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I. Introductory Remarks

The enforcement of decisions of the International Court of Justice may involve
problems that touch upon some of the most delicate areas of both public
international law, and the law of the United Nations, at a time when these two
systems of law can hardly be considered as totally separate from each other. In the
body of general law and practice concerning enforcement of international rules the
principle of self-help remains prominent.1 On the other hand, within the apparently
more integrated and institutionalized context of the UN system - and this is the field
into which we are principally going to venture in the present study - one is
confronted with highly controversial issues, such as voting procedure in the Security
Council, or the relationship between the Council and the International Court of
Justice, these issues being part and parcel of the everlasting controversy between
law and politics.

First, with regard to the question of the relationship between the Security
Council and the Court,2 consideration will, primarily, be given to the implications of
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1 Schachter refers to self-help as 'a broad, if somewhat imprecise, term that covers a range of actions
(other than armed force) which may be taken by a state injured by a violation of legal obligations
owed to it. Analytically, it falls into the category of actions to achieve compliance or to enforce
obligations. ('United Nations Law', AJIL (1994) 14.) For a commentary on the ongoing work of
the International Law Commission in this area, see the collective contribution under the title
'Symposium: Counter-measures and Dispute Settlement: The Current Debate within the ILC,
EJIL (1994) 20 et seq. On the traditional prominence of the principle of self-help as a remedy
against breaches of law in international relations, see Fitzmaurice, 'The Future of Public
International Law', Livre du Centenaire, Annuaire de I'lnstitut de Droit International (1973) 300
et seq.

2 The question of the discretionary powers of the Council under Article 94(2) represents, indeed,
only a part of the more general problem of the relation of the Council to the Court, which cannot
be analysed here. More generally, on the problem of the concurrent jurisdiction between the
Council and the Court, see T.G.H. Elsen, Litispendence Between the International Court of Justice
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the discretionary character of the role of the Council under Article 94(2). Second,
and in particular, when assessing the voting procedure which applies when the
Council votes on a draft resolution aimed at giving effect to a judgment of the Court,
a systematic analysis will be made of Articles 94 and 27 of the Charter in
connection with the more general competence of the Council under Chapters VI and
VII. Last, this enquiry will focus on the scope of application of Article 94(2), having
special regard to orders of the Court indicating provisional measures, and giving
consideration to those special advisory opinions that are made compulsory under ad
hoc agreements.

The few scholars who have dealt with this topic in the past have lamented the
almost total lack of relevant practice.3 After almost fifty years of functioning of the
UN, the instances in which action by the Security Council has been invoked under
Article 94(2) are still rare: this Article was used by the UK, in 1951, with respect to
the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company case; by Nicaragua, in 1986, in the case against the
United States and by Bosnia-Herzegovina, in 1993, in the case against the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia.

II. The Discretion of the Security Council Under Article 94(2)

Article 94(2) of the Charter, in vesting the Security Council with the power to give
effect to a judgment of the ICJ, seems to provide a potential element of cohesion
between the two UN organs.4 However, surveying this provision more closely, one

and the Security Council (1986). In fact, in the present study the problem of concurrent jurisdiction
is analysed with regard to whether the Security Council can bring about a sort of political review of
a Court decision, a problem that presents itself when the Council deliberates on an issue which has
been brought before the Court after it has passed a judgment. The other side of the problem is that
of the possibility of judicial review of the legality of a Council decision. The most recent case
addressing this problem is that on the interpretation and application of the 1971 Montreal
Convention Arising from the Aerial Incident at Lockerbie {Libya v. US), Request for the Indication
of Provisional Measures. The Court's Order of 14 April 1992 has prompted an intense debate
among international law scholars, see, among others, Andreas Saenz de Santa Maria, 'De maximis
non curat praetor ...? El Consejo de Seguridad y el TTJ en el asunto de Lockerbie', Revista
espanola de derecho international (1992) 327 et seq.; Franck, 'The 'Powers of Appreciation":
Who is the Ultimate Guardian of UN Legality?', AJIL (1992) 321 et seq.; Sciso, 'Pud la Corte
intemazionale di giustizia rilevare 1'invalidita di una decisione del Consiglio di sicurezza?', RDI
(1992) 369 et seq.; Graefrath, 'Leave to the Court what Belongs to the Court. The Libian Case",
EJIL (1993) 184 et seq.; Kennedy (R.F.), 'Libya v. United States: The International Court of
Justice and the Power of Judicial Review', VaJ.Infl L. (1993) 899 et seq.; Watson,
'Constitutionalism, Judicial Review, and the World Court', Harv. Int'l LJ. (1993) 1 et seq.;
Bowett, "The Impact of Security Council Decisions on Dispute Settlement Procedures', EJIL
(1994) 89 et seq.
See, in particular, Schachter, 'The Enforcement of International Judicial and Arbitral Decisions,
AJIL (1960) 5; S. Rosenne, Law and Practice of the International Court (1965) 154; Kerley,
'Ensuring Compliance with Judgments of the International Court of Justice', L. Gross, The Future
of the International Court of Justice (1976) 276.
Article 94 reads as follows: ' 1. Each member of the United Nations undertakes to comply with the
decision of the international Court of Justice in any case to which it is a party. 2. If any party to a
case fails to perform the obligations incumbent upon it under a judgment rendered by the Court,
the other party may have recourse to the Security Council, which may, if it deems necessary, make
recommendations or decide upon measures to be taken to give effect to the judgment.'
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might be led to a different conclusion. This arises mainly out of the discretionary
character of the authority of the Council in the matter. The wording of die provision
expressly indicates that the Security Council 'may1 exercise its power to enforce
compliance with a Court's judgment only 'if it deems [this to be] necessary'. It is to
be noted that in its original version the proposal that led to Article 94(2), as in the
case of the analogous prescription in the Covenant of the League of Nations,5

provided an obligation for the Security Council to act when the successful litigant
had brought the case of non-compliance before it.6

Already at the San Francisco Conference the question arose whether, in its final
version, Article 94(2), and particularly the phrase 'if it deems necessary', might
impair the independence of the Court vis-a-vis the Security Council:

It was observed that the use of this phrase might tend to weaken the position of the Court.
In answer to this argument it was pointed out that the action to be taken by the Security
Council was permissive rather than obligatory and that the addition of the aforementioned
phrase merely made more clear the discretionary power of the Security Council.7

Be that as it may, it is apparent that, contrary to what was prescribed in the
Covenant,8 the drafters of the Charter, in preserving the discretion of the Security
Council in this matter, have rendered the Court totally dependent on the logic of
political negotiation between Members of the Council with regard to the
enforcement of its judgments diat are not spontaneously complied with.9 Basically,
the provision in point gives the Council the liberty not to act to enforce die decision,

5 Article 13(4) of the Covenant reads as follows: "The Members of the League agree that they will
carry out in full good faith any award or decision that may be rendered and that they will not resort
to war against a Member of the League which complies therewith. In the event of any failure to
carry out such an award or decision, the Council shall propose what steps should be taken to give
effect thereto'.

6 This proposal was introduced in San Francisco by the Cuban delegation at a very late stage in the
proceedings (United Nations Conference on International Organizations (UNCIO). Vol. 4. at 695
and ibid., Vol. 13, at 508). In effect, the proposal was originally to be inserted in the Statute of the
Court. There followed a second version of the proposal which still provided for an obligation to
act, but in softer terms ('the Security Council shall make recommendations or decide upon
measures to be taken to give effect to the judgment'), ibid., at 510. For a thorough examination of
the preparatory works of Article 94, see, in particular, the commentary by Pillepich in J.-P. Cot and
A. Pellet (eds). La Charte des Nations Unies (2nd ed., 1991) 1275 et seq.

7 UNCIO, Vol. 13, at 459. For further debate on the same issue, see also ibid.. Vol. 12, at 505, 519-
520.

8 See Article 13(4), supra note 5. For a thorough analysis of the discrepancies between this provision
and Article 94 of the Charter, see Schachter, supra note 3, at 18.

9 The Statute of the Court contains no provision enabling the Court itself to take any steps in cases
of non-compliance. The suggestion has been made that Article 60 of the Statute might be amended
in such a way as to allow the successful party to apply to the Court for a 'declaration of non-
compliance' (W.M. Reismann, Nullity and Revision, Review and Enforcement of International
Judgments and Awards (1971) 671 et seq.). Such an amendment would offer the advantage of
increasing the pressure on the defaulting party. Therefore, if a substantial modification of the
Charter, of which the Statute forms an integral part, were to be undertaken, proposals like this one
should be taken into serious consideration, together with others aimed at improving the
administration of justice. At the same time, one would hesitate to endorse the amendment
suggested above to the extent that it contemplates a procedure whereby the Court would
complement a 'declaration of non-compliance' with the possibility of adjusting its decision, or
rendering an award of substitutive compliance. One can certainly agree that 'it seems unwise to
establish a procedure when the losing party can seek to change the judgment against it simply by
not complying with it' (Kerley, supra note 3, at 283).
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even if so requested by the party in favour of which the decision has been rendered.
However difficult it would be for a constitutional lawyer to come to terms with the
idea that on the domestic plane the Judiciary might be in a position of dependence
upon the Executive in such substantive terms, it cannot be denied that the above
picture should not appear as particularly shocking to a United Nations student. One
should not lose sight of the fact that the Security Council is, at the same time, both
the supreme political organ of the Organization and, virtually, the only institutional
means for enforcement in the UN system, and that it is also vested with powers to
promote peaceful settlement of disputes under Chapter VI of the Charter. It is as
well to bear in mind that realistically the wording of Article 94(2), in its final
version, is totally in line with the political underpinnings of the overall structure of
the UN Charter, i.e. a construction centred on the pillar of the five Permanent
Members of the Security Council. It would have been surprising, however desirable
in principle, if a Charter provision were to provide an absolute obligation for the
Council to act in order to give effect to a Court decision. Difficulties would arise
with respect to such a provision with regard to the possibility - also inevitable under
the present Charter - that the political evaluations of the Council on a given case
might differ from the stand taken by the Court on the basis of purely legal reasoning.
Such difficulties would become only more apparent in a situation where the Council
found itself compelled to pass ex-officio a resolution against a Permanent Member
which had lost a case before the Court and did not intend to comply with its ruling.
This consideration will also be relevant later on, when dealing with the voting
procedure applicable to a draft resolution based on Article 94(2).

A. Are Political Organs of the UN Vested with the Power to 'Review' a
Decision of the Court?

1. The Security Council

In studying Article 94(2), the question has also been raised whether the Council is
vested with some power to review decisions of the Court.10

No power of revision over pronouncements of the Court is expressly provided
for the Council anywhere in the Charter. The rationale of Article 94 is certainly not
that of providing the Security Council with the power to decide on the validity of a
Court decision. On the contrary, Article 60 of the Statute of the Court, which forms
an integral part of the Charter, provides that '[t]he judgment is final and without
appeal', and Article 61 confers upon the Court exclusive competence over any
dispute 'as to the meaning and scope of the judgment', as well as over proceedings
for its revision. In addition, the latter provision makes application for revision
conditional upon discovery of a new fact unknown to the Court at the time when it

10 Kelsen, "The Settlement of Disputes by the Security Council', The int.V Law Quart. (1948) 211 et
seq.; A. Ross, Constitution of the United Nations (Analysis ofStatement and Functions) (1950) 102
et seq.; Kerley, supra note 3, at 278 et seq.
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handed down the judgment.' l The contention could be made, though, that these
statutory rules on revision are totally irrelevant to the question in point, which does
not refer to the power of revision of a judgment in technical terms, but, instead, from
a primarily political point of view. Therefore, the issue should be analysed having
regard to the powers of the Council to discuss and to deliberate on any dispute, or
situation, of the nature referred to in Articles 34 or 39 of the Charter generally, or in
94(2) in particular. Under such terms, it seems difficult to rule out, in principle, that
the Council may act in conformity with the Charter in such a way that could amount
to a political revision of a Court decision.

When a State has recourse to the Security Council under Article 94(2), a debate
normally ensues in which it is highly likely that arguments will be put forward, at
least by the defaulting State, that will question the validity of the Court's decision,
either on the merits of the case, or on the Court's jurisdiction, which must also be
decided upon by the Court itself, according to Article 36(6) of its Statute.12 Such a
debate could in itself provide an element of political revision of the Court's
decision. The strength of such a revisionary debate would be proportional to the
force of the arguments put forward to contest the decision and, especially, to the
number of Members of the Council that subscribe to them. Such a form of political
revision would be formally sanctioned - in total conformity with the discretionary
character of the powers of the Security Council under Article 94(2) - if a draft
resolution, introduced under this provision and containing a recommendation, or
measures, to give effect to the judgment, were not adopted through lack of the
necessary majority.13

The first two instances in which Article 94(2) was invoked before the Security
Council - in 1951 by the United Kingdom against Iran in the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co.
case, and in 1986 by Nicaragua in the well-known case against the United States -
corroborate the assumption that the scenario above depicted might well occur in
practice.

As regards the Anglo-Iranian Oil Co. case, its main relevance here lies in the fact
that it referred to an order of the Court requiring provisional measures, whereas
Article 94 refers, in paragraph 1, to decisions, and, in paragraph 2, to judgments.
The question of the scope of application of the provision at hand with respect to
Court orders will be considered later on in this paper; but what is of special
relevance for us at this juncture is the fact that, as a result of the UK having

11 It is noteworthy that paragraph 3 of Article 61 also provides that '[t]he Court may require previous
compliance with the terms of the judgment before it admits proceedings in revision'.

12 Obviously, one is not suggesting that Article 94(2) applies to decisions of the Court as to its
jurisdiction.

13 The case has also been made (it would certainly be a border-line case) that the Council might
deliberate to the effect that the decision of the Court should not be given immediate effect. One
cannot but subscribe to the argument that the only way to reconcile such a deliberation with Article
76 of the Rules of Court, according to which the judgment becomes binding on the parties as of the
day on which it is read in open Court, is to consider that"... [t]his type of moratorium [...] would
not undermine the authority of the Court but simply suspend the obligatory force of the judgment
on the ground that new proceedings have intervened' (Schachter, supra note 3,-at 22).
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proposed under Article 94(2) that the Security Council call upon Iran to comply
with a pronouncement of the Court,14 a debate followed in which arguments similar
to those submitted to the Court by the parties were taken up by Members of the
Council,1 5 and the draft resolution submitted by the United Kingdom16 and
repeatedly revised, was eventually withdrawn.17

The Case of the Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua
may be regarded as another example in which recourse to the Security Council
under Article 94(2) could be seen as a threat to the legal authority of the judicial
decisions of the Court, due to the lack of action by the Council.

Widi a letter dated 17 October 1986 the Permanent Representative of Nicaragua
to the United Nations requested an emergency meeting of the Security Council 'in
accordance with the provisions of Article 94 of the Charter, to consider the non-
compliance with the Judgment of the International Court of Justice dated 27 June
1986 [...].'18 Pursuant to that request a meeting of the Council was held a few days
later19 during which a draft resolution was introduced that'... [u]rgently call[ed] for
full and immediate compliance with the Judgment of the International Court of
Justice of 27 June 1986 [...].'20 Put to the vote, the draft resolution in point was not
considered as adopted by the President of the Council owing to the negative vote of

14 In a letter dated 28 September 1951 the UK brought before the Council, as a matter of extreme
urgency, the failure by the Iranian Government to comply with the provisional measures indicated
in the Court's Order of 5 July 1951 (UN Security Council Official Records (SCOR), 6th Yr. Suppl.
for October, November and December, at 1 and 2, S/2357. For the text of the Order, see ICJ
Reports (1951) 89).

15 Iran objected to the validity of the Court's order on the basis that the Court was not competent in
the case by virtue of Articles 1 (2) and 2(7) of the Charter (UNSCOR, 6th Yr, 560th mtg, paras. 28-
39 and 43-67). For his part, the representative of the former Yugoslavia, siding with Iran, argued
that the Security Council was not bound by decisions taken by another organ of the United Nations
(UNSCOR, 6th Yr, 559th mtg, at 3). See also the stand taken by India, according to which it was
not proper for the Council to pronounce on the question of jurisdiction when it had not been
decided by the Court (ibid., paras. 69-76). It is to be noted that the two sets of arguments presented
before the Council, those in favour and those against the Court's competence, reproduced much the
same issue that was pending before the Court, and were meant to be formalized in a Council
resolution. A draft to that effect had been introduced by Ecuador. In its first preambular paragraph,
it referred to the statements made in the Council by the parties to the dispute before the Court, and
in its operative part it advised the parties to try again to settle their dispute, without even
mentioning the preventive measures contained in the Court's Order (UNSCOR, 6th Yr. 562nd
mtg., para. 48, S/2380).

16 Ibid., at 2 and 3 (S/2358).
17 Given the special circumstances of the case, it can be regarded as a precedent in which the Security

Council solved by way of self-restraint, a typical case of 'litispendence' between itself and the
Court. In fact, at the time when the Council was debating the issue, the same case was pending
before the Court which, after having indicated interim measures, had still to pass judgment on its
own jurisdiction. Since the proposal by the UK on the question of non-compliance by Iran with the
Court's order, was not gaining ground in the Council, and in consideration that in debating such a
question a number of issues were being discussed which were still pending before the Court, as
they basically pertained to its jurisdiction, the view prevailed that the Council should have
adjourned its debate until the Court had handed down the judgment on its jurisdiction. A French
proposal to that effect was finally approved by eight votes to one, with two abstentions (UNSCOR,
6th Yr, 563rd mtg, paras. 135 et seq., ibid., 565th mtg, para. 62).

18 UN Doc. S/18415.
19 On 28 October 1986, see UN Doc. S/PV. 2718.
20 UN Doc. S/18428.
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a Permanent Member, i.e., the United States.21 This negative result was, though,
formally reached through a debate which substantially upheld, or, at least, did not
aim to undermine the authority of the Court. The United States, i.e., the defaulting
party, was the only Member that put forward arguments against the validity of the
judgment of the Court arguing that the latter had passed a decision that it 'had
neither the jurisdiction nor the competence to render'.22 The United States was also
the only Member that voted against the draft resolution. It is noteworthy that
Honduras, admitted to the debate under Article 31 of the Charter, aside from
blaming Nicaragua for having made 'use of the Court for propagandists purposes',
did not touch upon the Court's findings either as to its jurisdiction, or on the
substantive merits of the case.23 Also those Members of the Council who did not
support the draft resolution and, therefore, abstained, namely, France, Thailand and
the United Kingdom, did not object to the validity of the Court's pronouncement. It
was made clear by those delegations that their stand on the matter was based on
purely political considerations regarding the implications of the Court's decision,
rather than on legal grounds concerning its validity.24

After the above-mentioned draft resolution was vetoed in the Security Council,
an identical text was submitted by Nicaragua to the General Assembly.25

21 S/PV.2718, at 51. A similar draft resolution (S/18250) had already been submitted at the 2704th
meeting of the Security Council and vetoed by the United States. For an extensive background to
the case, see A.V. Patil, The UN Veto in World Affairs. A Complete Record and Case History of the
Security Council's Veto (1992) 372 et seq.

22 S/PV.2718, at 44 et seq. The US Representative went on to say that '[...] no Court, not even the
International Court of Justice, has the legal power to assert jurisdiction where no basis exists for
that jurisdiction. The language and negotiating history of the Charter of the United Nations and the
International Court of Justice, as well as the consistent interpretation of those instruments by the
Court, this Council, and Member States, make abundantly clear that the Court's claim to
jurisdiction and competence in the Nicaragua case was without foundation in law or fact' (ibid., at
46).

23 Ibid.
24 The Permanent Representative of Thailand expressed the view that it would have been more

effective for the Council to have supported the regional peace initiatives, at the time still under
way, rather that rely on Article 94 of the Charter (ibid., at 42 et seq.). He also put forward an
argument of legal character, carefully enough, though, so as not to make it sound like an objection
to the validity of the Court's decision. On the one hand, he accepted that, in spite of the position
taken by the United States, the Court had determined that the latter was to be considered a party to
the case; on the other hand, he stressed that Article 94(2) would place the Council in a dilemma, as
'the Council may make recommendations or decide upon measures under this provision only if it
considers that a party has failed to perform its obligations under a judgment of the Court, a
determination which is intrinsically legal in nature' (ibid., at 42).
Both France and the United Kingdom, in their statements after the voting, explained their
abstention by saying that they were trying to leave the legal authority of the Court untouched
(ibid., at 52 et seq.). In particular, the Representative of the United' Kingdom stated that '...
[compliance by the parties with the International Court of Justice decisions is a clear Charter
obligation, but it is nothing less than presumptuous for the Government of Nicaragua [...] to call
for selective application of the Charter in this case', and concluded by saying that'... [w]hile we do
not challenge the draft resolution on legal grounds, we are unable to support a draft resolution
which fails to take account of the wider political factors [...]' (ibid., at 52).

25 Draft Resolution A/41/L.22.
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2. The General Assembly

As a result of Nicaragua's initiative to transfer the debate from the Security Council
to the General Assembly, the question turns on the competence of the latter over
issues of non-compliance with decisions of the International Court of Justice. Unlike
the Security Council, the General Assembly is not specifically vested with a similar
competence. However, one should not deduce from this that the Charter rules out
such a competence.26 No arguments a contrariis based upon Article 94(2) can
defeat the general scope of the functions and powers of the Assembly entrusted to it
by Article 10, and stressed in Article 11(4) of the Charter. Limitations to the general
competence of the Assembly have been expressly provided in Articles 11(2) and
12(1). According to these provisions, the General Assembly cannot lawfully deal
with a dispute over non-compliance with a Court decision while the issue is pending
before the Council, nor can it decide that action should be taken with respect to such
a dispute.27

In line with the above reasoning, and in consideration of the fact that the draft
resolution introduced by Nicaragua did not provide for any enforcement measures of
the kind provided for in Chapter VII, the draft resolution was discussed and put to
the vote in the General Assembly. It was adopted by ninety-four votes to three (El
Salvador, Israel and the United States voting against), with forty-seven

26 Against such a competence, see the statement of the US Representative, UN Doc. A/41/PV. 53, at
66 et seq., and that of the Representative of El Salvador, ibid., at 84 et seq. In favour, see
especially, the statement of the Representative of Mexico (ibid., at 77).

27 For the argument that the General Assembly is competent in the matter, see Reisman, supra note 9,
at 729 et seq. and Kerley, supra note 3, at 282. The latter founds the Assembly's competence in
point on the assumption that both the Council's and the Assembly's powers in the matter derive
from Chapter VI. Therefore, he affirms that 'if requests for enforcement of judgments of the Court
are received by the Council as "disputes" or "situations" under Article 35(1), the competence of
the General Assembly to receive them under the same provision is difficult to question' (ibid.).
See, also, Rosenne, supra note 3, at 575. It is difficult though to understand how this author could
further found the Assembly's competence in the matter on its right to request advisory opinions to
the International Court of Justice (ibid.). Rosenne also suggested that the Assembly's competence
in the matter could be of an operative nature on the strength of the then alleged evolutive practice
based on the so-called 'Uniting for Peace Resolution': 'II y a eu une tendance, qui a trouv£ son
expression dans la Resolution appellee "Action conjuguee en faveur de la Paix" (377, V) et dans
les amendements qu'elle a apportes au reglement interieur de I'Assemblee Gen£rale, qui consiste a
essayer de creer un certain parallelisme entre les pouvoirs et les fonctions de I'Assemblee GfneYale
d'une part et ceux du Conseil de Security d'autre part [...]. C'est alors une consequence naturelle
de cette tendence de reconnaitre que des organes autres que le Conseil de S£curit6 peuvent etre
capable de trailer la mise en vigueur des decisions de la Cour' (ibid.). This assumption was
debatable already at the time when it was put forward in the light of the controversy which sprang
around the 'Uniting for Peace' practice itself. On account of the evolution in the political balance
in the United Nations since the time when this author wrote on the subject, it is even more difficult
in this day and age to agree with the opinion that, on the basis of the Uniting for Peace Resolution,
'[...] in the future, the Assembly could plainly recommend economic sanctions against the
judgment debtor, deny benefits and services, order a peacekeeping force to patrol borders or send
the Secretary General to discuss compliance' (O'Connell, "The Prospects for Enforcing Monetary
Judgments of the International Court of Justice: A Study of Nicaragua's Judgment Against the
United States', Va.J.lnt'1 L (1990) 913). More generally, on the debate concerning the powers of
the General Assembly with respect to actions for the maintenance of international peace and
security, see in particular Andrassy, 'Uniting for Peace', AJIL (1956) 563 et seq.; Gulhaudis,
'Considerations sur la pratique de l'Union pour le maintien de la paix', AFDI (1981) 382 et seq.;
Reicher, "The Uniting for Peace Resolution on the Thirtieth Anniversary of its Passage', Colum. J.
Trans. L (1981) 1 et seq.
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