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Syndicat national des professions du tourisme v France (Complaint no. 6/1999) 

 

1) Reference Details 

 

Jurisdiction: European Committee of Social Rights 

Date of Decision: 10 October 2000 

Link to full case: 

http://www.coe.int/t/e/human_rights/esc/4_collective_complaints/list_of_collective_comp

laints/CC6Merits_en.pdf 

 

2) Facts 

The complaint, lodged on 30 August 1999, related to Articles 1(2) (right to earn one's living 

in an occupation freely entered upon), 10 (the right to vocational training) and E (non-

discrimination) of the Revised European Social Charter. It alleged discrimination in access 

to work and vocational training for guide-interpreters and national lecturers.  

3) Law 

 

National Law 

 

• Act No. 92-645 of 13 July 1992, laying down the conditions of performance of 

activities relating to the organisation and sale of trips and holidays and its 

implementing decree, No. 94-490 of 15 June 1994, as amended by Decree No. 99-

296 of 15 April 1999 

 

International Law 

 

• Articles 1(2) of the Revised European Social Charter (right to earn one's living in an 

occupation freely entered upon) 

• Article 10 of the Revised European Social Charter (the right to vocational training) 

• Article E of the Revised European Social Charter (non-discrimination) 

 

 4) Legal Arguments 

 

The Complainant 

 

The SNPT alleged in its complaint that all the bodies offering guided tours within the remit 

of the Ministry of Culture and Communication (notably, the National Museums Association 

(RMN)), the museums of fine arts, the towns and regions belonging to the Villes et Pays 

d’Art et d’Histoire network, and the National Fund for Historic Monuments and Sites 

(CNMHS) discriminated between lecturer guides approved by these bodies, and interpreter 

guides and national lecturers with a state diploma. It alleged that this discrimination 

resulted in a denial of the right to work and to vocational training for interpreter guides and 

national lecturers with a state diploma. Concerning the alleged violation of the right to non-

discrimination in employment, the SNPT provided practical examples of differences of 

treatment, such as the prohibition on interpreter guides and national lecturers with a state 

diploma from conducting guided tours in certain areas open to the public, which it argued 

put museum approved lecturers at an advantage.  
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In relation to the right to vocational training, the SNPT claimed that various types of 

discrimination practised by the bodies within the ministry’s remit had the effect of 

depriving interpreter guides and national lecturers with a state diploma of the right to 

individual vocational training, including preparation of guided tours, again citing specific 

examples.  

 

The State 

 

The State conceded that differences of treatment do exist with regard to working 

conditions, in particular access to certain public places by interpreter guides and national 

lecturers with a state diploma, on the one hand, and approved lecturer guides, on the other, 

but contended that these differences were minimal and objectively justified. The State also 

contested the claim that interpreter guides and national lecturers with a state diploma have 

no right to training.  

 

Third Party Observations 

 

The European Trade Union Confederation (ETUC) made a number of observations, taking 

the view that the difference in treatment was justified and based on objective grounds, 

which related not only to security but also to the different status of the two groups of 

guides, one group being civil servants and the other group being private workers. 

 

5) Decision 

 

The Committee found that the differences in treatment between the approved lecturer 

guides of the Villes et Pays d’Art et d’Histoire network and the interpreter guides and 

national lecturers with a state diploma constituted discrimination in breach of Article 1(2) 

in combination with Article E of the revised Charter in terms of the right to employment. It 

did not however find discrimination in relation to the right to vocational training within the 

meaning of Article 10 in conjunction with Article E of the revised Charter. 


