and the 1964 Civil Rights Act, supra note 11, at 797-98; Miller, Sex Dis-
crimination and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 51 MiNN. L. REv. 877, 888-89
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On. appeal, the Seventh Circuit reversed,®® totally rejecting the
trial court’s approval of the use of generic classifications:

[11t is best to consider individual qualifications and conditions, such
as the physical capability and physiological makeup of an individ-
val, climatic conditions, and the manner in which the weight is to be
lifted . . ..

Accordingly, we hold that Colgate may, if it so desires, retain
its 35-pound weight-lifting limit as a general guideline for all of its
employees, male and female. However, it must notify all of its work-
ers that each of them who desires to do so will be afforded a reason-
able opportunity to demonstrate his or her ability to perform more
strenuous jobs on a regular basis.?3

Thus, in the Seventh Circuit at least, the generic approach to sex dis-
crimination has been rejected.

Another lower court decision that suffered the same fate on ap-
peal is Weeks v. Southern Bell Tel. & Tel. Co.,** in which the female
plaintiff had been denied a position as a switchman on the ground that
the job was reserved for men only. The lower court held for the em-
ployer for two reasons: First, a state statute limited the weight a woman
could lift; and second, the employer had labelled the job “strenuous”
and fraught with other “undesirable working conditions.”*® On appeal

(1967). The rationale for equating sexual discrimination with racial discrimination
is based on the great similarities between the two forms of discrimination, both histori-
cal and causal. See Murray & Eastwood, Jane Crow and the Law: Sex Discrimina-
tion and Title VII, 34 GEo. WasH. L. Rev. 232, 233-35 (1965), and authorities cited
therein.

There is as yet no authority in case law for the proposition that there is a funda-
mental huinan right to equal einployment, but the argunent is clear. The right to em-
ployment is one of the most crucial known to mnan. Without a job, a person cannot eat,
support a family, or secure decent housing, all of which are constitutionally protected
values of the inost immediate importance to the individual. In addition, even if the
right to equal employment is given secondary status under the equal protection clause,
it is generally recognized that Title VII protects agamst some forms of discrimina-
tion that are constitutionally permissible under the equal protection clause. See, e.g.,
Richards v. Griffith Rubber Mills, 300 F. Supp. 338, 340 (D. Ore. 1969).

32, 416 F.2d 711 (7th Cir. 1969).

33. Id. at 718. The court did not specifically answer the trial court’s finding
that individualized testing would be impractical [see text accomnpanying note 27 supral;
however, it implicitly rejected this as a valid reason for generic classification. In con-
trast, one district court has accepted the related defense that individualized testing would
subject the worker to the possibility of injury and the company itself to liability claimns.
Gudbrandson v. Genuine Parts Co., 297 F. Supp. 134, 136 (D. Minn. 1968). Such a
defense can easily serve as a screen for perpetuating sex discrimination and should
therefore only be accepted after careful factual inquiry, and after the employer has
met the burden of proving that individual testing cannot be conductcd without danger-
ous consequences.

34, 277 F. Supp. 117 (S.D. Ga. 1967), rev’d, 408 F.2d 228 (5th Cir. 1969).

35, 277 F. Supp. at 118. The position required the lifting of equipinent from the
over-the-head position, pushing and shoving of heavy objects, being subject to call 24
hours a day, and working alone during late hours of the night.
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the Fifth Circuit held that the employer must meet the burden of proving
sex as a bona fide occupational qualification,®® and that this exception
to Title VII was to be interpreted narrowly.?” To justify a generic clas-
sification, the employer must show that “he had reasonable cause to be-
lieve, that is, a factual basis for believing, that all or substantially all
women would be unable to perform safely and efficiently the duties of
the job involved.”®® Applying this test, the court rejected the employ-
er’s assertions that strenuous work®® or undesirable working conditions®?
create a bona-fide-occupational-qualification exception.

Bowe and Weeks, read together, give the bona fide occupational
qualification a very narrow interpretation, thereby broadening the po-
tential scope of the ban against sex discrimination in employment.*!
Under Weeks, to justify a generic classification scheme, the employer
must prove that at the time of the discriminatory practice he had factual
reason to believe that all or substantially all women could not fulfill
the requirements of the position. If the employer cannot meet this test
lie must then judge the individual applicant on his or her personal quali-
fications, not those generically apphied to a single sex. As another

36. 408 F.2d at 235.

37. Id. at 232. Although a narrow interpretation of the bona-fide-occupational-
qualification exception may advance the goal of equal employmnent opportunity for
woinen, the reasoning of the court is subject to criticisin since it supported its conclu-
sion by reference to the intent of Congress in passing the Civil Rights Act of 1964, See
note 12 supra and accompanying text.

38. Id. at 235 (emphasis added).

39. “Labeling a job ‘strenuous’ sinply does not ineet the burden of proving that
the job is within the bona fide occupational qualification exception.” Id. at 234.

40. Title VII rejects just this type of romantic paternalism as unduly Vic-

torian and instead vests individual women with the power to decide whether or

uot to take on unromantic tasks. Men have always had the right to deter-

mine whether the incremental increase in reinuneration for strenuous, danger-

ous, obnoxious, boring or unromantic tasks is worth the candle. The promise

of Title VII is that woinen are now to be on equal footing. We cannot con-

clude that by including the bona fide occupational qualification exception

Cougress intended to renege on that proinise.

Id. at 236. See also Cheatwood v. South Central Bell Tel. & Tel. Co., 303 F. Supp. 754,
758 (M.D. Ala. 1969). For a vivid description of paternalisin and discrimination, sce
G. MYRDAL, AN AMERICAN DILEMMA 1075 (24 ed. 1962).

41, Although Bowe and Weeks represent the trend in sex-discrimnination cases,
there is one lower court decisiou that seems contrary. In Ward v. Firestone Tire
& Rubber Co., 260 F. Supp. 579 (W.D. Tenn. 1966), the employer set aside certain
“light work” jobs for women and invalids. A male employee’s request for a transfer
to a light-work position was denied. The court said: “Firestone and the Local [union]
were bona fide in the sense that they acted with honest purpose and acted within reason
in their effort to accomplish the eud that is expressly recognized as legitimate by Sec.
2000e-2(e)(2) of the Act.” Id. at 581. The court ignored the “reasonably neces-
sary” limitation on the bona fide occupational qualification, since good faith alone
does not excuse sex discrimination. Cf. Bowe v. Colgate-Palmolive Co., 416 F.2d 711,
715-16 (7th Cir. 1969). For this reason, Ward has been criticized by certain commen-
tators: Note, Sex Discrimination in Employment: An Attempt to Interpret Title V1I of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 1968 DukE L.J. 671, 696; Note, supra note 7, at 402,
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court stated in Richards v. Griffith Rubber Mills,** “Individuals must
be judged as individuals and not on the basis of characteristics generally
attributed to racial, religious or sexual groups.”*?

2. “Sex-Plus” Discrimination

The bona fide occupational qualification is the only statutory ex-
ception to Title VII’'s ban on sex discrimination. It was soon joined,
however, by a more subtle judicially created exception which can best
be described as the “sex-plus” defense. The employer, while admitting
discrimination, typically asserts that it is not based on sex per se, but
rather on an additional factor such as children or mmarriage. The lead-
ing case in this area is Phillips v. Martin-Marietta Corp.** The em-
ployer, who did not discriminate against women per se,?® had a policy
of not hiring women with preschool-age children—a restriction that did
not extend to male applicants.*® The Fifth Circuit upheld the employ-
er’s refusal to hire the female applicant, reasoning that the existence of
another factor was sufficient to make the provisions of Title VII in-
applicable.*” The court’s reasoning fails, however, for closer examina-
tion shows that the employer’s discrimination was based solely upon sex.
The “plus” factor—preschiool-age children—was only considered when
the applicant was female. Thus, a widowed or divorced male applicant
who had preschool-age children in his care, would not automatically
be refused employment.

The Supreme Court apparently recognized this weakness m the
lower court’s reasoning, for it unanimously reversed:

Section 703(a) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires that per-
sons of like qualifications be given employment opportunities irrespec-
tive of their sex. The Court of Appeals therefore erred in reading
this section as permitting one hiring practice for women and another
for men—each having pre-school age children.*8

In other words, sex-plus qualifications do not automatically escape
scrutiny under the Civil Rights Act of 1964, any more than generic clas-
sifications. Sex-plus qualifications may, however, come under the bona-
fide-occupational-qualification exception; the Supreme Court, in remand-

42. 300 F. Supp. 338 (D. Ore. 1969).

43, Id. at 340.

44. 411 F.2d 1 (5th Cir. 1969), rev’d, 400 U.S. 542 (1971). Two other cases
involving the sex-plus defense are Cooper v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., 274 F. Supp. 781
(E.D. La. 1967) and Lansdale v. United Air Lines, 2 F.E.P. Cases 462 (S.D. Fla. 1969),
rev’d per curiam, 437 F.2d 454 (5th Cir,-1971).

45, 411 F.2d at 2. Seventy-five percent of the workers in this position were
wonien,

46. Id.

47. Id. at 3-4.

48. Phillips v. Martin-Marietta Corp., 400 U.S. 542 (1971).
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ing the case to resolve this issue,*® lias left unclear the proper applica-
tion of this exception to sex-plus cases.

Two major objections are raised if the Court subscribes to the
premise that the hiring only of women without prescliool-age children
can constitute a bona fide occupational qualification. First, this dis-
plays a paternalistic approach® that does not reflect the financial ne-
cessity of female employment.’® Value judgments over the proper role
of women are best left to the mothers involved and should not be used
as a basis for discrimination,®? a point recognized by Justice Marshall in
his concurring opinion:

1 fear that in this case, where the issue is not squarely before us, the
Court has fallen into the trap of assuming that the Act permits ancient
canards about the proper role of women to be a basis for discrimina-
tion. . .

When performance characteristics of an individual are involved,
even when parental roles are concerned, employment opportunity
mnay be limited only by employment criteria that are neutral as to the
sex of the applicant.53

Second, the sex-plus approach is subject to almost unlimited manipu-
lation due to the infinity of “plus” factors that can be added to sex
classifications. In two cases decided before Martin-Marietta, the courts
held that marriage can constitute a valid “plus” factor.’* Further
exaniples are limited only by the ingenuity of counsel. Consequently,
any employer who views sex discrimination as advantageous or con-
vement could discriminate simply by adopting a “plus” factor.

To control this potential manipulation, the courts must disregard
“plus” factors that are merely “ancient canards about the proper role of
women,” and judge these factors solely as they affect the employer’s

49. Id. at 544,

50. Apparently, Martin-Marietta was concerned with the normally greater re-
sponsibilities of woinen to their young children since it did not present any evidence to
show that these women would perform with less competence or a higher absenteeism
rate than their male or feinale counterparts without preschool-age children. Brief for
the United States as Amicus Curiae at 5-6, Phillips v. Martin-Marietta Corp., 400 U.S.
542 (1971). This concern also seeins to have miotivated the decision of the circuit
court of appeals. 411 F.2d at 4.

51. Over half of all working mothers do so because they need the money to help
raise their families. WoMAN's Bureau, U.S. Der'T OF LABOR, WHO ARE THE WORK-
WG MorHers? (Leaflet No. 37, 1966). If a large munber of employers were to
adopt Martin-Marietta’s policy, many families would be hurt rather than helped.

52. Cf. Weeks v. Southern Bell Tel. & Tel. Co., 408 F.2d 228, 236 (5th Cir.
1969).

53. 400 U.S. at 545, 547 (1971).

54. Cooper v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., 274 F. Supp. 781 (E.D. La. 1967); Lansdale
v. United Air Lines, Inc,, 2 F.E.P. Cases 462 (S.D. Fla. 1969), rev’d per curiam,
437 F.2d 454 (5th Cir, 1971).
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business—that is, as bona fide occupational qualifications governed
by the Weeks test:** In order to discriminate against women as a class,
the employer must prove that all or substantially all women with pre-
school-age children will perform less competently than their coworkers.
In requiring such a test, the courts will avoid basing their decisions on
generalized notions of woman’s role in society, which is the type of dis-
crimination that Title VII meant to combat.

I
STEWARDESSES AND SEX DISCRIMINATION

On December 17, 1903, the Wright brothers inaugurated the air
age. On May 15, 1930, only 27 years later, stewardesses®® were first
employed on a commercial flight by the Boeing Air Transport Com-
pany from San Francisco to Chicago.’” This initial employment of
stewardesses met with opposition, particularly from hardy pilots who
did not want women in their planes. But once in the air, the marketing
advantages of stewardesses overcame all opposition of pilots or man-
agement.®®

The full acceptance of stewardesses as an integral part of the com-
mercial air-passenger industry did not, however, spell an end to sex dis-
crimination. Almost from the beginning stewardesses have been sub-
ject to restrictions that have not been applied to male employees,
not even male stewards. The primary restrictions have been related to
age and marriage.

A. Marital Restrictions

Until a few years ago, many airlines reassigned or terminated stew-
ardesses upon marriage,® imposing a major restriction that cut the
average length of employment to two or three years.®® It is not sur-

55. See notes 34-43 supra and accompanying text.

56. As of 1967 there were over 23,000 flight attendants employed on American
airlines and 50,000 worldwide. Diaz v. Pan. Am. World Airways, 311 F. Supp. 559,
564 (S.D. Fla. 1970), rev'd, 442 F.2d 385 (5th Cir, 1971). “Stewardesses,” “stew-
ards,” “flight attendants,” and “flight cabin attendants” are interchangeable terms
that generally have the saine ineaning. Regardless of the term chosen by the vari-
ous airlines as to the job classification for this position, the functions are the same
from airline to airline. The only difference is whether the position is held by a man
or woman.

57. Oakland Tribune, May 10, 1970, at 3, col. 1. The Boeing Air Transport Coin-
pany is now United Air Lines.

58. Id.

59. United Air Lines has admitted terminating over 8,500 stewardesses since
1945, primarily due to marriage. United Air Lines v. International Air Lines Pilots
Ass'n, 67-1 CCH Las. ArB. AWARDS 3720, 3721 (1967).

60. AVIATION WEEK AND SPACE TECHNOLOGY, August 28, 1967, at 34; BUREAU OF
LaBoR StATISTICS, UNITED STATES DEPT. OF LABOR, EMPLOYMENT OUTLOOK FOR CIVIL
AVIATION 9 (Bulletin No. 1550-102, 1968).
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prising, therefore, that marital restrictions have been subject to vig-
orous attack by the stewardess unions. The unions have been highly
successful in ending these restrictions through grievance procedures,
arbitration, and negotiations during collective bargaining sessions,®!
Unfortunately, there remains a body of poorly reasoned case law
generated by the controversy, even though the restrictions them-
selves have vanished. These cases should be critically examined, for
if the law in this area is incorrect, it should be changed to provide a legal
bar to reinstitution of the narital restriction in the airline industry and,
perhaps more important, to prevent these cases from being used as au-
thority to avoid Title VII's effect on marital restrictions in other indus-
tries.

1. The EEOC and Airline Employment Practices

From its inception the EEOC was aware of the problems in the
airline industry relating to sex.®> After receiving numerous complaints
from ex-stewardesses who had been terminated due to marriage and re-
quests from airlines for a general statement, the EEOC conducted a long
study of the sex-discrimination problems in the airline mdustry.® On
June 20, 1968, the agency issued two opinions holding that the marital
restrictions on stewardesses violated Title VII.

The first of these opinions, Neal v. American Airlines, Inc.,* in-
volved the termination of a stewardess six months after her marriage.

61. The early arbitration awards had =all been in the airlines’ favor. See United
Air Lines v. International Air Lines Pilots Ass’'n, 67-1 CCH LaB. ArB. AwWarDs 3720
(1967). The underlying rationale was the historic uniformity of the practice in the air-
line industry. Id. at 3726.

In the 1960’s the stewardess unions mounted generally successful new efforts to
abrogate these restrictions through grievance proceedings initiated by stewardesses who
had been discharged due to marriage. American Air Lines, Inc. v. Transport Workers
Local 550, 67-1 CCH LaB. ArRB. AWARDS 4236 (1967) (a contract that a company
may terminate a stewardess after six months does not give the right to terminate auto-
matically); Allegheny Airlines, Inc. v. International Air Lines Pilots Ass’n, 67-1 CCH
LAB. ArRB. AWARDS 3854 (1967) (individual agreement to maintain unmarried status
is superceded by collective bargaining agreemnent that was silent on this point but pur-
ported to cover all employment matters); Braniff Airways, Inc. v. Air Line Pilots Ass'n,
65-2 CCH LaB. ARB. AWARDS 5434 (1965) (agreement not to marry must be struek
with certified collective bargaining agent, not the individual). However, only in
Braniff did the arbitrator consider Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in kis deci-
sion: “[Tlhis Board is impressed with the language of the Civil Rights Act which also
expressed, on a wider basis, the modern trend of thought concerning discrimination
based upon sex.” Id. at 5435.

62. See Dodd v. American Airlines, Inc., CCH EmMpL. PrAC. GUDE Y 6001, at
4006 (EEOC 1968).

63. Questionaires were sent to the various unions and airlines and a public hear-
ing was held on September 12, 1967. See Neal v. American Airlines, Inc.,, CCH EMPL.
Prac. Guipe { 6002, at.4012, 4015 n.21 (EEOC 1968).

64. CCH EMmrL. Prac. Guipe { 6002 (EEOC 1968).
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A clause in the stewardess’ contract provided that the company “may,
at its option, release from employment a married stewardess at any time
following the expiration of six (6) months after her marriage or preg-
nancy.”®® The Commission held that the provision discriminated on
the basis of sex within the meaning of Title VIL.®® It rejected the air-
lines’ argument that since all the holders of the position of flight attend-
ant were women, there could be no discrimination based on sex. The
relevant question, held the EEOC, is whether all employees of the airline
were subject to the same restrictions:

The concept of discrimination based on sex does not require an
actual disparity of treatment among male and female employees in
the same job classification. It is sufficient that a company policy or
rule is applied to a class of employees because of their sex, rather than
because of the requirements of the job.®?

The second case, Colvin v. Piedmont Aviation, Inc.,*® paralleled
the facts in Neal except that the airline employed both male and female
flight attendants, and the marital restrictions were not placed on the
stewards, many of whom married while employed.®® Again, the air-
line failed to establish the relevance of marital restrictions only in the
case of female employees.” The EEOC has consistently reaffirmed
its holdings in Neal and Colvin,”™ but unfortunately the Commission’s
position has only recently been followed by the courts.

2. Sex Discrimination Before the Courts

The courts have five times been confronted with the marital re-
striction on stewardesses. Two of the cases involved procedural is-
sues and have not yet reached an adjudication on the merits.”” In two
of the three cases decided on the merits, the district courts held in favor
of the airlines on the ground that Title VII did not prohibit sex-plus dis-
crimination such as that involved in the termination of married wom-
en.”®> However, both lower court decisions were handed down before

65. Id. at 4011.

66. “[T]he no-marriage rule has been adopted because female flight attendants
are involved rather than because marriage disqualifies an individual from performing
as a flight attendant.” Id. at 4015 (emphasis in original).

67. Id. at 4014.

68. CCH Emrr. Prac. Gume { 6003 (EEOC 1968).

69. Id. at 4016.

70. Id. at 4017-18.

71. See, e.g., EEOC Case No. YSF9-060, CCH EmpL. PrAc. GUDE T 6011 (1969).

72. Evenson v. Northwest Airlines, Inc., 268 F. Supp. 29 (E.D. Va. 1967)
(whether the EEOC must attempt to secure voluntary compliance before court action
cau be initiated); Gerstle v. Continental Airlines, Inc.,, 2 F.E.P. Cases 830 (D. Colo.
1970) (the propriety of a class action suit).

73. Cooper v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., 274 F. Supp. 781, 783 (E.D. La. 1967);
Lansdale v. United Air Lines, Inc., 2 F.B.P. Cases 462, 463 (S.D. Fla, 1969), rev’d
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the Supreme Court opinion in Martin-Marietta, which abrogated the
automatic sex-plus defense to actions based on discrimination that
may violate Title VIL."* Miarital restrictions may still qualify as bona
fide occupational qualifications if the airlines can sustain the burden of
proof in this regard.”

3. Marital Restrictions and the Bona Fide Occupational Qualification

There are four possible justifications for marital restrictions as bona
fide occupational qualifications: First, customer preference is for single
stewardesses.”® Second, marriage will lead to a drop in charm, effi-
ciency, and reliability.”” Third, the working conditions and hours of
stewardesses are sucli that it would detrimentally affect a married per-
son’s homelife.”® And finally, the probability of pregnancy is much
higher in the case of a married stewardess.™
a. Customer preference. There are sound reasons for rejecting the
customer-preference argument, beyond the difficulty of ascertaining
whether these preferences in fact exist.®® First, if there is a preference

per curiam, 437 F.2d 454 (5th Cir, 1971). The third case decided on the merits was
Sprogis v. United Air Lines, Inc., 308 F. Supp. 959 (N.D. Ill. 1970), affd, 3 F.E.P.
Cases 621 (7th Cir. 1971). In Sprogis the court held the airline failed to meet its
burden of proof.

74. See text accompanying note 48 supra. One of the cases was overruled on
appeal. Lansdale v. United Air Lines, Inc., 437 F.2d 454 (5th Cir. 1971). The plain-
tiff in Cooper appealed, but when the airline rescinded its miarital ban and asked her to
return to work, she accepted and dismissed the appeal. Comment, Marital Restrictions
on Stewardesses: Is This Any Way to Run an Airline?, 117 U, PA. L. REv. 616, 620
(1969).

75. See text accompanying note 49 supra. An interesting side issue is whether
sex itself is a bona fide occupational qualification for stewardesses. The leading case so
far in this regard is Diaz v. Pan Am. World Airways, 311 F. Supp. 559 (S.D. Fla. 1970),
rev’d, 3 F.E.P. Cases 337 (5th Cir. 1971). The Fifth Circuit, in reversing the district
court holding that sex was a bona fide occupational qualification for the position of
flight cabin attendant from which mnale applicants could be excluded, held that sex was
nierely tangential to the real business of the airline—transportation—and did not meet
the business-necessity test dictated by the Court. 3 F.E.P. Cases at 339.

76. Cooper v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., 274 F. Supp. 781, 782 (E.D. La. 1967).

77. American Airlines, Inc. v. Transport Workers Local 550, 67-1 CCH Las,
ARB. AWARDS 4236, 4257 (1967).

78. Neal v. American Airlines, Inc, CCH EmpL. Prac. Gume J 6002, at 4013
(EEOC 1968).

79. “The essential basis for the Company’s rule is directed towards pregnancy and
not marriage.” Allegheny Airlines, Inc. v. International Air Liues Pilots Ass'n, 67-1
CCH LaB. ARB. AWARDS 3854, 3857 (1967). See also American Airlines, Inc. v. Trans-
port Workers Local 550, 67-1 CCH LaAn. ArB. AWARDS 4236, 4257 (1967); Neal v.
American Airlines, Inc., CCH EmpL. Prac. GUDE T 6002, at 4013 (EEOC 1968);
Cooper v. Delta Air Lines, Inc., 274 F. Supp. 781, 782 (E.D. La. 1967).

80. Results of a recent poll indicate that the marital status of stewardesses may
be irrelevant to most passengers. In 1965 the Airways Club undertook a survey of its
members as to whether or not stewardesses shiould be single. The club is comprised of
25,000 members who average 25 flights a year. On the question “Should stewardesses



19711 SEX DISCRIMINATION IN THE AIRLINE INDUSTRY 1105

for glamorous single stewardesses, it probably has been created in large
part through the airlines’ own sales campaigns.®* Employers should not
be allowed to perpetuate discriminatory employment practices that their
own advertising has built up into so-called customer preferences.

Furthermore, the allowance of customer preference as a defense
to charges of employment discrimination would incorporate into the
law a very unreliable factor, since it is frequently difficult to determine
exactly what the customer preference may be.®> In addition, these pref-
erences may change, and to allow these to dictate employment patterns
throughout the country would vitiate the equal employment dictated
by Title VIIL

The nost important reason for excluding customer preference as a
bona fide occupational qualification is that it perpetuates discrimination
on a generic rather than an individual level—a practice that has been
rejected by the courts.®® The basis of discriminatory preference may

be single?”, the results were:

YES 862
NO 1,445
Don’t Care 2,827

Thus, over 80 percent hiad no opinion on the desirability of single stewardesses or defi-
nately did not prefer them. Neal v. American Airlines, Inc., CCH EMPL. PrAC, GUDE
1 6002, at 4014 n.17 (EEOC 1968).

81. See, e.g., AVIATION WEEK AND SpacE TECHNOLOGY, Aug. 28, 1967, at 34.
Surprisingly, although the airlines sell the glamor image of beantiful single stewardesses
under 32, the stewardesses’ sex appeal has never been used as a legal defense fo discrimi-
nation. The United Air Lines advertisement, *Everyone gets warmth, friendliness and
extra care— and someone may get a wife” [NEwSwEEk, January 1, 1968, at 551, has
never been tested in court. ‘The airlines are quite adamaut in denying that sex appeal
lias played a role in the formulation of their sex-discrimination practices. See, e.g.,
Dodd v. American Airlines, Inc., CCH EmpL. Prac. GUbE | 6001, at 4010 (EEOC
1968).

The EEOC takes the position that sex appeal should serve as a bona fide occn-
pational qualification only in cases where it is strictly required for purposes of an-
thenticity, as in the case of actors and actresses. 29 C.F.R. § 1604.1(a)(2) (1970).
This view has received the support of at least one Supreme Court Justice [see Phillips
v. Martin-Marietta Corp., 400 U.S. 542, 547 (1970) (Marshall, J., concurring)] and
several commentators [e.g., Comment, supra note 31, at 3531.

The position that sex appeal should be a boua fide occupational qualification only
if strictly necessary is certainly the correct one if equal employment opportunity is to
be extended to all women. Since sex appeal is really nothing more than the customary
masculine preference for beautiful women, allowing this preference to dictate employ-
ment practices would hardly promote the cause of equal employment opportunity for
all men and woineu.

82. Public opinion polls can be very unreliable. Not only is it frequently diffi-
cult to obtain a representative sample, but the results of such polls can easily be manipu-
lated by the manner and pliraseology of the questions asked. Consequently, many courts
are reluctant to allow themn into evideuce. See, e.g., Lerner Stores Corp. v. Lerner,
162 F.2d 160, 162 (9th Cir. 1947). Once admitted, however, they can play a large role
in the ultimate verdict, See generally H.C. BARKSDALE, THE USE OF SURVEY RESEARCH
FINDINGS AS LEGAL EVIDENCE (1957).

83. See text accompanying notes 32-43 supra.
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be totally unrelated to the functional requirements of the position. As
expressed by the Citizens’ Advisory Council:

The refusal to hire a woman because of an assumption of sex
prejudice on the part of the public, clients, customers . . . is an as-
sumption which may well be false. Even if it could be proved to be
true, it does not follow that the prejudice would affect the particular
woman’s performance of the job or that she would not be able to over-
come the prejudice and change discriminatory attitudes.?4

Customer preference might possibly be useful in uncovering underlying
factors that could justify imposition of a separate bona fide occupational
qualification. For example, customer preference might be based on the
performance of a job by one sex in a vastly superior manner. How-
ever, this does not mean that customer preferences, which themselves
may be arbitrary and discriminatory, should provide any imdependent
bona fide occupational qualification.

b. Job performance. The airlines have argued that a married stew-
ardess is less likely to be able to perform her duties “with that grace and
charm which the Airline expects of its stewardesses.”®® To justify the
existence of a generic ban against married stewardesses under Weeks
and Bowe, the airlines should be required to show that all or nearly all
married stewardesses would be unable to perform with the requisite de-
gree of grace and charm.%® There are several reasons why the airlines
would be incapable of sustaining this burden of proof. First, in order
to maintain their positions as stewardesses upon marriage many women
concealed their marriages from the airlines.®” If marriage had ser-
iously affected their job performances, the employer should have no-
ticed it and taken appropriate action. That many married stew-
ardesses escaped detection for long periods indicates that there was no
noticeable change in their job performances.

Second, many of the newer airline contracts contained clauses cre-
ating six-month retention periods upon marriage,®® in which the air-
lines could evaluate the performance of newly married stewardesses.
This practice amounted to a recognition by at least some airlines that
an outright marital restriction was unwarranted, and is clearly prefer-
able as a reasonable alternative to a generic ban.

Third, even if marriage could be shown to affect job performance,

84. Crrizens’ Apvisory CoUNCIL MEMORANDUM, supra note 19, at 6.

85. E.g., American Airlines, Inc. v. Transport Workers Local 550, 67-1 CCH Las.
ARB, AWARDS 4236, 4237 (1967).

86. See text accompanying notes 26-43 supra.

87. It has been estimated that up to half of American Airlines’ stewardesses have
been secretly married. See the claim made by the union in American Airlines, Inc. v.
Transport Workers Local 550, 67-1 CCH LaB. ARB. AWARDS 4236, 4237 (1967).

88. See the contract terms quoted id. at 4239.
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it would not justify applying sanctions only to married stewardesses.
The airlines did not apply marital restrictions to male stewards, even
though many of them married while so employed.®® Nor were mari-
tal restrictions placed on ticket clerks or reservation agents who, like
stewardesses, must also exercise grace and charm. Indeed, many stew-
ardesses were not terminated upon marriage but were reassigned as res-
ervation clerks. By failing to apply marital restrictions to these sub-
stantially similar occupations, the airlines indicate that job perfor-
mance—“grace and charm”—does not in fact suffer upon marriage.

Fourth, because of the increasing size and passenger capacity of
commercial planes, and the mcreasing number of duties assigned to the
stewardesses, the average amount of time available for stewardess at-
tention per passenger has dropped to 23 seconds per flight.?® The
time spent per passenger on each contact will therefore be much less
than 23 seconds. In such short periods of time it will be very difficult
for most passengers to assay the grace and charm of a stewardess, and
even if these qualities do suffer upon marriage, they are relatively un-
important in the impersonal world of today’s commercial flight.

Finally, marital restrictions on stewardesses had not been uni-
formly applied throughout the airline industry even before the airlines
dropped them.’® Most European airlines, and over half the Amer-
ican airlines, either did not have such a requirement or had ceased en-
forcing it.°? Apparently, these airlines did not feel that marriage sub-
stantially affected a stewardess’ performance.

Since all the airlines have now dropped the marital restriction, stud-
ies of the job performance of married stewardesses could be helpful in
determining whether marriage should be a bona fide occupational
qualification. No complaints about married stewardesses have been
publicly aired by the airlines, and this silence may indicate that there
is in fact no difference in performance between the two classes.

c. Concern about the stewardess’ homelife. In defending their mari-
tal policies, the airlines frequently express concern for the homelife of
married stewardesses.”® While in most senses the homelife of a married

89. E.g., Lansdale v. United Air Lines, 2 F.E.P. Cases 462 (S.D. Fla, 1969),
rev’d per curiam, 437 F.2d 454 (5th Cir, 1971).

90. This figure is based on a time-and-motion study done on an 85-minute flight
with 122 passengers aboard, NEWSWEEK, January 1, 1968, at 55.

91. See note 61 supra and accompanying text.

92. Of the 48 airlines questioned by the Equal Employmnent Opportunity Com-
mission in 1967, 25 responded. Of these, twelve did not impose any marital restriction,
two had options to terminate after six months of marriage (which options had not re-
cently been exercised), six terminated stewardesses upon marriage, and five had vary-
mg policies, Neal v. American Airlines, Inc,, CCH EmpL. PrAC. GUDE | 6002, at
4015 n.21 (EEOC 1968).

93. In Neal the airline argued that because our society places the responsibility



1108 CALIFORNIA LAW REVIEW [Vol. 59:1091

stewardess is none of her employer’s business,’ the airlines contend
that disruption of a stewardess’ homelife presents them with adminis-
trative problems. For example, husbands may phone in about their
wives’ flight schedules and married stewardesses may try to juggle flight
assignments to suit their husbands’ schedules.?® The Weeks test®® places
the burden on the airlines to show that all or nearly all married stew-
ardesses would create this problem. Failing to carry this burden means
that the airlines would have to act on an individual basis.

Just as important, the airlines’ concern for the homelife of the
married stewardess is misplaced. It is based on the assumption that
a stewardess cannot both work and lead a happily married life. Yet the
airlines fail to apply this assumption to their thousands of married sec-
retaries, reservation clerks, and other woman employees.®” While these
employees work the standard 160 hours a month, stewardesses are lim-
ited under umon contracts to 80 hours of flight time®® and normally
have only 35 hours of ground duty each month.®® This leaves more
time for homelife to the married stewardess than to the normal work-
mg mother.

On a broader scale, it is important to consider the implications of
marital restrictions for the general economy. In 1967, 63.5% of all
women in the labor force were married,’®® and of the working women
between the ages of 20 and 24, 41.1% were married.’®* If the air-

for homemaking and childbearing on females, absences of married females from home
on business are more disruptive of family harmony than similar absences by males.
Id. at 4013 n.11.

94. Cf., Comment, supra note 74, at 618, See also the somewhat cynical com-
ments in Comment, supra note 31, at 336.

95. See Neal v. American Airlines, Inc., CCH EMPL. Prac. GuipE T 6002, at
4015 (EEOC 1968). However valid the airlines’ arguments might be with regard to
these women, there is nothing that distinguishes the husbands of stewardesses in this
respect from the wives of pilots and stewards. Their spouses are also concerned about
their mates’ flight schedules. Furtherinore, these problems could be remedied by tak-
ing administrative action, including dismissal, when improper interference actually oc-
curs. See Sprogis v. United Air Lines, 3 F.E.P. Cases 621, 624-25 (7th Cir. 1971).

96. See text accompanying notes 34-43 supra.

97. “The Company does employ female Reservation Agents who cover shifts
starting at 7:00 a.m. and ending at Midnight or later., A Company Witness testified
that these Agents, who are permitted to be married, have a record of being ‘very good’ as
to dependability.” Allegheny Airlines, Inc. v. International Air Lines Pilots Ass’n, 67-1
CCH LaB. ARB. AWARDs 3854, 3857 (1967).

98. BUREAU OF LABOR STATISTICS, U.S. DEP'T OF LABOR, EMPLOYMENT OUT-
LOOK FOR CIVIL AVIATION 9 (Bulletin No. 1550-102, 1968).

99, Id.

. 100. Woman’s BUREAU, U.S. DEP'T OF LABOR, 1969 HANDBOOK ON WOMAN
WORKERs 23, Table 7 (Bulletin No. 294, 1969). As of May 1969, 49% of the non-
stewardess female workforce of United Air Lines were married. Lansdale v. United
Air Lines, 2 F.E.P. Cases 462 (S.D. Fla. 1969), rev'd per curiam, 437 F.2d 454 (5th
Cir. 1971). )
101. 'WoMAN’s BUREAU, supra note 100, at 27, Table 8, The general age limits for
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lines’ concern for married stewardesses was universally exhibited by
all employers for all working wives, there would be a serious dis-
ruption in the labor force and financial hardship for families that de-
pend on working mothers’ salaries.!%2

In reality the airlines’ concern for the married stewardess is based
on an old myth that the woman’s place is in the home with her hus-
band.*® Title VII, especially as interpreted by the EEQOC,** was in-
tended to eliminate such myths as operational employment policies, and
emancipate the modern woman as an equal of her husband.

d. Pregnancy. The final reason advanced by airlines for the marital
ban is the greater probability that newly married stewardesses will be-
come pregnant.’® The airlines seem repelled by the thought that preg-
nant stewardesses will detract from the glamor image they wish to as-
sociate with stewardesses.’® Even if it is conceded that pregnancy de-
tracts from image or performance,'®? the airlines may deal with the prob-
lemn without antomatic termination of married stewardesses. If a stew-
ardess becomes visibly pregnant, they can dismiss her (assuming ar-
guendo that such action would be legal), reassign her to a ground po-
sition, or grant her a maternity leave of absence.’®® There is no justifi-
cation for terminating all married stewardesses simply because some will
become pregnant. The employer seeks to discriminate on a generic
level, whereas an individual approach is perfectly adequate. Weeks
and Bowe clearly forbid the unnecessarily broad categorization.®®

B. Age Restrictions
A restriction similar to the marital ban was the age limitation on

applying to the airlines for the position of stewardess are 20-27. BUREAU OF LABOR
STATISTCS, Stupra note 98, at 8.

102, See note 51 supra and accompanying text.

103. See note 93 supra.

104. See text accompanying notes 20-25 supra.

105, See note 79 supra.

106. See note 81 supra and accompanying text.

107. For a discussion of the problems of pregnant stewardesses flying, see Com-
ment, supra note 74, at 617-18.

108. Some pressure is beginning to bear on the airlines to adopt reasonable leaves
of absence: Grievances have been filed to start the arbitration process, complaints
have been registered with the EEOC, and legal action has been threatened. ILetter from
Allen J, Berk, Assistant Director, Legal Depariment, Air Line Pilots Association, to
the author, Jan. 21, 1971.

109. See text accompanying notes 32-43 supra. There are no court decisions re-
lating to pregnancy and Title VII violations. However, in dictum one court has stated:

[The employer] can have a rule against pregnant women being con-
sidered for this position, but Titfle VII surely means that all women cannot
be excluded from consideration because some of them may become preg-
nant.
Cheatwood v. South Cent. Bell Tel. & Tel. Co., 303 F. Supp 754, 759-60 (M.D. Ala.
1969).
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stewardesses. Many airlines grounded stewardesses when they reached
ages between 32 and 35.1'° Male stewards and other employees, ex-
cept pilots, were subject to the normal company retirement age of 65.1*
Like the marital restriction it was not uniformly applied throughout the
industry.1*?

The airlines defended their age requirement on the premise that the
older stewardesses lacked the strength, stamina, and enthusiasm re-
quired for the position.’*®* The physical-strength argument may have
some merit. Today’s stewardesses literally walk their way across the
country.’'* But the fact remains tliat the airlines have imposed early
retirement automatically, without individual exceptions. As Weeks
clearly dictates,'*® absent a sliowing that all or substantially all women
over age 32 or 35 would be unable to meet the physical demands of the
work—a showing which tlie airlines liave not made'*—a woman
must be judged on lier own abilities, not by those commonly ascribed
to her sex.

The EEOC has leld that age is not a bona fide occupational quali-
fication for the position of female flight-cabin attendant. In Dodd v.
American Air Lines**" the EEOC found that the age restriction was

110. Until recently this rule did not affect many stewardesses since, due to normal
attrition rates and the termination of stewardesses upon marriage, very few were still
flying by the time they reached 32. AVIATION WEEK AND SPACE TECHNOLOGY, Aug. 28,
1967, at 35. However, with the end of the marital restriction in sight, it was foresee-
able that the rule would assume new importance.

111. Pilots are grounded at age 60 due to a Federal Aviation Administration regula-
tion. 14 C.F.R. § 121.383(c) (1964). The attempts of the pilots to legally raise the
60-year limit to 65 were unsuccessful. Air Line Pilots Ass’n v. Quesada, 182 F. Supp.
595 (S.D.N.Y.), aff'd, 276 F.2d 892 (2d Cir. 1960), cert. denied, 366 U.S. 962 (1961);
Gitt v. Eastern Airlines, Inc., CCH EmpPL. Prac. GUDE | 5047 (N.Y. State Div.
of Human Rights 1970).

112. An EEOC survey showed that, of the 26 carriers responding, 18 had no
policy relating to the age of stewardesses. Dodd v. American Airlines, Inc., CCH EMPL.
Prac. GUmE § 6001, at 4009 n.23 (EEOC 1968). In a 1967 Aviation Week and Space
Technology survey of the aviation industry, only ten airlines imposed an age Hmitation
on their stewardesses. These included four major lines and six local-service airlines.
On the other hand over 30 airlines never had an age limitation, had ceased enforcing it,
or had rescinded it. AVIATION WEEK AND SPACE TECHNOLOGY, Aug. 28, 1967, at 34.

113, Dodd v. American Airlines, Inc., CCH EMPL. Prac. GUDE T 6001, at 4009
(EEOC 1968). Their list of arguments does not include customer preference as a rea-
son for the age restriction.

114. On a recent San Francisco-to-Chicago turnaround flight, a stewardess at-
tached a pedometer to her feet. At the end of the trip it registered 17 miles. NEws-
WEEK, Jan. 1, 1968, at 55.

115. See notes 32-43 supra and accompanying text.

116. One immediate flaw in the airlines’ argument is that less than half of the
American airlines imposed this requiremnent. In 1963, Delta Airlines had over 60
stewardesses out of 600 who were over 35 and an official of Delta stated, “Our older
girls, as much as anyone else, are responsible for Delta’s successful image.” WALL ST,
J., Aug. 9, 1963, at 1, col. 4.

117. CCH EmpL. Prac. Gume | 6001 (EEOC 1968). In this case plaintiff was
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based strictly on sex and was not relevant to satisfactory job per-
formance.’® Regarding individual versus generic classifications, the
EEOC stated:

If a stewardess is unable to satisfactorily perform her job, Re-
spondent may, of course, terminate her employment as it does that of
other employees who cannot satisfactorily perform. It cannot, how-
ever, terminate her prior to individual dereliction on her part because
of its assumptions about women over 32 as a class.11?

The EEOC noted that the airlines were bound by Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration regulations requiring an annual competence check on stew-
ardesses,'®® implying that this examination would provide an appro-
priate and convenient time for the airlines to determine whether the in-
dividual stewardess can satisfactorily perform her duties. Consequently,
a generic approach to the problem was not necessary.**

CONCLUSION

Collective bargaining contracts have satisfactorily resolved the
problems of age and marital restrictions for the stewardesses present-
ly flying, but this does not make the subject moot. There are still suits
pending in the courts on behalf of stewardesses previously terminated
under these restrictions, imcluding class action suits.?>? Consequently,
judicial relief may still prove important to many ex-stewardesses.

More important are the long-range limitations of the present set-
flement. The only bar to the reimposition of thiese restrictions by the
airlines is contractual. If the airlines should choose to fight the bat-
tle out again i collective bargaining sessions, and should they prevail,
these restrictions would once again become problems for the EEOC and
the courts. As expressed by one commentator, “The stewardess prob-
lein is currently under control but only because the carriers are not press-
ing their views.”*?® Of course, the airlines can always terminate an in-
dividual stewardess whose performance is below standards, but the use
of a generic classification -should be disallowed under the test of Weeks
and Bowe.***

Finally, the airlines have not really eliminated these practices at

terminated as a stewardess upon reaching the age of 33. During her eight years of em-
ployment she had maintained an excellent work record.

118. Id. at 4009.

119. Id. at 4010.

120. 14 CF.R. §§ 121.421(b), 121.433(c) (ii) (1970), miscited in Dodd v. Ameri-
can Airlines, CCH EMPL. Prac. GumE [ 6001, at 4010 (EEOC 1968).

121, CCH EmrL. PraC. GUDE at 4010.

122. See note 72 supra and accompanying text.

123. Bergman, Age Discrimination in Employment: Air Carriers, 36 AR L. &
CoM. 3, 28 (1970).

124, See notes 32-43 supra and accompanying text.
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all; they are only employing them in a selective fashion, for while the re-
strictions no longer affect stewardesses presently flying, the airlines still
refuse to hire women who are married or past a specified age.’*® An
initial denial of employment for discriminatory reasons should be just
as unlawful as a termination of employment on similar grounds. Even-
tually, the courts will have to force the airlines to drop sex discrimina-
tion on all levels of the employment scale.

The application of Title VII to these discriminatory practices has
been less than satisfactory. Part of this ineffectiveness can be attributed
to the Act’s newness. It takes time for cases to climb the judicial ladder
and receive a definitive interpretation. This delay has been accentuated
in the area of sex discrimination because of the ambiguity of the bona
fide occupational qualification and the absence of a clear legislative
intent.

The lack of power in the EEOC furthers its ineffectiveness. Al-
though a claimant niust first litigate his case before the Commission, the
Commission has no power to bind the parties. If employers would
yield upon adverse EEOC determinations, the Commission could serve
as a relatively inexpensive shortcut to litigation, but this has not been the
case in the airline industry.

However, the Act has not been totally ineffective. The unions
were able to use it as a lever in lifting the age and marital restrictions,
and are presently using it in a similar manner to obtain reasonable ma-
ternity leaves of absence for stewardesses. Also, it can be expected
that as the law becomes increasingly established, strong sex-discrimina-
tion precedents should prevent the airlines froimn readily violating it.

One proposed remedy stands out from a view of the shortrun pros-
pects of ending sex discrimination: The Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity Commission should be empowered to issue binding decisions, ad-
ministrative regulations and rules, and cease-and-desist orders, sub-
ject to judicial review—powers similar to those exercised by other fed-
eral agencies. Not only would this power speed up the legal drive to-
wards full eniployment opportunity, but it is also the only means short
of collective union pressure that can attack the problems of an entire
industry. The lesson of the airline industry thus far is that individual
cases have not changed the practices of even an individual employer,
much less the entire mdustry.

125. Berry Spera, Transport Workers Local 550, private communication to the au-
thor. Some litigation of such denials of employment has begun. See, e.g., EEOC Case
No. YSF9-060, CCH EMPL. Prac. GUDE | 6011 (1969).



