
At the beginning of 
2007 Russia took a 
decisive step towards 
liberalisation of its 
migration policy by 
introducing a new 

procedure for registering migrants and issuing 
work permits for foreign workers. In its own 
way, this step is as significant for the life of the 
country as the 1993 law on freedom of entry and 
exit, which brought the Iron Curtain crashing 
down.

The two events are separated by more than 
a decade; a time in which the orientations 
of Russia’s migration policy and its priorities 
changed repeatedly. In the first half of the 1990s, 
attention was focused on forced migration from 
the conflict zones on post-Soviet territory and 
the repatriation of ethnic Russians from the 
former Soviet republics. As for migration from 
beyond the former USSR borders, it can be 
said that Russia’s gates were wide open during 
this time, for emigrants and immigrants alike. 
In the absence of checks on immigration, the 
phenomenon of illegal migration took root and 
rapidly proliferated. The country thereupon 
swerved to the other extreme, with a restrictive 
policy built around migration control. One of 
the things that made this development palatable 
was the mistrust with which foreigners were 
viewed by a population that had got used to 
living in a closed country.

The first stage of the migration policy was 
completed in 2001 when the federal migration 
service of Russia, an independent state 
institution created in mid-1992, was disbanded. 
The second stage got off to a clear start with the 
adoption, in 2002, of a law on the legal status 
of foreigners in the Russian Federation and the 
creation of a new federal immigration service—

now a subsidiary organ of the ministry of the 
interior. A complicated legal and procedural 
apparatus, reflecting the new approach, set up 
imposing barriers for foreigners wishing to legally 
immigrate and work in the country; a paradox, 
given the country’s real need to supplement the 
population, in the interests of security as well as 
economic development. In addition, the overly 
restrictive legal framework forced immigrants 
into a shadowy extra-legal zone, thereby 
contributing to a rise in illegal migration and the 
growth of criminal gangs engaged in migration-
related activities.

The need to reorient migration policy so as to 
create immigration incentives was becoming 
increasingly urgent. This finally took place at the 
initiative of President Putin. In a speech before 
the federal security council on 17 March 2005, 
he called the stimulation of migratory processes 
“our priority task”, and went on to reiterate its 
importance in the presidential communication 
to the federal parliament in May 200�. Since 
then, it has been reinforced in subsequent 
legislative and administrative decisions.

The demographic context of immigration

Although migration has always been very 
significant in the history of Russia, never before 
has its role in the development of the country 
been as important as the one it is expected to 
play in the next few decades.

The immigration problem emerged in close 
interplay with the demographic crisis. Regarding 
the future of Russia’s population, the verdict of 
demographic experts—whether those of the 
United Nations, Russia’s official statistics agency 
Rosstat, or independent experts—is unanimous: 
the population is expected to shrink drastically. 
The median scenario in the Rosstat prognosis, 

Volume 5 - Spring 2007
137

Russia’s search for a New Migration Policy

By Zhanna Zayonchkovskaya

Zhanna Zayonchkovskaya



based on the 2002 census, has the population 
of Russia decreasing to 137 million by 202�, 
assuming slight improvements in the birthrate 
and mean life expectancy, and an increase in 
net immigration from the 12�,000 registered 
in 2005 to 415,000 in 2025. If the prognosis 
is made strictly on the basis of current trends 
for birthrate, mortality and immigration, the 
population diminishes to 125,000.1 The United 
Nations forecast for the same date has Russia’s 
population at 130 million.2

Of course, the Russian population has been 
declining gradually since 1992, but that process 
has not affected the part of the population that is 
of working age.3 On the contrary, while the ove-
rall population declined, the proportion made up 
by people of working age actually grew noticeably 
for a time, thanks to a favourable ratio of persons 

entering the working-age population to those 
leaving it. In 200� this temporary phenomenon 
came to an end, and a phase of rapid natural 
attrition of the working-age population began. 
Attrition is relatively modest at this early stage:  
in 2007, it is expected that approximately 
300,000 workers will be lost. However, in the 
following year already annual attrition will 
double, and in the decade 2010-2019 the annual 
figure is predicted to exceed one million (see 
Fig. 1). By 202�, the total attrition of Russia’s 
working-age population from natural causes, if it 
is not compensated by immigration, will exceed 
18 million. If this number is juxtaposed with 
the number of employed workers in the Russian 
economy, �9 million, the full seriousness of the 
situation becomes evident. It also makes it clear 
that labour will be among the most scarce of 
resources in Russia, if not the most scarce.
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1	 Предположительная	численность	населения	Российской	Федерации	до	2025	года. (“Forecast population of the Russian Federation 
to 2025.”) Rosstat statistics bulletin. Moscow, 2005, p. 8 and p. 11�.

2 2005 World Population Data Sheet, issued by the Population Reference Bureau (PRB). Retrieved from www.prb.org.
3 The working age in Russia is 1�-54 for women and 1�-59 for men. 

Figure 1:   Natural population attrition, 2005-2026, in thousands 
(assuming zero immigration)

Source: Center for Demography and Human Ecology, Institute for Economic Forecasting, Russian 
Academy of Sciences  
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4  Политика	иммиграции	и	натурализации	в	России.	Аналитический	доклад.  Eurasia Heritage Foundation, Moscow: 2005, p. 125.
 (“Immigration and naturalisation policy in Russia”).
5 Moskovsky komsomolets, 18 March 2007.

This drastic shrinking of the workforce makes it 
necessary to compensate by a sizeable increase 
in immigration, and gives the immigration 
component of Russia’s migration policy strategic 
significance.

Given that two thirds of immigrants tend to be of  
working age, more than 25 million immigrants 
would be required in the next two decades, if it 
was desired to completely make up the workforce 
losses due to natural attrition. It should be 
emphasised that this is net immigration, the 
difference between the arrivals and departures; 
which means that the real number of immigrants 
has to be even higher. A massive influx of this type 
is hardly practical, regardless of how active and 
liberal migration policy is; but the calculation is 
indicative of the magnitude of the problem.

The expected additional labour demand in Russia 
cannot be met by increasing labour productivity 
alone. This is confirmed by the experience 
of European countries, in most of which the 
working population continues to grow, even 
though their level of economic development 
is far higher than that of Russia. Furthermore, 
calculations show that, the higher the economic 
growth rate, the greater is the marginal increase 
in demand for labour. Simulations show that, 
if the Russian gross domestic product (GDP) 
continues grow at present rates, five million 
more workers will be required in 2015 than 
currently; but if annual growth rates of 7% are 
used, then that figure increases to seven million.4 
If we further factor in the need to compensate 
for natural attrition, the figure obtained for the 
aggregate additional workforce requirement by 
2015 is 14-1� million. Better use of the existing 
workforce will not compensate for more than a 
fraction of the losses due to workers approaching 
retirement age, leaving the basic need for massive 
immigration unchanged. 

The country is already experiencing the effects 
of an acute labour shortage, even though 

the workforce has only just begun to shrink. 
Aleksandr Shokhin, the head of RSPP, the 
association of Russian businessmen, explains 
that “In many areas, the workforce simply 
does not exist, physically. Businesses have to 
either bus workers in… or relocate people 
from economically depressed regions.”5 (We 
should note, however, that the labour reserves 
in economically depressed regions are very 
limited.) 

The depopulation of Russia, including the 
shrinkage of the working-age population, was 
anticipated as early as the 1980s. However, in the 
USSR it was not possible to publish demographic 
forecasts in a form accessible to the general public; 
instead, they were restricted to ‘official use’. This 
state of affairs ruled out the possibility of timely 
steps being taken to prepare the population for 
the current situation. In the 1990s there was a 
prolonged blackout in forecasting. This is why the 
current situation is such an unexpected, indeed 
shocking experience, both for the new generation 
of political leaders, and for the population as a 
whole. The realisation of what was impending 
did not take place until the country was on the 
verge of workforce implosion, the effects of 
the diminishing population began to be felt in 
the army and the educational system, and the 
question of pensions became acute.

The current situation leads to several immediate 
conclusions:

First, the country requires a decisive reorientation 
of its migration policy. A sustainable migration 
policy for Russia is, before anything else, a policy 
for immigration.

Second, the size of the expected immigration 
requirements means that Russia in the first half of 
the twenty-first century could become one of the 
most attractive countries on Earth for migrants. 
This development already began in the 1990s; 
the 2002 census figures showed that Russia 



had become the third most popular destination 
for immigrants, after the United States and 
Germany. From 1989 to 2002, Russia absorbed 
some eleven million immigrants, an average of 
781,000 per year, compared with 8�5,000 for 
Germany and 924,000 for the United States. 
Converting the immigrant statistics to figures 
per 10,000 inhabitants gives Russia a score of 
54, ahead of the United States with 32, but far 
behind Germany, with 142. In the preceding 
period of the same duration, 1975–1988, 
Russia had even more immigrants:  thirteen 
million. Recent experience thus confirms that 
Russia is capable of absorbing large numbers 
of immigrants. Nonetheless, even an influx of 
this magnitude is not up to the task of fully 
compensating for the natural attrition of the 
workforce. The Russian economy will thus of 
necessity continue to function under conditions 
of labour deficit.

Third, migration will become a matter of vital 
national interest for Russia in this time. The 
country’s success in dealing with the task of 
attracting the required volume of immigrants 
will determine its rate of economic growth, the 

standard of living in the population, the security 
of pensions, social stability, balanced regional 
development, and, finally, the size of the country 
and its integrity. The outcome will be decided in 
the course of the next ten years.

Migratory trends

The analysis of Rosstat is that the migratory 
population increase in Russia during the 14 
years between the 1989 census and that of 2002 
was 5.� million. This is 2.3 times as great as 
the increase during the previous period of the 
same duration. Russia’s population increased 
thanks to �.8 million migrants from its former 
partners in the Soviet Union, while it lost 1.3 
million emigrants itself. Beginning in 1994, 
the migratory trend slowed down abruptly (see 
Figure 2). Even though the sights were raised for 
immigration after the 2002 census, the trend 
is unchanged, which is clearly at odds with the 
country’s need for migrants, and shows that the 
policy being implemented is ineffective.

The migration trends that emerge from the 
official resident registration statistics probably 
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Figure 2: Net migration of Russia, 1970-2005, thousands



say more about the obstacles facing immigrants 
than about actual immigration. Survey results 
show that the number of immigrants in Russia is 
in the neighbourhood of seven million people�. 
The diagram shown in Figure 3 makes it clear that 
a large proportion is made up of labour migrants 
working unofficially, with one in two possessing 
neither official registration, nor an employment 
contract; some 30% are registered, but work 
without a contract; while 20% have a contract, 
but work in contravention of quotas. Only 
slightly more than 10% of all labour migrants 
have an official position. Thus, between 3.5 and 

4.5 million immigrants are quite simply illegal. 
This is a high figure, even for a large country 
such as Russia; but it is considerably lower than 
the estimates issued by the federal migration 
service, FMS, which does not trouble itself 
with substantiating them. The service claims 
that “there are some ten million illegal labour 
migrants on the territory of our country.”7 The 
declining migration figures and the enormous 
imbalance between illegal immigrants and those 
who have duly registered and obtained official 
status show the utter bankruptcy of migratory 
policy.
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� In the following, the cited results are based on studies that the author directed at the Migration Research Center.
7 Figure given by Konstantin Romodanovsky, the head of the Russian federal immigration service FMS. Cited by Alliansmedia, see 
www.allmedia.ru (retrieved 3 November 200�).
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Figure 3:  Migration flows to Russia (estimates) at the beginning of 2007
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The revolution in migration legislation

On 15 January 2007, two new federal laws came 
into force in Russia, laying the foundations 
for a drastic change in the way immigration is 
regulated. One is the law on migrant registration 
for foreign citizens and stateless persons, and the 
other is the amended law on the legal status of 
foreign citizens. Changes concerned a simplified 
procedure for registering foreign citizens at their 
place of residence, along with employment; the 
very issues that were the most serious obstacles 
for legalisation of immigrants. 

Registration used to be the first step in the 
process of obtaining legal status as a foreign 
resident in Russia. This first step, being so 
complex, involved and burdened with red tape, 
was frequently insurmountable. Registration, 
in its form at that time, was the most powerful 
deterrent to legal migration, and the main source 
of corruption in the world of migration. The 
rotten core of the Russian system of registration 
was the requirement to give an official address, 
formally linking registration to the prospective 
immigrant’s place of residence. This made it 
exceedingly difficult for immigrants to acquire 
legal status. Before any application could be 
submitted for registration, the immigrant 
needed to find a place to live, or at least a 
paper address that he or she would be allowed 
to use for registration purposes. The primitive 
conditions of the residential market, and the 
weak protections afforded owners in Russia, 
along with certain other factors, meant that it 
was far from easy to find a place to live where the 
owner would agree to let a migrant register.

Studies show that, among migrants who remained 
unregistered, one in five did so because he or she 
did not have an address to give. For the same 
reason, the officially registered place of residence 
and the actual residence were frequently not the 
same; something that hollowed out the usefulness 
of registration as a tool for tracking migrants and 
providing a deterrent against crime among them. 
Registration, even for a short time, meant that 
the migrant had to collect a variety of official 

papers and appear in person before the police, 
who conducted the procedure, accompanied not 
only by the owner or the responsible individual 
at the rental address, but also by all permanent 
residents at that address, whose concurrence was 
required for the new migrant to be registered.

This cumbersome system meant that immigrants 
arriving in a new place depended on the presence 
of relatives or acquaintances prepared not only 
to register them, but also to accompany them 
through the whole procedure. Investigations 
showed that, among registered migrants, only 
one in ten was at an address other than that of 
relatives or acquaintances. Few were able to meet 
the statutory three-day deadline for registration. 
Again, studies showed that only some 20% were 
able to accomplish registration within one week; 
but the same number was unable to complete 
the procedure even after two full months 
had gone by. Since proper registration was a 
mandatory prerequisite for employment, there 
was, unsurprisingly, a boom in illegal services 
offering to help foreigners find an official address 
and obtain the necessary documents; and, in 
parallel, a boom in exploitative employment 
practices. This is the historical reality that must 
be borne in mind, to fully appreciate the changes 
that have taken place.

The new system greatly simplifies the registration 
procedure for persons arriving in the country 
for a temporary stay, which is the case for most 
migrants. This category is exempt from the 
requirement to register at the place of residence, 
with a stamp in the passport. It has been replaced 
by a system of voluntary residence notification. 
Under this system, migrants can submit official 
applications without necessarily indicating their 
ultimate place of residence; the employment 
address or the address of the company providing 
employment services is sufficient. The application 
can be submitted to the police, but it can also 
be submitted by mail to the local unit of the 
migration service. The application stub with a 
stamp confirming submission of the document 
constitutes a certificate of legal residence. At 
the same time, the number of  substantiating 



documents that must be submitted has been 
reduced to a minimum: a passport and the 
landing card. For the first time since the passport 
system was introduced, a procedure has been 
brought into use that takes migrant registration 
out of the hands of the police. This is a truly 
revolutionary development, which promises to 
reduce corruption. It is also the first time that 
people arriving in Russia for a temporary stay 
do not require the registration stamp in their 
passport.

At the same time as new registration rules 
were introduced, the process governing 
migrant employment was transformed just 
as dramatically. The changes here concerned 
only non-visa migrants arriving in Russia from 
one of the countries of the Commonwealth 
of Independent States (CIS). From Russia’s 
perspective, labour from CIS countries is 
considered to be preferential, which explains the 
special treatment. Labour permits are now issued 
directly to the immigrant, and not, as in the past, 
to the employer. The employer, in turn, now has 
the right to hire any legal immigrant having the 
work permit. This means that workers are no 
longer tied to one employer.

The next major transformation involved taking 
the procedure for issuing work permits out of 
the hands of the employment authorities. Before 
2007, the procedure was that permits for hiring 
immigrants were only issued once the approval of 
the employment authorities had been obtained; 
and the authorities had an obligation to protect 
the interests of the local workers. That procedure 
has been discontinued; the only obligation that 
remains is for the migration service to inform 
the employment authorities about work permits 
issued to foreign immigrants. 

The quota system for issuing work permits has 
been retained, but the quota criteria have been 
made more sophisticated. Thus, quotas can 
be established on the basis of profession, level 
of qualification and specialisation, country of 
origin, and other economic and social criteria, 
taking into account the particular nature of the 

regional labour market. Furthermore, qualified 
specialists working in their own domain 
have been exempted from the quota, another 
innovation. Accordingly, two quotas were 
established in 2007: one for immigrants from 
countries for which no visa requirement exists 
(six million work permits), and one for visa 
immigrants arriving for employment purposes 
(308,800 invitations). The enormous quota for 
countries without a visa requirement provides 
an indication of the government’s highly 
laudable intention to regularise the status of the 
accumulated masses of illegal immigrants from 
those countries.

The problem remains that, in the past, the 
quota mechanism in Russia did not prove 
to be an effective method for regulating the 
migratory labour flows. Satisfactory methods for 
calculating quotas to attract foreign workers do 
not exist. Indeed, the very notion of calculating 
quotas under the conditions that exist on the 
Russian labour market today seems dubious:  it 
is a rapidly changing and unpredictable market, 
heavily dominated by the shadow economy. 
Furthermore, relations between the players in 
the labour market need to be fine-tuned.

It is as yet too early to assess the new policy on its 
merits. In its first few months, it brought to light 
the primitive state of the migration infrastructure 
in the country, and the lack of coordination 
between the various entities involved in the legal 
processing of migrants. Unfortunately, as is often 
the case in Russia, the new laws were brought in 
before the necessary administrative instructions 
had been drawn up, administrators trained in 
applying the new rules, information documents 
for migrants prepared, etc. All of this is being 
done only now. Nonetheless, the reaction among 
the migrants themselves has been enthusiastic. 
According to FMS statistics, some 700,000 
migrants registered in the first month of the new 
system. Naturally, this reaction created chaos, 
with inevitable queues, cheating and therefore 
corruption. The regional services responsible 
for implementing the new rules proved to be 
badly prepared for the transition, and in many 
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cases showed themselves to be at a loss, far from 
being prepared for the liberal course of the new 
migration policy. According to a preparatory 
survey carried out in the summer of 200�, 
among FMS professional administrators, one 
in three opposed the new policy completely or 
partly, and was against the introduction of the 
simplified registration regime based on voluntary 
reporting. Almost 40% expressed their strong 
preference for the existing rules for employment 
of foreign workers, based on permits issued to 
employers. 

Where will the immigrants come from?

Naturally, Russia pins its hopes, in the first 
instance, on the CIS countries, which have 
traditionally been sources of immigrants. In the 
post-Soviet era, the largest flow of migrants into 
Russia has come from Kazakhstan, with more 
than two million persons, accounting for one 
third of all immigrants. The other countries of 
central Asia contributed a similar number of 
immigrants to Russia, while immigrants from 
the countries of the Caucasus made up 20%. 
Only 8% were from Ukraine, and less than 5% 
from the countries of the Baltic. The majority of 
the new arrivals—some two thirds of the total—
were in fact ethnic Russian returnees. Another 
10% is made up of other nationalities that are 
domiciled within the Russian Federation:  Tatars, 
Bashkirs and others. 

To stimulate immigration from the CIS 
countries, a government programme has been set 
up for voluntary repatriation according to ethnic 
criteria. The programme provides for significant 
material assistance, covering transportation costs 
for the entire family and its effects, an accelerated 
procedure for obtaining Russian citizenship, 
assistance with finding employment, and other 
forms of assistance. Laudable though it may be, 
this action comes too late. Those who may have 
wished to return to Russia have already done; 
and the vast majority of those that have not 
made their own way in those countries. In any 
event, the situation in the other CIS countries 
has changed. Many of them are developing even 

faster than Russia, and qualified workers are in 
demand everywhere.

The potential population of ethnic Russians 
remaining in the other CIS countries, for 
whom the programme is primarily intended, is 
estimated by experts to number no more than 
four million—patently inadequate for meeting 
Russia’s need for immigrants. The potential 
candidates from other CIS nationalities and eth-
nic groups would probably come to six or seven 
million at the most by the year 2025, according 
to our estimates. These are primarily Uzbeks, 
Tajiks and Kirgizs. The immigrant potential in 
the Caucasus, contrary to widespread opinion, is 
almost exhausted. Thus, if the potential from all 
the CIS countries is taken together, it may cover 
the demand on the Russian labour market and 
substantially alleviate the workforce situation in 
the near term; however, for the period leading to 
2025, or even further into the future, it will not 
be sufficient. Furthermore, to attract just this 
existing potential, Russia will have to rid itself 
of the legacy of arbitrariness that has plagued 
its migration policy. If liberalisation measures 
are overshadowed by campaigns like the recent 
roundup of Georgian immigrants, or crackdowns 
on migrant labour at open markets, our credibility 
as a country that welcomes immigrants will 
suffer. Such campaigns not only aggravate the 
widespread xenophobia in Russia but also create 
alarm among potential immigrants, who may 
well think twice about facing such an uncertain 
reception and the prospect of suddenly finding 
themselves unwelcome guests in a foreign land.

In any event, to plug the emerging labour 
deficit, Russia will have to attract immigrants 
from other countries, too. Clearly, it would be 
to our advantage to develop such relations with 
countries which possess cultural affinities to 
Russia, such as those of eastern Europe. But this 
would be a forlorn hope. The global market for 
immigrant labour is marked by competition, 
which will only grow fiercer. Accordingly, Russia 
is competing against the United States and the 
European Union, among others. This is an 
uneven contest, with Russia in the role of clear 
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outsider. Russia’s options are therefore limited. 
Its advantage lies among the countries of south-
eastern and southern Asia, and perhaps the Arab 
countries.

While diversity in the countries of origin of 
immigrants is of course a desirable goal, it is 
also an undeniable fact that the Chinese, our 
immediate neighbours, are by far the most 
promising candidates. The Chinese, at any rate 
those who live in the north-eastern provinces, 
are not deterred by the Russian climate; they 
are successful in agricultural work in Siberia 
and Russia’s far east. Being neighbours, they 
are better informed about the Russian labour 
market, what opportunities exist and what rules 
must be followed in Russia; this makes it easier 
for them to find their place among Russians, and, 
by comparison with other immigrants, greatly 
improves the likelihood that they will decide on 
such a move. Another positive influence is the 
large number of Russians who travel to China, 
roughly twice the number of Chinese travelling 
here.

Research surveys of Chinese visitors arriving 
in Russia for a temporary stay show a fairly 
constant picture, with no more than 500,000 
for the entire territory of the country.8 Most of 
these are traders or construction and agricultural 
workers. Local estimates of the Chinese presence 
in Russia’s far east are very moderate, no more 
than 25,000–30,000.9 The 2002 census listed 
35,000 Chinese living in Russia. Despite the 
modest scale of Chinese immigration, the hoary 
myth of two million Chinese in Russia’s far east, 
based on an old, spurious article in the newspaper 
Izvestia,10 continues to persist. It has contributed 
to creating in Russian society a lasting suspicion 
of Chinese expansion, which is taken to be a 
fait accompli. The alleged Chinese threat has 
become a favourite among demagogues, who 
thrill the popular imagination with increasingly 
ominous depictions of immigrants ‘flooding’ 
across the border. Thus, Rossiiskiye vesti quite 

recently informed its readers that there are three 
to four million Chinese in Russia.11 Among 
the scaremongers, one of the loudest, and most 
irresponsible, is surely L.K. Aksenov, with his 
prediction that “Today we have one Chinese for 
every 150 Russians, and in 50 years it will be the 
other way around.”12 In this way, the ground is 
made fertile for Russian nationalism and racism, 
preparing a toxic environment of xenophobia for 
future migrants.

And yet, Russia, with its dwindling population, 
stands to gain far more than it would lose from 
its position as neighbour to a demographic 
titan—a country with a population that is 
mobile and adaptable under Russian conditions. 
There is no consensus in society on the question 
of immigration. Despite official recognition, the 
suggestion that Russian development depends on 
immigration invariably arouses hostile reactions. 
Migration has become the plaything of electoral 
campaigns, the subject of political speculation, 
and a sensational theme for the mass media. The 
anti-immigration hysteria is being fanned, and 
it is directed primarily at the “invaders from the 
south and the east”.

Thus, the innovations in Russian migration 
policy have their share of enemies. Of course, 
the new measures have their faults; in the short 
time they have been in practice, numerous 
discrepancies and omissions have come to light. 
But if migration policy is to develop along 
the lines charted out by the new laws, and in 
accordance with the country’s own interests, it 
is important that the new initiative should not 
be stifled, but rather consolidated and allowed 
to grow.

Zhanna Zayonchkovskaya is the Director 
of  Migration Research Center and Chief of 
Laboratory of Migration in the Institute for 
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9 Larin, V.L. Chinese Migration in the Far East. A Bridge Across the Amur River. Moscow–Irkutsk, 2004, p. 109.
10 Izvestia, 2 November and 30 November 1993.
11 Rossiiskiye Vesti, 19 May 2004.
12 Izvestia, 19 December 2005.




