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This article explores the features and trends in inbound and outbound tourism flows 
between  Ukraine  and  the  Baltic  Sea  region  (BSR)  countries  in  2012—2019.  The 
research question is whether inbound our outbound tourism prevailed and how visa-
free travel to the Schengen Area affected the number of Ukrainians travelling to the 
Baltic Sea Region. Two data  sources were used  in  the  study. These are  the Travel 
and Tourism Competitiveness  Index  of  the World Economic Forum and  data  from 
the State Border Guard Service of Ukraine on the number of foreign citizens visiting 
Ukraine  and  the  number  of  Ukrainians  travelling  abroad.  The  study  employs  the 
statistical methods of structural shifts analysis, time series analysis, and graphical 
visualisation. The findings  indicate  that Ukrainian outbound  tourism was growing 
steadily over the study period, whilst visa-free travel  to the Schengen Area had no 
statistically significant impact on the number of outbound tourists from Ukraine to the 
BSR. Outbound tourism flow prevailed over inbound. The number of inbound tourists 
to Ukraine sharply declined after 2013 because of the socio-political situation in the 
country. The analysis reveals significant changes in inbound and outbound tourism 
flow structures. The COVID-19 pandemic is shown to be a critical factor influencing 
the current state and prospects of the tourism industry.
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Introduction

Modern life is unthinkable without travelling. In recent decades, tourism 
flows have steadily increased, driven by globalisation [1—2] and advances in 
technology [3—10]. Journeys have become more affordable, and travel times 
have shortened.

Tourism is now a strategic area of the global economy [11—13]. Its share in 
world GDP was 10.4 per cent in 2018, which was comparable to the industry’s 
contribution to employment that year.1 The revenue generated by international 
tourism in 2018 totalled USD 1.649tn, compared to USD 485.178bn in 1995. It 
increased almost 3.4fold, growing throughout the period except for 2009 and 
2015.2 The percentage of international tourism in total exports was the highest 
in 1995 (8.6 per cent) and the lowest in 2011 (5.6 per cent); a strong uptrend 
continued from 2011 to 2016 (6.8 per cent).3

The benefits of tourism have been described in the literature. Bogdan Sof
ronov points out that tourism ‘… drives economic growth, creates jobs, im
proves social development and promotes peace’ [14, p. 123]. Elena Kropinova 
has a similar vision: ‘… tourism is the best way to achieve sustainable devel
opment’ [15, p. 13].

It is hard to overestimate the importance of tourism in achieving the UN 
Sustainable Development Goals, namely Goal 8 ‘Decent work and economic 
growth’. Tourism has enormous potential as a sustainable development tool 
as it supports employment and generates financial flows sufficient to meet 
economic challenges. Sustainable tourism, in its turn, should take ‘full ac
count of its current and future economic, social and environmental impacts, 
addressing the needs of visitors, the industry, the environment and host com
munities’.4

One of the consequences of postSoviet republics gaining independence 
was the ample travel opportunities opening up for their citizens. Amongst 
these countries were Ukraine and some states of the Baltic Sea region, namely 

1 The Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Report 2019, 2019, World Economic Forum, Gene
va, available at: https://reports.weforum.org/travelandtourismcompetitivenessreport2019/ 
(accessed 20.08.2020).
2 International tourism, receipts (current US$), 2021, The World Bank, available at: https://
data.worldbank.org/indicator/ST.INT.RCPT.CD (accessed 22.01.2021).
3 International tourism, receipts (percentage of total exports), 2021, The World Bank, available 
at: https://data.worldbank.org/indicator/ST.INT.RCPT.XP.ZS, (accessed 22.01.2021).
4 Tourism and the Sustainable Development Goals — Journey to 2030, 2017, World Tourism 
Organization and United Nations Development Programme, Madrid, available at: https://ww
w.eunwto.org/doi/book/10.18111/9789284419401 (accessed 20.01.2021).
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Russia, Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. The latter three were popular domestic 
destinations in the USSR, whilst visits to Western Europe were impossible for 
most Soviet citizens due to political reasons. Today, however, Ukrainian tour
ists can easily travel to Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and all other EU member 
states. European countries are amongst the most soughtafter destinations by 
Ukrainians.

The Baltic Sea macroregion is ‘… the most advanced in terms of transna
tional  tourism development’  in the EU [16, p. 128]. Moreover,  it was the first 
in the Union to declare tourism development a strategic priority [16, p. 127]. 
Thus, a study of tourism flows between Ukraine and the Baltic Sea states is of 
practical value for understanding how Ukrainians have become integrated into 
international tourism flows and measuring Ukraine’s potential for inbound tour
ism, particularly for welcoming visitors from the BSR.

International and crossborder tourism in the Baltic Sea region has grown 
into an area of scientific research in its own right [15—24]. For instance, Kropi
nova urges BSR countries to consolidate their best practices in sustainable tour
ism development to promote a joint brand — Baltic Sustainable Tourism — as a 
model embracing all sustainable development elements [15, p. 14].

Nevertheless, Tara Freude conclusively shows that, as of today, tourism 
remains  insufficiently  sustainable  [25,  p.  10].  Sustainable  tourism  is  still  a 
niche in the tourism sector rather than a universal practice. Despite all the 
benefits  of  tourism  development,  increased  tourism  flows  incur  social  and 
ecological risks.

Growing  tourism  flows  have  given  rise  to  the  overtourism  phenomenon 
[26—28]. This term describes the negative influence of an excessive number of 
tourists on locals and visitors. In other words, it is ‘… the impact of tourism on a 
destination, or parts thereof, that excessively influences the perceived quality of 
life of citizens and/or quality of visitors experiences in a negative way’.5

According to Alberto Amore, Martin Falk, and Bailey Ashton Adie, Venice 
is the world’s most overtouristed city, with a museum visitor to resident ratio of 
83:1 [29, p. 124]. It is followed by Florence, Seville, Lisbon, and Amsterdam 
[29, p. 126].

The causes of overtourism are lowcost airline tickets, accommodations 
made available by the Airbnb service, and the emergence of a tourist consumer 
culture.

An increase in tourist traffic in the most visited places means problems and 
inconveniences for both travellers and residents. Tourists have to wait in queues 

5 ‘Overtourism’? Understanding and managing urban tourism growth beyond perceptions, 2018, 
Madrid, UNWTO, available at: https://www.eunwto.org/doi/pdf/10.18111/9789284420070 
(accessed 01.01.2020). doi: 10.18111/9789284420070.



30 SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OF THE BALTIC SEA REGION

and experience overcrowded attractions, where visiting time is often limited. All 
this leads to disappointment with the trip. Host communities, in their turn, suffer 
from increased pressure on the infrastructure, rising costs of living, growing 
crime rates, threats to local ecosystems, and the interests of tourists put above 
their own.

Despite the economic benefits of tourism, the discomfort experienced by res
idents and the decline in the quality of life makes locals discontent with visitors. 
Social tension builds up, which is the exact opposite of what travellers and hosts 
expect.

An increase in tourism is also associated with carbon pollution [30]. Lenzen 
et al. estimate the industry’s contribution to global greenhouse gas emissions at 
about 8 per cent [31, p. 522].

The carbon footprint of tourism adds to global warming and environmental 
pollution. It may lead to irreversible negative changes in the climate. The Par
is Agreement was developed and signed in 2016 to tackle the climate change 
problem. The treaty aims to mitigate risks by keeping the rise in global average 
temperature to well below 2 °C above preindustrial levels.

Gössling and Higham argue that the tourism industry should adopt destination 
management practices based on the lowcarbon imperative to prevent irreversible 
climate change [32].

As Freude shows, even sustainable tourism and its contribution to the Sus
tainable Development Goals do not eliminate carbon pollution [25, p. 10]. In 
addition, there is a risk of transferring the responsibility for reducing emissions to 
the consumer. Thus, it is essential to unite the efforts of all stakeholders to reduce 
carbon emissions.

This state of affairs brings to the fore questions concerning corporate social 
responsibility in tourism, which are actively investigated now [33—37]. For in
stance, Oxenswärdh [38, p. 35] emphasises the importance of collective learning 
as a tool for corporate managers and other leaders to optimise the efforts of tour
ism organisations to promote sustainability in the industry.

COVID19 restrictions have posed a radical challenge to tourism sustainabili
ty. As the UN WTO reported in May 2020, 100—120m direct tourism jobs might 
disappear in the wake of the pandemic.6 This job displacement would be the worst 
in international tourism since 1950. In late January 2021, the UN WTO World 
Tourism Barometer estimated the 2020 decrease in international arrivals at 1bn 
or 74 per cent compared to 2019.7 The collapse in the tourism industry meant an 
export revenues loss of USD 1.3tn. It is more than 11 times the industry’s losses 
caused by the 2009 global economic crisis.

6 Impact assessment of the COVID19 outbreak on international tourism, 2020, UNWTO, 
available at: https://www.unwto.org/impactassessmentofthecovid19outbreakoninterna
tionaltourism (accessed 02.09.2020).
7 2020: worst year in tourism history with one billion fewer international arrivals, 2021, UNW-
TO, available at: https://www.unwto.org/taxonomy/term/347 (accessed 24.02.2021).
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This dramatic decline has encouraged many COVIDfocused studies [39—
41], which constitute the most relevant area of   tourism research under current 
conditions.

Data and Methods

The Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index (TTCI) is an effective tool 
to evaluate a country’s attractiveness for visitors. The TTCI has been calculated 
since 2007 and published biennially since 2009 as part of the Travel and Tourism 
Competitiveness Report of the World Economic Forum.

This indicator uses a combination of sources — statistics from international 
organisations, which account for twothirds of the data, and the annual Executive 
Opinion Survey. The latter is a poll of over 16,000 industry experts — business 
executives and business leaders.

The TTCI groups 90 individual indicators into 14 variables called pillars, 
which comprise four subindices — Enabling Environment, T&T Policy and En
abling Conditions, Infrastructure, and Natural and Cultural Resources. A national 
rank and score are computed for each economy included in the Travel and Tour
ism Competitiveness Report.

The Ukrainian statistics approach is similar to the European one in defining 
tourism as trips taken to a destination outside one’s usual environment for less 
than a year. This definition covers private, leisure and business trips, as well as 
visits to see family and friends.8 No matter the purpose of the visit, consumption 
patterns remain the same.

In Ukraine, statistics on outbound and inbound tourism flows can be obtained 
from two sources. Primary data on overseas residents’ visits to Ukraine and 
Ukrainian residents’ travel abroad are collected by the country’s State Border 
Guard Service. The State Statistics Service of Ukraine uses this data to obtain 
statistics on the development of tourism as an economic sector.

There  are  several  approaches  to  defining  the BSR,  and  various  criteria  are 
used for this purpose. Klemeshev et al. [42, p. 10—11] distinguish geographical, 
historical, political, economic, sociological, and legal interdisciplinary criteria, 
which can be applied individually or in a combination to delineate the Baltic 
Sea Region. Thus, the BSR can be viewed from a narrow, extended, and broad 
perspective.

According  to  the narrow definition,  the  region  includes Sweden, Denmark, 
Finland, Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia and the coastal parts of Russia, Germa
ny, and Poland. The rest of Poland, most Russian and German regions, Belarus, 

8 Tourism statistics at regional level, 2019, Eurostat, available at: https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/
statisticsexplained/index.php/Tourism_statistics_at_regional_level (accessed 03.09. 2020).
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and Norway are added within the extended definition. The broad definition also 

includes Iceland, some other territories of Russia, Germany, the Czech Republic, 

Slovakia, and Ukraine into the Baltic region.

Although this point of view seems valid in many respects, this study will 

define the BSR as comprising nine countries located along the coastline of the 

Baltic Sea — Denmark, Estonia, Latvia, Finland, Germany, Lithuania, Poland, 

Russia, and Sweden. Such an approach makes it possible to compensate for the 

lack of statistical information.

The Wilcoxon signedrank test and the SPSS Statistics software were used 

to estimate the impact of visa-free travel to the Schengen Area on tourism flows 

from Ukraine to the BSR. This nonparametric test was chosen because of the 

need to compare data from two related samples (before and after the introduction 

of visa-free travel). The method helps overcome deficiencies such as the small 

size of samples and lack of normality in the data.

The null hypothesis holds that the median difference between pairs of obser

vations is zero. In our case, the null hypothesis reads as follows: ‘There is no dif

ference in the number of outbound tourists from Ukraine to the Baltic Sea Region 

before and after the introduction of visafree travel’.

The linear coefficient of ‘absolute’ structural shifts for n periods was used to 

perform a summary assessment of structural changes in tourism flows between 

Ukraine and BSR countries. It was computed according to Formula 1:

   ∆�������� �� � ∑ |�������|����
������ ,     (1)

where di is the share of a particular part of the structure,%;

k is the total number of structural parts;

n is the total number of periods.

Formula 2 was used to obtain the ratio (R) of outbound tourism flows to in

bound ones:

 

      (2)

R = 1 indicates that outbound and inbound tourism flows are balanced. If R 

exceeds 1, the outbound flow prevails, and vice versa.
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Results and Discussion

In 2019, the Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index included 140 coun

tries, which generated about 98 per cent of global travel and tourism GDP. The 

TTCI ranks all the selected nations, thus making it possible to perform crosscoun

try analysis.

As Fig. 1 shows, Germany was the T&T leader in the BSR, having ranked 

third or higher throughout 2013—2019.

Fig. 1. The TTCI ranking and scores for Baltic Sea Region countries and Ukraine, 

2013—2019

Source: prepared by the authors based on The Travel and Tourism Competitiveness 

Report 2013, 2015, 2017, 2019.

When analysing the chart, one has to remember that the lower the rank, the 

better the performance of the country.

Russia considerably improved its position, having moved up 24 places — 

from 63rd in 2013 to 39th in 2019.

Denmark and Poland returned to their 2013 positions in 2019—21st and 42nd 

respectively — after a decline in 2015—2017. The other countries of the region 

went down in the ranking. Estonia performed the worst — having ranked 30th in 

2013, it was only 46th in 2019.
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Sweden and Finland are in the top three most competitive countries in the 

region. Yet Sweden dropped 13 places in the ranking (9th in 2013 to 22nd in 2019) 

and Finland 11 (17th in 2013 to 28th in 2019).

Lithuania moved down ten places (from 49th to 59th), whilst Latvia’s decline 

in the ranking was less dramatic (48th to 53rd).

Ukraine’s position did not change fundamentally between 2013 (76th) and 

2019 (78th). However, the country was not included in the global rankings in 

2015 due to insufficient data.9 In 2017, it dropped to 88th place, illustrating the 

high sensitivity of tourists to the sociopolitical situation in the country of des

tination.

Table 1 shows the number of Ukrainians who visited BSR countries. The 

region is popular amongst Ukrainians, having received 111,186 of the coun

try’s nationals in 2012—2019. Overall, 198,570 travelled internationally over 

the period.

The intensity of Ukrainian outbound tourism changed considerably in 

2012—2019. Lithuania is the absolute leader in the BSR. The number of 

Ukrainian visitors to the country rose tenfold — from 8,079 in 2012 to 83,354 

in 2019.

A steady, more than sevenfold, growth in the number of Ukrainian tourists 

was observed in Denmark (7.058 times) and Estonia (7.884 times). In 2019, 

Ukrainians visited Sweden 4.813 times and Latvia 4.419 times more often than 

in 2012.

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania were ‘goto’ destinations in the USSR. And 

these countries remain appealing to Ukrainian citizens.

The total number of outbound tourists from Ukraine to BSR countries rose 

by 19.8 per cent over the study period. The increase in flows to Finland, Germa

ny, and Poland was slightly above the regional average, reaching 47.9 per cent, 

83.9 per cent, and 71.2 per cent respectively.

9 The Travel & Tourism Competitiveness Report 2015, 2015, World Economic Forum, Ge
neva, available at: http://www3.weforum.org/docs/TT15/WEF_Global_Travel&Tourism_Re
port_2015 (accessed 20.08.2020).
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Germany and Poland were in the top three countries by the number of 

Ukrainian tourists. Probably, that is why these states did not show impressive 

growth in 2012—2019.

Russia deviated from the general trend. The number of Ukrainian visitors to 

the country has been decreasing since 2014 when the yearonyear reduction was 

as much as 1,469,085 people or 23.9 per cent. The absolute minimum was ob

served in 2019 at 3,622,715 people. This number was 41.0 per cent below the 

2013 value.

About 21.5m Ukrainians travelled internationally in 2012, and almost 28.9m 

in 2019, i. e. a 34.7 per cent increase occurred. As Fig. 2 shows, the time plots of 

the total number of outbound tourists and the number of visitors to the BSR are 

very similar.

Fig. 2. Trends in outbound tourism flows from Ukraine, 2012—2019

Source: prepared by the authors based on Table 1

A seconddegree polynomial function was used to describe the observed trends
— for the total number of outbound tourists:
Y = 107.66x2 + 53.708x + 21834,
(in 2012—2019, the total number of Ukrainians travelling abroad increased 

annually by an average of 53.708 thousand people, whilst the average growth 
acceleration rate was 107.66 thousand people);

— for the total number of tourists travelling to the BSR:
Y = –53.443x2 + 846.5x + 11452,
(i. e., in 2012—2019, the total number of Ukrainians travelling to the BSR 
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was rising annually by an average of 846.5 thousand people, whilst the average 

growth deceleration rate was 53.443 thousand people).

The coefficient of determination (R2) was used to estimate the accuracy of the 

models. Fig. 2 shows the coefficients for each.

The theoretical value of the coefficient of determination R2 (2;5) = 0.699 is be

low those calculated for the two equations. Thus, the obtained models are a good 

fit for the data. Nonetheless, these models cannot predict the future numbers of 

Ukrainian travellers because the trends were disrupted in 2020 by the COVID19 

pandemic.

The total number of Ukrainians travelling internationally and those visiting 

the BSR was increasing at different rates throughout 2012—2019. The total num

ber of outbound Ukrainian tourists was rising more rapidly (by 4.4 per cent an

nually) than that of visitors to the BSR (2.6 per cent). This difference in growth 

rates changed the structure of travel: the proportion of visits to the BSR in all 

Ukrainian international travel dropped by 6.3 percentage points — from 56.7 per 

cent in 2012 to 50.4 per cent in 2019.

The maximum value was achieved in 2015 (60.4 per cent); about twothirds 

of Ukrainians travelling abroad visited the region that year (Fig. 3). Then the 

proportion of visits to the BSR began to decline. In 2019, it was ten percentage 

points below the 2015 level.

Fig. 3. Outbound tourism flows from Ukraine and the proportion of Ukrainian visits  

to the Baltic Sea Region countries, 2012—2019

Source: prepared by the authors based on Table 1
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Ukrainian citizens were granted visafree travel to the Schengen Area in 

summer 2017. All countries of the Baltic Sea region but for the Russian Feder

ation are Schengen countries. Thus, it seemed appropriate to analyse whether 

visa-free travel affected tourism flows from Ukraine to the BSR.

The Wilcoxon signed-rank test demonstrated no statistically significant dif

ference in the number of outbound tourists from Ukraine to the BSR before 

and after the introduction of visafree travel. Previously we compared data for 

2017 and 2016 (Table 2). The pvalue (0.139) was considered under the null 

hypothesis.

Table 2

p-value for the Wilcoxon signed-rank test

2017 to 2016 2018 to 2016 2019 to 2016 2018 to 2017

pvalue 0.139 0.066 0.374 0.110

Then data for 2018 and 2016 were examined; 2017 was left out be

cause visafree travel was valid for only six months that year. The re

sults were very similar. A pvalue of 0.066 gave no reason to reject 

the null hypothesis. The same held for 2018 to 2017 and 2019 to 2016 

comparisons.

Therefore,  visa-free  travel  had  no  statistically  significant  impact  on 

Ukrainian outbound tourism. As previously stated, there was an upward trend 

in the number of Ukrainian tourists visiting the BSR in 2012—2019.

The structure of outbound tourism to the BSR by country changed over that 

period (Fig. 4).

The main destinations for Ukrainian tourists were Russia and Poland. The 

share of visits to Russia dropped by 24 percentage points (from 48.9 per cent in 

2012 to 24.9 per cent in 2019), and that of travel to other countries rose. Poland 

delivered the most impressive growth; its proportion increased by more than 

one-fifth (by 20.3 percentage points — from 47.4 per cent in 2012 to 67.8 per 
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cent in 2019). The share of Germany grew by 1.7 percentage points (from 3.1 

per cent in 2012 to 4.8 per cent in 2019). The proportions of the other countries 

increased by not more than one percentage point.

Fig. 4. The structure of outbound tourism flows from Ukraine  

to BSR countries in 2012—2019,%

Source: prepared by the authors based on Table 1

The main reason for structural changes was a reduction in the number of 

inbound tourists to Russia from Ukraine. It decreased by 2,318,590 people 

(or by 39.0 per cent) in 2019 compared to 2012. Simultaneously, the rest of 

BSR destinations welcomed more Ukrainian visitors in 2019 than in 2012. In 

particular, there was an increase in the number of Ukrainian tourists visiting 

Poland (by 4,106,491 people or 71.2 per cent) and Germany (by 319 238 

people or 83.9 per cent). Thus, Russia’s share was redistributed among other 

BSR countries.
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The  linear  coefficient  of  ‘absolute’  structural  changes  over  the  study 

period equals 0.76 percentage points, i. e. the share of countries visited by 

Ukrainian tourists changed by 0.76 percentage points on average each year in 

2012—2019.

Inbound tourism to Ukraine was less popular than outbound. The total 

number of international visitors reached 127,928,460 people in 2012—2019, 

including 41,781,149 from BSR countries (Table 3).

Unfortunately,  the  tourism flow  to Ukraine  has  decreased  sharply  since 

2013 (Fig. 5) due to the dramatic events that took place in Ukraine. The total 

number of tourists dropped by 48.5 per cent in 2014 compared to 2013, whilst 

that of tourists from the BSR declined by 69.1 per cent.

Fig. 5. Inbound tourism flows to Ukraine and the share of visits to Ukraine  

from the BSR countries, 2012–2019

Source: prepared by the authors based on Table 3

The number of tourists from Russia far outstripped that from the other BSR 

states in 2012: the country accounted for over 9,526,695 arrivals (83.6 per cent 

of the total number of international visitors). In 2019, only 1,386,643Russians 

(45.6 per cent of the inbound tourism flow) visited Ukraine.
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The number of Russians visiting Ukraine fell by 86.5 per cent in 

2012—2019. The most substantial yearonyear drop (by 77.0 per cent) 

occurred in 2014.

The number of Polish tourists varied the least during the study period: 

1,404,086 Poles visited the country in 2012 and 1,114,427 in 2019. Po

land invariably ranked second in terms of the number of visitors to Ukraine 

during the eight years.

However, the number of Russian travellers was 6.8 and 8.2 times that 

of their Polish counterparts in 2012 and 2013, whilst this ratio was only 

1.2 in 2019. For the rest of the countries, except Germany and Sweden, 

the 2019/2012 difference ranged between 1.154 (Finland) and 2.156 times 

(Lithuania).

These changes led to a more than twofold reduction in the proportion 

of BSR residents in the total number of tourists arriving in Ukraine. It 

decreased from 49.5 per cent in 2012 to 29.1 per cent in 2014 and 22.6 

per cent in 2019. Almost every second tourist arrived in Ukraine from 

the BSR at the beginning of the study period and only about every fifth 

at its end.

The structure of inbound tourism flows from BSR countries changed 

more dramatically than that of outbound tourism. The linear coefficient 

of ‘absolute’ structural changes in 2012—2019 was 1.21 percentage 

points. During the study period, the share of international visitors from 

the BSR to Ukraine increased by 1.21 percentage points on average 

annually.

The most substantial changes were as follows: the share of visitors from 

Russia decreased by 38.0 percentage points — from 83.6 per cent in 2012 

to 45.6 per cent in 2019 (Fig. 6).

Poland accounted for the most marked increase — by 24.3 percentage 

points, from 12.3 to 36.6 per cent. The proportion of Germany rose by 6.5 

percentage points — from 2.4 to 8.9 per cent. Lithuania’s share grew by 3.39 

percentage points, which means that the share of visitors from this country in 

2019 was 8.1 times that in 2012.
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Fig. 6. The structure of inbound tourism flows to Ukraine from BSR countries  
in 2012—2019,%

Source: prepared by the authors based on Table 3

Changes in arrivals and departures affect the ratio between outbound and 
inbound tourism flows (Fig. 7).
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The flows of travellers arriving in Ukraine and departing from the coun

try were wellbalanced in 2012 (R = 0.931) and 2013 (R = 0.963). After 

2014 (R = 1.765), the ratio grew to achieve a more than twofold difference 

(R = 2.149) in 2019.

A similar situation was typical of all BSR countries. But after 2015, out

bound flows exceeded  inbound ones almost fivefold. This  increase proves 

that the region is an attractive destination for Ukrainian citizens. Fig. 7 

shows that tourism flows were balanced between Ukraine and Lithuania in 

2014—2019 (R varied from 0.767 in 2014 to 1.104 in 2016 and 0.708 in 

2019); Ukraine and Estonia in 2014—2018 (from 0.747 in 2014 to 0.968 in 

2018); Ukraine and Sweden in 2015—2018 (from 0.782 to 1.037).

Tourism flows between Ukraine and Germany follow the general trends of 

Ukrainian international travel.

The number of Ukrainians making trips to Russia dropped by 39 per cent 

in 2019 compared to 2012, and the number of Russians who visited Ukraine 

in 2019 was 85.4 per cent smaller than in 2012. Thus, the ratio between out

bound and inbound tourism flows between these countries rose from 0.624 to 

2.613. The maximum R value (3.315) was observed in 2015.

Poland stands out the most in terms of the tourism flow balance. It was the 

most visited country by Ukrainians from 2013 (see Table 3). In 2015—2019, 

Ukrainians visited Poland eightnine times more often than Poles travelled to 

Ukraine.

Statistical data of the State Border Guard Service of Ukraine helped clas

sify tourism flows by the purpose of visit. Purposes of travel are different for 

outbound and inbound tourists. The latter come to Ukraine on business trips, 

as part of tourist groups, and to make private visits (Fig. 8).
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Fig. 8. The structure of outbound tourism flows from Ukraine to the BSR  

by the purpose of travel in 2012—2019,%

Source: State Border Guard Service of Ukraine; State Statistics Service of Ukraine

The complete list of inbound travel purposes is as follows: business trips; 

organised tourism; private visits; education; job placement; immigration; cul

tural events; sports events; religion; other (Fig. 9).

Fig. 9. The structure of inbound tourism flows to Ukraine from the BSR  

by the purpose of travel in 2012—2019,%

Source: State Border Guard Service of Ukraine; State Statistics Service of Ukraine.
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Private visits are the most popular reason for travel for both Ukrainian and 
international tourists, whilst organised tourism is the least common purpose 
for visit. This situation was observed throughout the study period for outbound 
tourism. As for inbound flows, private visits accounted for the most substantial 
proportion of arrivals in 2014 and after 2016 (they made up 96 per cent of in
bound travel).

Cultural and sports events, religion, and other purposes were visible in the 
structure of inbound tourism flows. Yet, after 2015, their significance drastically 
decreased. Visits for these purposes peaked in 2013 when they made up 23.7 per 
cent of all arrivals and 20.3 per cent of those from the BSR.

Tourism was burgeoning in previous years. Tourism flows were growing so 
rapidly that the term overtourism was coined to denote the industry’s nega
tive impact on destinations. The COVID19 pandemic disrupted this longterm 
trend. Tourism has been affected the most amongst all sectors of the economy, 
and countries need to reorganise their industries to restore tourism flows in the 
new circumstances.

Conclusions

Tourism has contributed a lot to the economy, culture, and prosperity of soci

ety in recent decades. Yet tourism development is a controversial issue. On the 

one hand, it is a driver of economic growth and national competitiveness. And 

countries of the Baltic Sea region, which have adopted a strategic approach to 

tourism development, are competitive at the global and regional levels. On the 

other hand, tourism may adversely affect destinations.

According to the Travel and Tourism Competitiveness Index, Germany, 

Sweden and Finland performed the best in the Baltic Sea region in 2013—2019. 

Denmark and Poland held the same positions at the end of the period as they 

did in 2013.

Russia improved its position, having moved up 24 places. Whilst its rank 

was the lowest (63rd) in the region in 2013, in 2019, the country ranked 39th, 

above Estonia (46th), Poland (42nd), Latvia (53rd), and Lithuania (59th).

Analysis of  inbound and outbound  international  tourism flows provides 

essential information for destination management by governments and busi

nesses.
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The Baltic Sea region attracts many Ukrainian tourists. The number of Ukrai
nians visiting it increased by almost 20 per cent in 2019 compared to 2012. Yet, 
there was no statistically significant evidence that the increase ensued visa-free 
travel to the Schengen Area.

Ukrainian outbound tourism is more developed than inbound. Poland is 
the most visited country by Ukrainians in the region. Nevertheless, Lithuania, 
Estonia, and Denmark markedly increased their visibility as destinations for 
Ukrainian tourists.

After 2013, tourism flows to Ukraine dwindled, especially that from the Rus
sian Federation. This reduction affected the scope and structure of tourism flows 
between Ukraine and the Baltic Sea region. Nevertheless, Russia still accounts 
for most international arrivals in Ukraine. Poland and Germany rank second and 
third respectively.

Private visits are the most common purpose for travel for both Ukrainian and 
international tourists.

The COVID-19 pandemic disrupted all these trends in tourism flows in 2020. 
According to the UNWTO data, the year was the worst on record for interna
tional tourism.

Tourism has suffered severely during the pandemic. The industry is run
ning the risk of delayed achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals, 
whilst falling tourism revenues pose threats to biodiversity. Heritage con
servation may also be in danger. Tourism is expected to recover over the 
medium term.

Recovery and overcoming the negative effects of the pandemic will require 
Ukraine, Baltic Sea states and all countries in the world to pool their experience 
and potential for mutually beneficial cooperation in the future.
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