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Eweida loses appeal to wear crucifix at work

British Airways was justified in treatment of check-in worker, rules Court of Appeal
James Brockett

The Court of Appeal accepted BA’s argument that the policy was justified

A British Airways employee who was prevented from wearing a crucifix at work has lost her appeal over
her claim of religious discrimination.

Nadia Eweida was sent home from her job on BA’s check-in desks in 2006 after she refused to remove
the cross-shaped pendant from around her neck. She launched the legal challenge after being told the
item breached the airline’s uniform policy. The Employment Appeals Tribunal had previously rejected
Eweida’s case and accepted BA’'s argument that the policy was justified.

Today, the Court of Appeal confirmed that judgement.

Giving the ruling, Lord Justice Sedley said: “This case has perhaps illustrated some of the problems that
can arise when an individual asserts that a provision, criterion or practice adopted by an employer
conflicts with beliefs that they hold but which may not only not be shared but may be opposed by others
in the workforce. It is not unthinkable that a blanket ban may sometimes be the only fair solution."

BA introduced a new open-necked uniform in 2004, and at that time prohibited the wearing of any visible
item of adornment around the neck. Eweida was allowed to wear the cross if she covered it up but
refused to do so and was sent home. She remained off work unpaid from September 2006 to the
following February. BA then amended the policy in 2007 to allow “a faith or charity symbol” with the
uniform.

A spokesman for the airline said: "British Airways is very satisfied with the decision of the Court of
Appeal, which yet again confirms that British Airways has acted appropriately and lawfully in relation to
Ms Eweida."

Emma Clark, employment specialist at Fox law firm, said: “This decision is a sensible interpretation of
the nuances of the indirect discrimination legislation; Miss Eweida's desire to display a cross around her
neck in the workplace was a personal choice and not a religious requirement. Miss Eweida has claimed
that she will now appeal to the Supreme Court but in the meantime employers can feel more confident in
imposing dress codes and banning the full veil and other religious symbols that are not clearly required
by an employee's religion.”

Bob Fahy, of law firm Matthew Arnold & Baldwin, added: "For her indirect discrimination claim to
succeed, Ms Eweida was required to show that she was part of a group of people within the BA
workforce who were disadvantaged because their religion or belief made it harder to comply with a
provision, criterion or practice applied by BA... In refusing to uphold her appeal, the court [found] that the
detriment of which Ms Eweida complained was suffered by her alone and her complaint arose from a
personal objection not arising from any doctrine of faith and never raised by any other BA employee.”



