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Editorial

In this issue

The editors are pleased to present issue 2021/II of the Pécs Journal of International and European 
Law, published by the Centre for European Research and Education of the Faculty of Law of the 
University of Pécs. 

The editorial comments of the current issue reflect upon some of the implications of the recent 
Carter v. Russia judgment by the European Court of Human Rights.

In the Articles section, Tom Drummond analyses the legality of the nuclear deterrence policy of the 
United Kingdom under international law. Lilla Ozoráková asks and answers the question whether 
the standards of international criminal proceedings in terms of the right to a fair trial are sufficient. 
Anna Szerencsés looks at how the protection of fundamental rights has progressed, notably in the 
twelve years since the EU Charter was given legal binding force. Valéria Horváth gives account 
of the legal responses to migration induced by the 2010 Haitian earthquake on the American con-
tinent.

In the Case notes and analysis section, Csongor István Nagy provides analysis of Hungarian judi-
cial practice connected to EU private international law in family and succession matters. 

Last but not least, in the Reviews section, Mirabella Nezdei reviews Transnational Mobility and 
Global Health - Traversing Borders and Boundaries by Peter H. Koehn (Routledge, 2020).

As always, a word of sincere gratitude is due to the anonymous peer reviewers of the current issue. 

We encourage the reader, also on behalf of the editorial board, to consider the PJIEL as a venue for 
publications. With your contributions, PJIEL aims to remain a trustworthy and up-to-date journal 
of international and European law issues. The next formal deadline for submission of articles is 15 
March 2022, though submissions are welcomed at any time.

The editors
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Quo vadis ECtHR? An assessment of Carter v. Russia before 
the European Court of Human Rights

The European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter: ECtHR or court) has recently delivered its first 
decision on extraterritorial assassinations in the Carter v. Russia case1 The judgment concerned Mr. 
Alexander Litvinenko, former member of the Soviet Union’s secret service, KGB, who had been 
living in the United Kingdom since 2000 until his poisoning in 2006 by Russian state agents.2

Before turning to the questions of law raised by the case, it is necessary to elucidate what actually 
is meant under the term ‘assassination’. In light of the authoritative American legal scholarship, the 
definition of assassination is dependent upon whether it was conducted in times of war or peace.3 
During peacetime, politically motivated killings are considered to be assassinations, while within 
the framework of an armed conflict, perfidious or treacherous killings of individually selected ad-
versaries are characterized as assassinations.4 According to the views of this author, assassinations 
can be seen as a subcategory of ‘targeted killings’, a notion which describes the extraterritorial use 
of intentional, premeditated, deliberate lethal force against individually selected persons, who are 
not in the physical custody of the attacker. The use of force is attributable to a state or international 
organization and there is no judicial decision authorizing the killing of the target.5

Based on the above, the poisoning of Mr. Litvinenko can be considered a classic peacetime assas-
sination, since the killing had an undeniable political motivation.6

The judgment of the ECtHR is notable – among other things – for having established the juris-
diction of the respondent state in connection with the substantive limb (or negative obligation) of 
the right to life – for an extraterritorial use of force, contrary to the longstanding ‘precedent’ of 
the Bankovic decision.7 In that judgment, the court famously held that bombing a person does not 
create jurisdiction for the state in question in the absence of effective control on the ground.8 In its 
subsequent case law, the ECtHR remained true to Bankovic, arguing that states’ jurisdiction is pri-
marily territorial, however, a number of exceptions have been identified which relied on the author-
ity and control of a state agent on the person in question.9 In the recent Georgia v. Russia (II) case10 
however, the ECtHR took a step back from expanding extraterritorial jurisdiction as illustrated by 
Al-Skeini v. The United Kingdom11 towards the Bankovic decision,12 finding no jurisdiction for the 

1  Carter v Russia (App. no. 20914/07) ECtHR (2021) The ECtHR has found six to one, that the Russian Federation 
has violated Mr. Litvinenko’s right to life (both the substantive and the procedural limb) and afforded EUR 100,000 as 
non-pecuniary damage to the widow of the late Mr. Litvinenko. See, Ibid. ratio decidendi paras. 4-5.
2  Ibid. paras. 6. 33-34. and 169.
3  https://www.law.upenn.edu/institutes/cerl/conferences/targetedkilling/papers/ParksMemorandum.pdf (18 October 
2021). pp. 2-3.
4  N. Melzer, Targeted Killing in International Law, OUP, Oxford 2008, pp. 46-47.
5  B. Kis Kelemen, Célzott likvidálás a nemzetközi jogban különös tekintettel a fegyveres, pilóta nélküli repülőgépek 
alkalmazására, Doctoral Dissertation (Submitted for public defence) University of Pécs, Pécs 2021. pp. 38-40. The 
definition relies heavily on Melzer’s 2008 characterization. See Melzer 2008, p. 5.
6  Carter v Russia para 10. Mr. Litvinenko was engaged in activities aiming to expose corruption in Russia.
7  Bankovic and Others v Belgium and 16 other Contracting States (App. no. 52207/99) ECtHR (2001)
8  Ibid. para. 75.
9  Carter v Russia paras. 124-127.
10  Georgia v Russia (II) (App. no. 38263/08) ECtHR (2021)
11  Al-Skeini and Others v The United Kingdom (App. no. 55721/07) ECtHR (2011)
12 https://www.ejiltalk.org/georgia-v-russia-no-2-the-european-courts-resurrection-of-bankovic-in-the-contexts-of-

https://www.law.upenn.edu/institutes/cerl/conferences/targetedkilling/papers/ParksMemorandum.pdf
https://www.ejiltalk.org/georgia-v-russia-no-2-the-european-courts-resurrection-of-bankovic-in-the-contexts-of-chaos/
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Russian Federation during the hostilities of an international armed conflict, except for persons in 
physical custody.13 The court further argued that state agent authority and control beyond arrest or 
detention has only been established in connection14 in relation to “isolated and specific acts involv-
ing an element of proximity.”15 This reasoning was later taken up and expanded upon by the Cham-
ber in Carter v. Russia,16 claiming that this “should apply with equal force in cases of extrajudicial 
targeted killings by State agents acting in the territory of another Contracting State outside of the 
context of a military operation.”17 The ECtHR also claimed that “[t]argeted violations of the human 
rights of an individual by one Contracting State in the territory of another Contracting State un-
dermine the effectiveness of the Convention both as a guardian of human rights and as a guarantor 
of peace, stability and the rule of law in Europe.”18 It needs to be highlighted nevertheless that the 
court still reiterated that the case in question has occurred “in a situation of proximate targeting”.19

Where does this leave us in terms the of judicial oversight of targeted killing programs? Well, we 
have reason to have confidence in the future despite the fact that the decision can still be overturned 
by the Grand Chamber in case of a referral to it, but the present author strongly agrees with Marko 
Milanovic that it is highly unlikely that the Grand Chamber would reverse the judgment as matter 
of legal interpretation.20

However, the present author also feels that jurisdiction over extraterritorial targeted killing opera-
tions is still not carved in stone, since the most prominent targeted killing operations, i.e., the use 
of armed drones to kill terrorist suspects can still fall outside the scope of the abovementioned test 
for jurisdiction for at least three reasons.

First, it can be argued that a targeted killing by an unmanned aerial vehicle is not an isolated and 
specific act since most contemporary targeted killing operations occur within the framework of a 
state policy or program.21

Second, targeted killing by a drone by the nature of things does not involve any level of proximity 
in contrast with, for example, poisoning.

Third, many targeted killings occur in times of armed conflict. The ECtHR has already held that 
“the active phase of hostilities which the Court is required to examine in the present case in the 
context of an international armed conflict is very different, as it concerns bombing and artillery 
shelling”22 Although, the case in question – Georgia v. Russia (II) – occurred without doubt in a 
situation of an international armed conflict, but in theory it is still arguable, that the “context of 
chaos”23 can exist in a non-international armed conflict as well, within which the vast majority of 
targeted killing operations take place.

chaos/ (18 October 2021).
13  Georgia v Russia (II) paras. 113-144. 239. and 269.
14  Ibid. para. 131.
15  Ibid. para. 132.
16  https://www.ejiltalk.org/european-court-finds-russia-assassinated-alexander-litvinenko/ (18 October 2021).
17  Carter v Russia para. 130.
18  Ibid. para. 128.
19  Ibid. para. 161.
20  https://www.ejiltalk.org/european-court-finds-russia-assassinated-alexander-litvinenko/ (18 October 2021).
21  Kis Kelemen 2021, pp. 46-53. and 57.
22  Georgia v Russia (II) para. 133.
23  See, for example ibid. 126. 

https://www.ejiltalk.org/georgia-v-russia-no-2-the-european-courts-resurrection-of-bankovic-in-the-contexts-of-chaos/
https://www.ejiltalk.org/european-court-finds-russia-assassinated-alexander-litvinenko/
https://www.ejiltalk.org/european-court-finds-russia-assassinated-alexander-litvinenko/
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It remains to be seen whether the ECtHR chooses to further elaborate on extraterritorial jurisdiction 
over targeted killing operations abroad, or whether Carter v. Russia simply becomes an interesting 
episode of the case-law of the court.

Nota bene: the abovementioned loopholes were not identified to argue against a strong judicial 
oversight of targeted killings, but rather to shed some light on the problematic conditions the 
ECtHR choose to rely on in its recent case-law.

Bence Kis Kelemen


