Legal strengthening of the individuals’ role in the context of internationally wrongful acts of the state: European legal standards and mechanisms

Abstract
Contemporary armed conflicts demonstrate the limitations of classical interstate mechanisms in ensuring accountability for internationally wrongful acts committed by states. This context highlights the growing significance of individuals who increasingly initiate legal proceedings at both national and international levels. The article aims to analyze the strengthening of the individual’s role in addressing state wrongful acts, to trace the historical transformation of this role, and to propose mechanisms that could consolidate and institutionalize this trend. The study employs historical-legal analysis, case study review, and comparative analysis of European legal instruments and judicial practice, focusing on representative cases from the 21st century. The article demonstrates that the individual has moved from dependency on state representation to becoming an active subject of accountability processes. This shift has been facilitated by the emergence of institutions such as the European Court of Human Rights, universal jurisdiction, and collective litigation. At the same time, systemic shortcomings remain, including chronic non-compliance with judgments, political blocking of international arrest warrants, and insufficient resources for victims. The article proposes two instruments to address these deficiencies: integration of International Criminal Court warrants into the European arrest warrant system, backed by sanctions for non-execution; an automatic parliamentary cycle for implementing international court decisions through a silent consent procedure. The study contributes to international legal scholarship by offering a holistic vision of how individuals reshape the balance of power in international law and by proposing innovative mechanisms to ensure the permanence and effectiveness of this transformation.
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1. Introduction
In the modern doctrine of international law, the trend of “individualization” of state responsibility is increasingly clearly traced after a number of military conflicts. As Stahn (2018) notes, armed conflicts have turned into “communicative wars”, where legal rhetoric becomes an element of counteraction to aggression and violations of jus cogens. The actualization of the role of the individual is especially noticeable in the post- and inter-war processes that continue between Azerbaijan and Armenia. After the 44-day war of 2020, thousands of armed clashes have transformed into a “legal front”. That is, both states and individuals are simultaneously appealing to the International Court of Justice, the European Court of Human Rights (hereinafter – ECtHR) and other instances. Petrossian (2024) shows that, along with interstate proceedings, the statutory mechanisms of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination have already opened the way to hundreds of individual applications from victims. It is the massive involvement of private plaintiffs that is pushing international law institutions to rethink the role of the individual. This, in turn, is shaping new standards of procedural subjectivity. 
The 2020–2022 Tigray war demonstrates another dimension of individual participation. It can be characterized as extrajudicial and transnational. In March 2025, a group of victims filed the first criminal complaint with the Federal Prosecutor’s Office of Germany. They referred to the principle of universal jurisdiction for war crimes and crimes against humanity (Ehl, 2025). The analytical report of the New Lines Institute indicates the possible genocidal nature of the actions of government and allied forces. Given this, such a step shows that it is the victims who become the drivers of global justice when domestic and classical interstate mechanisms are blocked. They give impetus to the criminal prosecution of aggressor officials in third states (Basch, 2024). 
In addition, in 2022, Russia’s armed aggression against Ukraine revealed systemic gaps in traditional means of holding an aggressor state accountable. Mechanisms for establishing state responsibility for aggression are still limited. The International Court of Justice and other interstate bodies require the consent of states or do not have direct jurisdiction over the crime of aggression. Ukraine is trying to hold the Russian Federation accountable at the interstate level. However, there is a need for other ways to fill the existing gaps. Considerable attention has shifted to the individual criminal liability of officials and military personnel guilty of crimes. There are tools for prosecuting war criminals at both the national and international levels. 
Thus, the International Criminal Court is investigating crimes in Ukraine by issuing arrest warrants for specific individuals. At the same time, the ICC does not have jurisdiction over the crime of aggression itself in this conflict due to jurisdictional limitations. The reason for this is Russia’s non-participation in the Rome Statute. As a result, the international community is looking for alternative mechanisms for holding people accountable for aggression. There has been a political demand for the creation of a special tribunal for the crime of aggression and other new institutions, although their legal foundations remain shaky (Varga, 2024).
Thus, individual initiatives change the very understanding of sovereign immunity and open up new exceptions for grave violations of jus cogens. Moreover, the prospect of individual claims and criminal proceedings in any jurisdiction increases the likelihood of real responsibility. Thus, an analysis of the role of the individual in state responsibility for aggression is necessary for the formation of practical mechanisms for the protection of human rights on a global scale.

2. Literature Review
In the modern doctrine of international law, the topic of individual participation in holding states accountable is rapidly coming to the fore. Over the past decades, a significant number of works have appeared that reject state-centrism. They consider the individual as an autonomous actor in the global legal order. The selection of sources was carried out according to three criteria: 1) relevance to key aspects of the study; 2) institutional and regional diversity that goes beyond the European perspective; 3) chronological freshness, focusing on publications from 2019-2025, when the most significant practical developments took place.
Particular attention should be paid to the work of Stahn (2022). The researcher shows how the transformation of “communication wars” makes the rhetoric of victims a factor in the legal qualification of crimes. Stahn emphasizes that responsibility is formed from below. This opinion directly supports our idea of the individual as the driver of state responsibility. Bilodid and Shulga (2025) hold a similar opinion. The authors reveal how the reform of Protocol No. 11 turned the ECtHR into a permanent body and established the judicial autonomy of the individual. Their empirical study of Ukrainian cases illustrates that a massive flow of private complaints can change national legislation. Within the context of Ukraine, the study by Kolarz (2022) should be mentioned, which analyzes how external legal mechanisms can amplify individual and collective agency amid state-level conflict accountability. The researcher advocates the European Union’s active role in empowering Ukraine’s justice system during wartime, notably through institutional and financial support for Eurojust and the International Criminal Court.
The research by Peters (2009) demonstrates how the concept of “humanity” undermines the classical absolute of state sovereignty and opens up space for the direct legal personality of the individual. This provides a theoretical foundation for our analysis of the transition from state-centrism to anthropocentrism. Šturma (2020) traces the evolution of ECtHR practice from individual protection to “hybrid liability”. By this phenomenon, the author understands cases where complaints by individuals serve as an evidentiary basis against states. His elaboration of the “three waves” of the Convention jurisprudence supports the empirical block of our study.
Pimenova (2025) examines the procedural rights of victims in the ICC and the Reparations Fund. The author shows that the participation of individuals is becoming the new norm. The research by Burjaliani (2021) underscores the central theme of the individual as an emerging locus of accountability. The researcher analyzes the ECtHR ruling in the case of Georgia v. Russia, holding Russia accountable for numerous human rights violations. Burjaliani believes that this case signifies the expanding power of individual and interstate litigation as a means to address state misconduct. Arizmendi’s (2025) scholarly work traces the evolution of individuals from passive subjects under the traditional state-centric model to empowered actors in international law. This work reinforces the theoretical foundation of the historical transformation of individual agency.
Thus, contemporary international law increasingly recognizes individuals as autonomous actors in ensuring state accountability. Emerging jurisprudence and scholarship confirm a shift from state-centrism to anthropocentrism, demonstrating that individual participation has become a systemic and irreversible element in addressing internationally wrongful acts of states.

3. Methodological Framework
The methodological basis of the work is formed from general scientific and special legal approaches. This allowed us to consider the international legal responsibility of the state through the dynamic interaction of norms. The starting point is the dialectical approach, which sees international law not as a static system of norms, but as a process of constant renewal under the pressure of opposing imperatives. On this theoretical basis, a system-structural analysis was applied. The author decomposed the mechanism of responsibility into subsystems (collection of evidence, proceedings, execution of decisions); determined the functions of international and national courts; identified the execution gap.
For the normative component of the study, the formal-legal method was used. In particular, this method was applied through the literal and systemic interpretation of the Rome Statute, the European Convention and other considered acts. Their analysis allowed us to investigate the formation of the role of an individual in holding the state accountable through legal acts that underwent changes. The results of the formal legal analysis were critically compared with the actual mechanisms for implementing decisions and made it possible to outline regulatory gaps. In particular, it was established that although Art. 94 of the UN Charter imposes on states the obligation to implement the decisions of the International Court of Justice, the absence of procedural sanctions makes this norm declaratory. Similarly, the ECHR does not contain mandatory deadlines for the enforcement of ECtHR judgments, including judgments in civil confiscation cases. 
The historical method was applied to analyze the retrospective role of the state and the individual in international relations. The treatises and doctrinal works of classical positivism of the 17th–19th centuries were analyzed, which consolidated the state-centric paradigm. The article then described the acts and theoretical discussions of the League of Nations, where the idea of international individual criminal responsibility was first voiced. The final point was the period after 1945, when the Nuremberg and Tokyo tribunals laid the legal foundation for individual responsibility for international crimes. Such a consistent review showed that modern mechanisms for holding the state accountable have deep roots. Using this method, the author traced the shift in emphasis in international relations from the state to the individual.
The article used the method of logical analysis. Its goal was to divide complex legal phenomena into their basic elements. At the normative level, this meant the gradual separation from the texts of legal acts of those norms that directly define the procedural rights of the individual. At the empirical level, the analytical approach allowed us to detail each of the considered cases. After detailing individual elements, the synthesis method was applied. This made it possible to collect disparate conclusions into a coherent conceptual picture. The normative results were combined with empirical observations. Such a synthetic framework made it possible to identify systemic gaps and immediately correlate them with potential points of intervention.
The empirical method ensured a proper analysis of the case study. A number of key precedents of the past and present centuries helped to test the hypothesis about the decisive role of coalitions of individuals in launching procedures against the state. To verify the trends, a content analysis and statistical review of the HUDOC databases, ICC and UN reports, and European Implementation Network data were carried out. When formulating recommendations, the author used a normatively projective approach. Models of ways to eliminate existing barriers were proposed and their effectiveness was assessed, and not just a formal expansion of the regulatory framework. The reliability of the conclusions is ensured by triangulation of dogmatic, comparative, and empirical material.

4. Results
4.1. Historical transformation of the role of the individual in the system of international law
In the classical sense, international law has long been perceived as the law of states. The idea of state-centrism occupied a central place in this paradigm. Its essence was revealed through the idea that only states were recognized as full-fledged subjects of international law. Only a state is capable of concluding international treaties, creating obligations, and acting as a party in disputes (Yermolenko-Knyazeva, 2021). In contrast, individuals were outside this legal order and were limited by the jurisdiction of their state. Even the protection of their rights was implemented indirectly, mainly through the institution of diplomatic protection. This approach was enshrined in the Westphalian system, which laid the foundations for the classical model of international law. According to this model, the state was recognized as the sole and central actor in the global legal order. In addition, its sovereignty was considered absolute and not subject to external interference (Arizmendi, 2025). 
Key changes took place after World War II. The catastrophic consequences of the conflict exposed the inadequacy of the traditional model, which was focused exclusively on the state. This moment marked the beginning of the humanization of international law. This can be called a process in which a person as an individual acquires real international significance as a bearer of rights and obligations (Peters, 2009). One of the first to consistently argue for the need to recognize the individual as a subject of international law was the renowned lawyer Lauterpacht. He argued that international law should apply not only to states but also to individuals as direct participants in the global legal order (Sheredko, 2023). His position was reflected in his subsequent works, in particular in the theory of limited international legal personality of individuals.
The further evolution of international human rights law after 1945 proved the growing role of the individual. The adoption of the UN Charter and key international legal instruments for the protection of human rights gave individuals a direct opportunity to protect their rights at the international level (Council of Europe, 1950). However, the concept of international criminal responsibility of individuals was actively developed in parallel with the development of international law. This concept has become one of the key forms of legal reinforcement of the role of individuals in the context of internationally wrongful acts of states. 
Legitimacy for the practice of personalized responsibility was provided by UN General Assembly Resolution No. 95 (I) (Cassese, 2009). This concept was further developed within the framework of specialized ad hoc international tribunals, in particular those dealing with the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda. They became an institutional example of the international community’s response to systematic human rights violations, even taking into account the fact that such actions were carried out under the cover of a state mandate. In these cases, individuals were not simply held accountable for their own actions. They acted as a mechanism for holding the state accountable through its authorized representatives. 
This evolution found its logical conclusion in the establishment of a permanent institution – the International Criminal Court. The institution operates on the basis of the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court (International Criminal Court, 1998). The document establishes individual criminal responsibility for a number of crimes: genocide; crimes against humanity; war crimes; the crime of aggression. At the same time, the Rome Statute explicitly states that a person's official position is not a basis for avoiding the jurisdiction of the Court. Even the highest state officials cannot be exempt. This approach confirms the final consolidation of the principle of individualization of responsibility in international law (Ioanes & Nicole, 2024).
It should be noted that the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (UN General Assembly, 1966) and its optional protocols have created effective mechanisms for individual appeals to UN treaty bodies. UN committees develop practices for interpreting key legal standards, which can then be implemented in domestic legislation (Zubarieva, 2016; Kotsur et al., 2023). Appeals to UN treaty bodies allow victims to obtain recommendations on compensation or other forms of legal protection. Although these mechanisms require separate recognition by the state, they provide real control over compliance with international obligations. As Callejon (2024) notes, the participation of individuals in such procedures contributes to the formation of an international standard of legal protection even in jurisdictions with ineffective national remedies. This practice consolidates the functional role of individuals in the international legal system.
A significant initiative in this context is the work of the Trust Fund for Victims, established under the ICC. This mechanism provides not only compensation but also symbolic restoration of the dignity of victims. Although formally only states have the right to initiate inter-state lawsuits, individuals are increasingly becoming a source of legal initiative (Omelchuk et al., 2022). A separate proof of the strengthening role of individuals in international law is access to the special procedures of the UN Human Rights Council. This mechanism allows individuals to directly appeal to international bodies. Although such appeals do not have the force of a court decision, they shape the international discourse on the responsibility of the state towards the individual (Shatilo et al., 2023).
Special attention should be paid to Independent International Mechanisms (hereinafter – IIMs), which are created by the UN General Assembly or the Human Rights Council to respond to mass violations of international humanitarian and human rights law. For example, the International Independent Mechanism for Investigating Crimes in Syria actively accepts information from individuals who have documentary evidence of crimes. As stated in the IIM’s official mandate, the mechanism is to “collect, preserve, and analyze evidence that can be used in future legal proceedings, including tribunals” (United Nations, 2016). In addition, individual actions and campaigns by victims can catalyze the creation of special international tribunals. There are well-known cases where testimony has triggered proceedings for crimes committed in other countries. As noted by Varney and Zduńczyk (2020), universal jurisdiction not only allows for circumventing the passivity of the offending state, but also recognizes the autonomous capacity of individuals to seek justice, regardless of their citizenship or place of residence.
In summary, history has created a systemic dissonance between the traditional construct of international state responsibility and the latest practice of individual human rights and criminal mechanisms. Further analysis will show whether this dissonance will transform into a stable regime of responsibility, where the state will be accountable to the individual.

4.2. Analysis of European mechanisms for individual participation in holding the state accountable
The transformation of international law towards human-centeredness found its most vivid manifestation in the European legal space. As Bilodid & Shulga (2025) aptly noted, this radically changed the balance between the individual and the state. This step transformed the individual from a passive object of care to an active participant in the formation of human rights policy. As Szwed (2024) notes, these processes are systematically described in the concept of “judicial empowerment of the individual.” According to this concept, Europe is currently transitioning from monistic “state-centrism” to a polycentric model, where individuals, states, and supranational institutions interact on equal terms.
To understand the strengthening of the role of the individual in holding the state accountable, attention should be paid to specific judicial practice. At the practical level, this manifests itself in three successive “waves” of ECtHR precedents: protection→attribution→hybrid responsibility (Šturma, 2020). Each “wave” expands the possibilities for complainants: from classic protection of individuals to the use of their experience as evidence of international responsibility of states. The significance of the ECtHR case law is illustrated by the decision in the case of Makaratzis v. Greece (European Court of Human Rights, 2004), which established standards of proportionality in the use of force. 
The decision in the case of Ilascu and Others v. Moldova and Russia (European Court of Human Rights, 2004b) laid the foundation for a new approach to the responsibility of states for actions outside their territory. The latest joint case of Ukraine and the Netherlands v. Russia (European Court of Human Rights, 2025a) confirmed that consolidated individual complaints can influence the determination of international responsibility of states in inter-state proceedings. They record massive human rights violations in temporarily occupied territories. As Šturma (2020) rightly notes, the Court’s practice demonstrates that the Convention has created a unique order. In it, the international obligations of states correlate with the direct rights of individuals, secured by a judicial mechanism for their enforcement.
The role of individuals as procedural parties has also been strengthened thanks to EU instruments. The EU's global human rights sanctions regime of 2020 allows for targeted restrictions to be imposed on individuals responsible for serious crimes. Importantly, neither citizenship nor the place where the act was committed matters (Tsertsvadze, 2024). In other words, we can talk about the transnational nature of sanctions. This horizontal approach ensures personalization of responsibility and has a preventive effect. The practical implementation of sanctions is supported by the Freeze and Seize Task Force network and the G7 REPO mechanism, which freeze and confiscate the assets of sanctioned individuals. Their activities pave the way for the use of these resources for the benefit of victims (Kolarz, 2022).
For the first time in 2025, the Freeze & Seize mechanism explicitly provided for the possibility of submitting an individual “victim request” to the Secretariat of the Working Group. Thus, this became another point of entry for private individuals into the processes of international responsibility. An individual acquires the ability not only to record the fact of a violation, but also to initiate legal proceedings aimed at holding both individuals and states accountable, with the subsequent restoration of violated rights. Therefore, European legal mechanisms form a multi-level, comprehensive system that puts people at the center. They show how international law has moved from diplomatic protectionism to judicial autonomy for individuals, confirming their status as full subjects of legal relations and providing effective tools for enforcing and protecting violated rights.

4.3. Practical cases of individual participation in international practice of holding states responsible in the 21st century
The first example for analysis will be Georgia. The five-day war in August 2008 between Georgia and Russia led to massive humanitarian losses, including hundreds of deaths and tens of thousands of displaced persons (Oniani, 2024). In response to these events, Georgia filed an interstate complaint against Russia with the ECtHR. The Grand Chamber of the ECtHR delivered a landmark judgment, finding the Russian Federation responsible for serious and systematic violations of the European Convention on Human Rights during and after the active hostilities. In particular, the Court found Russia guilty of the following crimes: killing civilians; destroying property; torturing prisoners; and forcibly expelling ethnic Georgians. The Court found that these violations were “administrative practices,” meaning they happened on a large scale and with the knowledge or consent of the defendant state (European Court of Human Rights, 2021). This decision was the first international legal confirmation of the state’s responsibility for the consequences of the 2008 war.
The 2021 decision strengthened their position, as the Court unequivocally established the fact of violations. This made it possible to convert humanitarian damage into legal claims for compensation. In April 2023, the ECtHR, relying on the decision in the case of Georgia v. Russia (II) (European Court of Human Rights, 2021), awarded Georgia €130 million in compensation for approximately 23,000 affected citizens (Burjaliani, 2021). To date, the mechanism is still imperfect. After the aggression against Ukraine, Russia was expelled from the Council of Europe. It refuses to pay the fine and admit guilt. However, the very fact of this decision sets a precedent: the state is recognized as financially liable to individuals for mass human rights violations during the war. Thus, the Georgian case demonstrates that private individuals can obtain international recognition of the responsibility of the offending state and legally claim compensation for damages.
Another example of the active role of private individuals in holding states accountable is the events during the second war for Nagorno-Karabakh in the fall of 2020. In the heat of the fighting, both sides of the conflict, Armenia and Azerbaijan, faced situations where soldiers were captured or went missing. The relatives of these individuals were unable to obtain information or assistance quickly through political channels. They turned to the ECtHR for protection. Under Rule 39 – Interim measure of the Rules of Court (European Court of Human Rights, 2025b), the Court has received a large number of requests concerning missing and captured persons on both sides of the conflict since 2020. The Court clarified that this requirement applies not only to civilians but also to all persons captured during the conflict (Tsirli, 2020). Thus, the Court explicitly extended the protection of the Convention to prisoners of war. 
When governments failed to provide sufficient information about the fate of specific prisoners, the ECtHR imposed interim measures, obliging the state to provide information about these individuals. These applications played an important humanitarian role. There have been cases where, as a result of the Court’s intervention, states exchanged information about prisoners or returned some of them (Gusarov & Popov, 2020). This case of Nagorno-Karabakh is indicative of the procedural subjectivity of private individuals even during the “hot phase” of the conflict. 
In addition, we have already mentioned the example of Syria. The civil war in 2011 was accompanied by horrific crimes committed by Bashar al-Assad’s regime against the civilian population. International intergovernmental mechanisms were blocked because Syria had not ratified the Rome Statute of the International Criminal Court. Furthermore, efforts to refer the situation to the ICC through the UN Security Council were vetoed. In such circumstances, Syrian victims and human rights defenders turned to the principle of universal jurisdiction. This means that the national courts of individual states can prosecute the most serious crimes regardless of where they were committed and the nationality of the perpetrators. Germany played a special role in this process, where the law allows foreigners to be tried for crimes against humanity and war crimes committed abroad (Ehl, 2025).
On January 3, 2022, the Higher Regional Court of Koblenz handed down a verdict in the case of former Syrian intelligence colonel Anwar R. This is the world's first verdict against a high-ranking official of the Assad regime for crimes against humanity. Anwar R. was found guilty of complicity in the torture of more than 4,000 prisoners, the murder of 27 people, rape, and sexual violence in the secret Al-Khatib prison in Damascus. He was sentenced to life imprisonment. This historic trial was made possible thanks to the efforts of a group of Syrian victims and the non-governmental organization European Center for Constitutional and Human Rights. Together, since 2017, they have been gathering evidence and have secured an international arrest warrant for Syrian officials from German prosecutors. In this case, 14 Syrians acted as co-plaintiffs and testified about their experiences. As human rights activists noted, this is a striking example of how the actions of a group of individuals led to the prosecution of a representative of the state regime (European Center for Constitutional and Human Rights, 2022).
This verdict was a turning point for the entire international justice system. It confirmed that universal jurisdiction can be an effective mechanism for victims of the most serious crimes. This case demonstrated that even in the absence of international jurisdiction, individuals can seek justice by turning to the courts of another state. European national justice effectively provided Syrian victims with a legal platform. This once again confirms that, at the present stage, the role of individuals in the context of holding states accountable has grown significantly and that they are full-fledged actors in international law.
Another example of the expansion of universal jurisdiction thanks to the efforts of private individuals is the case concerning the genocide of the Rohingya people (a Muslim minority in Myanmar), which was initiated in Argentina. In 2017, the Myanmar military carried out so-called “cleansing operations” against the Rohingya, accompanied by mass killings and the expulsion of more than 700,000 civilians. Some countries, including Bangladesh and Gambia, initiated international proceedings. However, this mechanism proved ineffective. The Rohingya diaspora decided to act through Argentina’s national justice system. In November 2019, the Burmese Rohingya Organisation UK, which brings together Rohingya in exile, filed a petition on behalf of the victims with the Argentine federal court demanding an investigation into crimes of genocide and crimes against humanity committed by the Myanmar military and officials. Argentine law allows for the application of universal jurisdiction. This precedent-setting lawsuit by the diaspora was based on the same principle as the German cases against Syria, namely that serious crimes affect all of humanity and can therefore be prosecuted anywhere (UN Human Rights Council, 2024). The UN Independent Mechanism for the Collection of Evidence on Myanmar joined the case. It provided Argentine prosecutors with evidence and testimony. During 2022-2023, the Argentine authorities gathered evidence. This culminated in June 2024, when the Argentine federal prosecutor filed a motion for 25 arrest warrants for senior Myanmar officials, including the current head of state. In February 2025, an Argentine court granted the request and authorized the arrest of these individuals (Legal Action Worldwide, 2025). Although the defendants are outside Argentina, the mere fact that international warrants have been issued puts legal pressure on the regime in Myanmar.
This case does not concern Europe. However, we have described it to illustrate the transnational evolution of the status of individuals in international law. This case demonstrated the universality of the principle of universal jurisdiction in the literal sense. Thus, it is not only European courts that are prepared to prosecute international crimes. The initiators of the process were private individuals who did not wait for international punishment for the guilty in their own country. Instead, they independently appealed to the court of a foreign state. This clearly demonstrates that even outside Europe, the ability of individuals to influence the prosecution of a violator state has increased.
Thus, the cases discussed above illustrate how, in the 21st century, private individuals have become influential actors in international legal responsibility. This evolution of international practice has several important dimensions. First, the effectiveness of international mechanisms increases significantly when people appeal to them directly. Individual complaints to the ECtHR have resulted in precedent-setting decisions. This is an important signal that human rights are important and that the state may be held accountable for their violation. Second, universal jurisdiction has become an effective tool in the hands of civil society against the immunity of state authorities (Bilousov et al., 2023). The cases of Syria and Myanmar have confirmed this. Third, the participation of private individuals in international proceedings is changing the very nature of international legal responsibility. It makes it more personalized, focused on restoring the rights of specific individuals. 
Particular attention should be paid to the role of the individual in the issue of civil confiscation of assets of an aggressor state. This concept refers to a judicial or administrative mechanism for the compulsory seizure of property belonging to a foreign state or its associated entities, without the need for a prior criminal conviction (France, 2022). This instrument differs from classical criminal confiscation in that it is based on the balance of probabilities standard. It can be applied in cases where assets are considered to have been obtained as a result of gross violations of international law or are used to finance them (FATF, 2012). There are no direct universal norms on the civil confiscation of assets of an aggressor state at the international level. The relevant procedures are consistent with the principles of sovereign immunity of the state and are enshrined in the United Nations Convention on Jurisdictional Immunities of States and Their Property (General Assembly of the United Nations, 2004).
At the same time, recent events related to the aggression of the Russian Federation against Ukraine have led to the search for exceptions to this immunity in order to direct confiscated assets to reparation funds for victims (Ministry of Finance of Ukraine, 2024). The 2023 amendments of the Special Economic Measures Act (Parliament of Canada, 1992) allow the confiscation of frozen assets of sanctioned foreign states for subsequent transfer to Ukraine. Similar initiatives are being considered in the United States under the REPO for Ukrainians Act (United States Congress, 2023). The legal possibility of such confiscation depends on a combination of national legislation, international obligations, and the doctrine of limited immunity, which allows for exceptions in cases of serious violations of jus cogens (McGregor, 2013). In the context of strengthening the role of the individual in state accountability mechanisms, civil confiscation can be an effective tool for providing material compensation to victims. However, this requires adequate procedural safeguards and transparency. One measure could be to channel confiscated funds into special funds accessible to individual applicants.
Thus, practical cases of the 21st century have demonstrated the formation of a new model of state responsibility. Private individuals have become important participants and initiators of processes that were previously the prerogative of states. For our research, this means that we must take into account the role of individuals and civil society as drivers of international justice.

5. Discussion
A review of recent practice shows that today individuals are no longer merely “objects of protection” in international law. Individuals are increasingly taking the initiative in holding states accountable. This trend has systemic implications. Nevertheless, ensuring the rights of individuals in connection with internationally wrongful acts of states continues to face numerous challenges. Despite the existence of a ramified system of human rights protection, victims of international crimes still face numerous barriers. They are often denied effective access to information, participation in judicial proceedings, adequate protection, and compensation, as noted in a study by leading human rights organizations (Finnin, 2020). 
Human Rights Watch (2024) emphasizes that jurisdictional barriers remain one of the fundamental structural limitations. For example, the International Criminal Court does not have its own enforcement tools. This makes it dependent on the political will of member states to ensure the arrest of defendants. Although most EU countries are parties to the Rome Statute, the execution of arrest warrants is often blocked for political reasons. As a result, dozens of suspects remain at large for years, significantly undermining confidence in the effectiveness of international justice. An additional factor complicating access to justice is political pressure on judicial institutions. In many cases, there is direct or indirect interference by the executive branch in the judicial process. According to the conclusions of the International Commission of Jurists, such distortions of the justice system are systemic in a number of European countries (Duffy et al., 2025).
Practice shows that the individual's right to appeal remains unevenly accessible. Therefore, it is advisable for states to create funds for procedural support for victims, in particular to provide pro bono legal services. This will improve the quality of investigations and strengthen the legitimacy of court decisions. The issue of state immunity deserves special attention. States should clearly regulate in procedural law exceptions to the immunity of the state and its officials in cases of serious international crimes, so that decisions have a better chance of being enforced and internationally recognized.
In addition to difficulties in accessing justice, another serious problem is the low level of enforcement of decisions by international courts. In the ECtHR system, this manifests itself in the prolonged disregard or delay in the enforcement of decisions by national authorities. As of 2024, approximately 44% of so-called “leading” decisions remain unenforced by member states. This poses a serious threat to the principle of the rule of law (European Implementation Network, 2024). Systematic non-enforcement of international court decisions undermines the legitimacy of the very idea of a fair trial. In the activities of the ICC, a similar problem manifests itself in the unwillingness of states to cooperate in the transfer of accused persons. Even after binding decisions have been issued, their implementation does not always take place. In fact, this leads to evasion of responsibility, contrary to the formal obligations of the parties to the Rome Statute (Human Rights Watch, 2024).
A practical step that could significantly reduce the barriers described above is the introduction within the EU of an updated “European Arrest Warrant+” mechanism, which would automatically equate International Criminal Court warrants with ordinary European warrants. The essence of the initiative is the adoption of a special protocol to Framework Decision 2002/584/JHA. According to this protocol, member states would be obliged to execute ICC warrants without additional political coordination. To prevent the mechanism from becoming yet another declaration, the protocol would have to include financial and political sanctions for non-compliance (Council of the European Union, 2002). In such a model, the ICC would no longer depend on the situational political will of governments. In addition, failure to comply with an order would become disadvantageous for a member state. At the same time, the European Union would demonstrate that it can turn the principle of universality into a real legal standard.
Equally important is the problem of insufficient implementation of international standards in national legal systems. The European Network for the Implementation of Court Decisions qualifies the non-execution of ECtHR and EU Court decisions as a systemic problem. The governments of many states continue to ignore the need to harmonize national legislation and administrative practice with the requirements of international law (European Implementation Network & Democracy Reporting International, 2024). This causes a chronic gap between declarative adherence to European standards and their actual application, which ultimately discredits the very system of human rights protection on the continent.
We believe that the problem of systemic non-compliance with decisions can be minimized by introducing an “automatic implementation cycle” in each state. That is, after a decision comes into force, the government submits a short “Implementation Act” to parliament within 30 days. It comes into force without discussion if parliament does not vote against it within 90 days. An independent parliamentary commissioner monitors implementation and can initiate disciplinary action against officials.
At the same time, there are also positive prospects. At the European Union level, key instruments in the field of victims' rights are being reviewed (European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights, 2024). In addition, a number of EU countries have already established specialized prosecutorial structures and investigative units to investigate war crimes and crimes of an international nature, accompanied by systematic support for victims.
Therefore, in order to effectively strengthen the role of individuals in the international legal system, it is necessary not only to remove institutional and procedural barriers, but also to reform the internal legal mechanisms of the participating countries. The adaptation of national legislation and proactive support for victims are necessary conditions for overcoming the systemic ineffectiveness of international human rights protection in Europe.

6. Conclusion
Practical cases in the 21st century have shown that it is the initiative of individuals that triggers judicial mechanisms where inter-state procedures are ineffective. Mass individual lawsuits have become a new driver of state accountability. The universal jurisdiction of national courts has proven effective in cases where the offending state does not recognize international tribunals or blocks their jurisdiction.
At the same time, systemic challenges emerged: jurisdictional gaps; the ICC's dependence on cooperation between states; slow and selective enforcement of ECtHR and ECJ decisions; political pressure on national legal systems; and unequal access. The proposed practical solutions aim to remove these barriers without the need for radical restructuring of existing institutions. For states experiencing armed conflict, the mass involvement of victims in international and national proceedings serves not only as a legal but also as a political argument in inter-state negotiations. The broad participation of individuals increases the legitimacy of decisions and creates public pressure that encourages the enforcement of judgments. However, this requires institutional support.
The further development of the international system of state responsibility depends on the harmonization of national legislation with international standards and mechanisms for redirecting confiscated assets to reparations funds. Only in this way can the determination of individual courts and activists be transformed into established practice. Finally, the experience of the 21st century shows that the strength of the international legal order is determined not only by intergovernmental agreements, but also by the ability of individuals to protect their rights. By integrating individual initiative into official mechanisms, states strengthen their own resilience to internal abuses. 
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