
 

 

 

Locating Change in Russian Foreign Policy: In-Bound Tourism and Visa regime 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Kyösti Kuukasjärvi 

Master’s Thesis 

Master’s Programme in Russian 

Studies 

Faculty of Arts 

University of Helsinki 

November 2021 

 



 

 

Tiivistelmä 

Tiedekunta: Humanistinen tiedekunta 

Koulutusohjelma: Master's Programme in Russian Studies  

Opintosuunta: Ei opintosuuntaa 

Tekijä: Kyösti Kuukasjärvi 

Työn nimi: Locating Change in Russian Foreign Policy: In-Bound Tourism and Visa regime 

Työn laji: Maisterintutkielma 

Kuukausi ja vuosi: Marraskuu, 2021 

Sivumäärä: 50 

Avainsanat: Russia; Inbound tourism; Visa regime; Foreign policy 

Ohjaaja tai ohjaajat: Anna-Liisa Heusala 

Säilytyspaikka: Helsingin yliopiston kirjasto 

Muita tietoja: -  

Tiivistelmä: Tässä maisterintutkielmassa tarkastellaan Venäjälle kohdistuneiden matkustajavirtojen 

sekä Venäjän viisujärjestelmän kehitystä vuosina 2002–2019. Tutkielman tavoitteena on ollut koota 

Venäjään kohdistunut matkailukehitys ei-IVY-maista yhdelle paperille, jotta aineistoa voitaisiin 

tarkastella Venäjän ulkopolitiikan muutoksen näkökulmasta. Tämä maisterintutkielma ehdottaa 

matkustajavirtojen sekä viisumijärjestelmän toimivan hyvänä indikaattorina valtioiden ulkopoliittisesta 

muutoksesta. Tutkielman aihe on ajankohtainen, sillä tilastoja Venäjän matkailusta ei ole englannin 

kielellä koottu kattavasti koherenttiin kokonaisuuteen, ja toisaalta vuonna 2019 Venäjän toteuttama 

sähköinen viisumireformi tekee aiheesta ajankohtaisen. Vuoden 2019 Venäjän sähköinen viisumireformi 

on osa historiallista jatkumoa, minkä takia on mielenkiintoista tarkastella viisumireformia edeltänyttä 

ajanjaksoa osana laajempaa kehityskaarta Venäjän viisumi- ja ulkopolitiikassa. 

Tässä tutkielmassa aineistona käytetään Venäjän valtiollisen tilastokeskuksen kokoamaa aineistoa 

Venäjälle kohdistuneesta matkustuksesta vuosina 2002–2019 sekä erityisesti Oxfordin yliopiston 

koostamaa DEMIG Visa -dataa globaalista viisumikehityksestä. Tämän lisäksi Maailmanpankin, 

UNWTO:n sekä Maailman talousfoorumin aineistoja käytetään hyväksi Venäjän matkailukehityksen 

kokonaiskuvan kokoamisessa. 

Tutkielman tilastoanalyysin teoreettisena pohjana käytetään ulkopolitiikan muutoksen kategorisointiin 

luotuja teoriarakenteita esimerkiksi K.J. Holstin sekä Charles F. Hermanin toimesta.  

Tutkielman tilastoanalyysin mukaan eurooppalaiset valtiot ovat menettäneet merkitystään Venäjän 

matkailusektorilla vuosituhannen vaihteen jälkeen ja erityisesti 2010-luvulla. Tutkielman tilastoanalyysi 

osoittaa, kuinka esimerkiksi Kiina, Etelä-Korea sekä Israel ovat merkittävimmin kasvattaneet 

markkinaosuuttaan Venäjän matkailussa matkustajamääriä mittaessa. Tutkielman primääriaineistoa 

laajemman ulkopoliittisen tutkimuskirjallisuuden tarkastelun myötä käy ilmi, kuinka matkailukehityksellä 

sekä diplomaattisten suhteiden laajemmalla kehityssuunnalla vaikuttaa löytyvän ajallinen yhteys 

Venäjän kontekstissa. Tämä tukee tutkimuksen premissiä siitä, kuinka matkustustilastot sekä 

viisumipolitiikka voisivat toimia hyvinä indikaattoreina ulkopolitiikan muutoksen tutkimukselle. 

Tutkielman tilastoanalyysi sekä viisujärjestelmätutkimus osoittavat, kuinka vuoden 2014 jälkeen 

eurooppalaisten valtioiden merkitys Venäjän matkailusektorille matkustajavolyymeja tarkasteltaessa on 

voimistuen vähentynyt, sillä vuosina 2014–2019 matkailu Euroopasta Venäjälle supistui lähes 25 

prosentilla globaalin kokonaismatkailun Venäjälle kasvaessa samanaikaisesti. Tutkimus toimii hyvänä 

aineistona niille, jotka tarvitsevat koottua tilastotietoa Venäjän matkailukehityksestä vuosilta 2002–2019. 
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1. Presentation of the research question 

 

Border control—the effort to regulate territorial access—has long been a core state activity. 

As territorially demarcated institutions, states have always imposed restrictions for entry, 

whether to hinder armies and tax trade, protect domestic producers, or hold out perceived 

"undesirables." All states monopolise the right to determine who or what is granted legitimate 

territorial access. Nevertheless, there is a notable historical divergence in border control 

priorities. Visa arrangements are an essential instrument for border control. (Andreas 2003)  

Russian authorities announced in July 2019 that from October 2019, the electronic visas will 

become valid for the citizens of 53 countries to visit Saint Petersburg and Leningrad Oblast, 

Kaliningrad, and the Far East, as President Putin aims to receive $15.5 billion in annual 

tourism revenue by the end of his presidential term in 2024. This initiative was expected to 

attract 12 million tourists each year to St. Petersburg, up from the 8.2 million visits in 2018. 

Since then, in June 2020, the State Duma of the Russian Federation adopted a bill on a unified 

electronic visa, which expanded the practice of electronic visas to the entire territory of Russia.  

(Moscow Times, 2019)  

Thenceforth, the plans to introduce and extend the electronic visa regime have stalled due to 

the COVID-19 pandemic, which does not mean that the decisions taken will not be 

implemented in the post-pandemic era. The visa reform planned by Russia will make it easier 

for citizens of the 53 pre-determined countries to enter Russia, as reform will make it possible 

to process visas electronically within four days before the planned entry to Russia. Russian 

authorities' initiatives underline the interest in enhancing incomes from the tourism sector and 
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opening Russia for foreigners to visit. However, the current visa reform is not a measure 

without history but part of a historical continuum.  

This study reviews how the Russian tourism sector has evolved over the last 20 years 

regarding the quantity and quality of inbound tourism to Russia. In addition, the study aims 

to give a perspective to Russian foreign policy change in the 21st century leaning on the 

Russian visa regime and inbound tourism statistics as research material.  

The visa administration, which facilitates countries' inbound tourism, is part of the state's 

foreign policy sphere, so the visa regime mirrors states' broader foreign policy agenda. For 

this reason, it is fascinating to observe what inbound tourism to Russia and the Russian visa 

regime reveal about the overall foreign policy direction. A comprehensive analysis of the 

development of Russian inbound tourism in the 21st century has not been made in English, so 

for this reason, compiling statistics of inbound tourism in a single paper is essential for further 

studies.  

The basic idea of the research is to combine tourism statistics from 2002—2019 into one entity 

and reflect the findings and the Russian visa regime from the theoretical perspective of foreign 

policy change. This study proposes two promising indicators to measure change; visa system 

and incoming mobility. For material reasons, to which I will return later, the study will 

concentrate on inbound tourism to Russia from non-CIS countries.  

The research topic is current, as the forthcoming and ongoing "electrification" of the Russian 

visa regime has great importance for the tourism sector in Russia and the permeability of the 

Russian border. The issue is also relevant because, in recent years, visa policies have had a 

critical function on diplomatic parleys. For example, the visa arrangements played a central 

role in the refugee negotiations between Turkey and the European Union during the refugee 

crisis in the mid-2010s, which reflect the importance of the visa policies in foreign affairs. 

(see Migration Policy 2021)  

Russia has sought to strengthen its tourism sector in many different ways throughout the 

2010s. For example, organising significant mass events has been a way to attract foreign 

tourists to Russia.  In addition, the approval of the federal target program "Development of 

domestic and incoming tourism in the Russian Federation (2011—2018)"; the allocation of 

96 billion rubles from the federal budget to the tourism sector; road maps for the advancement 

of tourism in the Russian Federation (2013—2020);  and several instructions of the President 

of the Russian Federation on the development of tourism have been initiatives to develop the 
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flow of foreigners to Russia (OECD, 2018). These decisions are a good illustration of how 

tourism has become an increasingly important priority to Russia as the 21st century has 

progressed.  

The temporal outlook of the research covers a period of nearly 20 years from 2002 to the year 

2019, just before the ongoing Covid-19 pandemic. This almost 20-year time span contains 

practically the whole era of Vladimir Putin and the United Russia reign in Russian political 

lead.  

In general, visa arrangements are facilitated to fulfil three primary purposes. Firstly, visas are 

intended to guarantee security both at national borders and within the state itself. According 

to researcher Robert L. Bach, 'the first action that governments usually take in a crisis situation 

is to close their borders' (Bach 2003). Also, Russia closed its borders during the COVID-19 

pandemic, as authorities sought to ensure the safety of its citizens (Reuters 2020). In addition, 

visa regimes aim to minimise illegal migration, as reflected, for example, in the amendments 

to the Visa Code adopted by the European Council in 2019, which improved the conditions 

for legal travellers and increased the tools available to meet the challenges of illegal 

immigration (European Council 2019).   

Furthermore, visa systems are about reciprocity, as shown by the US Department of State's 

definition of Visa Reciprocity. The description by the US Department of State states that 

"when a foreign government imposes fees on US citizens for certain types of visas, the United 

States will impose a reciprocal fee on citizens of that country/area of authority for similar 

types of visas" (US. Department of State). The visa regime can thus be comprehended as 

reflecting the state of relations between countries.  

How visa regimes are implemented is essential for developing the national tourism sector and 

accumulating tourism-related revenues. According to scholars, a visa restriction by a 

destination country can deter tourism inflows by more than 20 per cent (Czaika & Neumayer 

2017). On the other hand, visa-related issues are often addressed through various security 

aspects and financial incentives. In many cases, the liberalisation of visa regimes is motivated 

by potential economic benefits, but security threats counterbalance this liberalisation (Indrady 

2020, 55). This study suggests that visa regimes and inbound mobility are good indicators of 

the broader direction of a country's foreign policy.  

Openness and closure of movement through travel constraints indicate the direction of 

migration policy regulations and broader changes in bilateral and multilateral foreign policy 
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relations. For instance, the article by Mathias Czaika, Hein De Haas, and María Villares-

Varela (2018) has shown that the degree of visa reciprocity and the extent to which state A 

can force a visa requirement on citizens from state B without state A having to fear a retaliating 

measure by state B for their own citizens can be a relevant indicator of power asymmetries. 

(Czaika al el. 2018)  

The importance of incomes from the tourism sector has globally grown significantly since the 

beginning of the 21st century, as shown, for example, by data collected by the World Bank. 

Globally, the spending by foreign visitors in a country of destination has more than tripled 

between 2000 and 2020 (World Bank 2021a). Grown revenues of foreign visitors in place of 

destination are becoming more pivotal for national economies, and diplomatic negotiations 

and discussions are essential for enhancing inbound travel growth.  

Besides the before-mentioned, the total number of short-term abroad visits1 has increased 

over the last 20 years from about 1.26 billion to almost 2.3 billion (World Bank 2021b). 

Tourism and travelling will play an even more critical role for the national economies in the 

future if the development of the 21st century continues accordingly. This research topic was 

selected due to the growing importance of the tourism sector in the 21st century and the idea 

of the visa regime and inbound tourism as possible amplifiers in understanding the 

development of Russia's broader foreign policy.  

As primary sources, the study will use the tourism statistics of the Statistical Center of the 

Russian Federation for the years 2002—2019 and the country-specific statistics on Russia 

provided by the DEMIG VISA database. In addition, the World Bank, UNWTO and the World 

Economic Forum statistics will be utilised as research material.  

The work is divided into six different main sections. The second section discusses the 

research's theoretical approach, explains the study's essential concepts, and composes a 

literature review about previous research. Then the study presents the materials relevant for 

the research and the methods used in the analysis. The fourth part of the study analyses the 

data using the research methods chosen. The statistical analysis section is continued with the 

section about the Russian visa regime and Russian foreign policy with a subsection on foreign 

policy change in Russia based on the analysis. In conclusion, the research results are 

summarised with intel about further studies and challenges of the taken approach. But, first, a 

brief description of the basics of the Russian visa regime and the state of inward mobility to 

Russia before the 21st century. 
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1.2. Visa regime in practice in Russian Federation 

 

The Russian visa system has remained very similar in its basic structure throughout the 21st 

century. All types of Russian entry visas are received through Russian embassies and 

consulates. When all the documents are consummated, the process usually demands no more 

than 3-10 workdays for a Russian travel visa. (Consular Department of the Ministry of Foreign 

Affairs of Russia 2021a)  

Before electronic visa reform, Russian Tourist Visa requirements have basically been original 

passport, one colour photo of the appellant, tourist invitation, and rightly filled Russian 

Consulate Application Form. The Russian Consulate has demanded that the visa application 

form be printed on A4 paper with the right and bottom margins of 5mm. A failure to meet 

these requirements typically invalidates the form. 

As a common rule, Russia has required that an alien who needs a visa on entry be in possession 

of a valid visa upon exit. Russia requires an exit visa only if a visitor stays well past the 

expiration date of their visa. In the situation of delayed departure, a foreigner must extend 

their visa, apply for an exit visa or have an acceptable excuse for exceeding the expiration 

date of the visa (e.g., a note from a doctor or a hospital defining an illness, missed flight, lost 

or stolen visa). In some cases, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs can issue a Return-Home 

certificate valid for ten days, thus eliminating the need for an exit visa. In general, the exit-

visa system was abolished in Russia in 2008. (DEMIG 2015) 

Citizens of most countries need a visa to travel to Russia. Usually, a person must get a visa 

before arriving in Russia. Although a European country, Russia is not a member of the 

EU/EFTA, and it does not yield visa-free travel to countries within the EU/EFTA. 

Russian consular offices issue a visa for foreign citizens and stateless persons depending on 

the purpose of the trip and the duration of the foreigner's stay on the territory of the Russian 

Federation. There are various types of Russian visas issued, depending on the purpose and 

length of visit. The following types of visas are referred to as Russian entry visas.  

A tourist visa is a regular visa that allows entry to Russia as a tourist. It is valid for 30 days 

and cannot be renewed. To receive a tourist visa, a person must have confirmed 



Kyösti Kuukasjärvi 

Master’s Thesis 

 

7 
 

accommodation for the duration of the sojourn in Russia.  (Consular Department of the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia 2021a1) 

A business visa is a visa for those visiting the country on official or private business. The 

standard business visa is valid for 90 days. There is also a multi-business visa valid for a year 

and allows multiple entries into Russia. Business visas are eligible for renewal upon 

expiration, but this must be done via the organisation that provided the invitation for a person's 

business visa. Business visas can also be used for commercial visits such as attending events 

such as auctions.  

A private visa is valid for up to 90 days based on a private invitation from friends or relatives 

in Russia. A humanitarian visa is valid for up to a year with multiple entries for those entering 

Russia for any of the following purposes: Cultural purposes, Purposes related to science, 

Political purposes, Sporting purposes, Religious purposes, Charitable purposes, Delivery of 

humanitarian aid.  

Work/Employment visa is valid for 90 days with the possibility of extension, based only on a 

work invitation from a Russian company. A student visa is similar to a work visa and valid 

for 90 days with the possibility of extension, based only on a Russian college or university 

student invitation.  

Russian Highly Skilled Migrant Visa is a special visa for skilled professionals who gain 

employment with a salary of over 1 million rubles. This visa is valid for three years, enables 

the holder to bypass the temporary residence permit requirement, and entitles relatives, 

including spouses, children, and parents, to a visa. On the other hand, Family Member Visa is 

a special kind of visa for spouses, children under 18, and incapacitated children who are family 

members of Russian citizens.  

A transit visa is necessary for transit passengers who travel somewhere via a Russian 

airport(s) or through Russia by train. Transit visas are normally valid for three days for air 

travel and ten days for train travel. A Russian transit visa is not usually necessary if a person 

stays in an airport transit zone to board a connecting flight within 24 hours of arrival.  

Russian Special Purpose Visa is valid for up to 30 days to attend special events like the FIFA 

World Cup inside Russia.  

                                                           
1 The chapter’s forthcoming information about Russian visa types is summed from the official website of the Consular 

Department of the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, which describes the visa regime of the Russian state. 
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This visa regime has thus remained relatively similar over the past two decades, but the 

operating environment and visa waivers have considerably affected the inbound tourism 

flows. 

 

1.3. Entry into Russia in the 1990s and early 2000s 

 

The collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the Cold War were significant upheaval for 

developing inward mobility to Russia on a practical, legislative and systemic level. The 

dissolution of the Soviet Union resulted in the creation of a total of 15 independent new states. 

In addition to this, the end of the Cold War marked that the Soviet-influenced states of Eastern 

Europe abandoned the communist system and adopted democratic institutions of government. 

The new political situation meant that, in time, Russia was forced to transform its legislative 

structure and the facilitation of entry to the country.  

The issue of migration policy became acute for the Russian Federation immediately after the 

collapse of the USSR in 1991 when about 25–30 million ethnic Russians living in other former 

Soviet republics suddenly became foreigners.  

Just before the final collapse of the Soviet Union, a new resolution, "on approval of rules of 

stay of foreign citizens in the USSR," was enacted. The decision of the Cabinet of Ministers 

in April 1991 introduced new criteria on which terms the foreign alien was lawfully allowed 

to enter the Soviet soil and on what grounds a person was lawful to leave the country. By the 

beforementioned resolution and law "On the Legal Status of Foreign Citizens in the USSR," 

from 1981, the USSR became more restrictive than before for foreigners to enter as visa 

requirements were refined. These decisions were the judicial basis for the newly formed 

Russian Federation on the entry of foreigners into the country. (Anon 1981; Cabinet of 

Ministers of the USSR 1991)  

Russia's policies and laws on entry and citizenship in the 1990s were primarily reassessed due 

to the collapse of the Soviet Union and the changing operating environment created by the 

new state borders. One of the most important agreements to promote mobility was concluded 

in 1992, as the contracting states, i.e., the member states of the Commonwealth of Independent 

States, established a visa-free zone throughout the newly-formed Commonwealth. (CIS 

Legislation 2021)  
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In 1993, another substantial body of law came into force affecting foreign visitors. The law -

1993 the Federal Law on the right of citizens of the Russian Federation for freedom of 

movement, choice of place of residence, and place of stay within the borders of the Russian 

Federation - created the "residence registration system" requiring all (citizens and foreigners) 

to register in the regional branches of the Federal Migration Service of the Russian 

Government within three working days upon arrival to Russia. (Focus Migration 2010, 7)  

In 1996, chapter III of the law, "entry into the USSR and exit from the USSR Foreign citizens," 

was superseded by Federal Law "On the Order of Exit from the Russian Federation," which 

itself was repealed with the adoption of Federal Law "On the Legal Status of Foreign Citizens 

in the Russian Federation." The new laws established that, as a general rule, all foreign 

citizens and stateless persons need visas for entry and exit from the territory of Russia, and 

the period of temporary stay is 90 days within a 180-day period. It also establishes several 

exceptions for certain groups of travellers. (Federal Law 1996/114-FZ; Federal Law 

2002/115-FZ)  

The new body of legislation also ordered foreigners to hold two-part migration cards on arrival 

so that the first part was preserved by Ministry of Interior officials, while the second remained 

with the foreigner to verify his or her right to be in Russia. Furthermore, the law instituted 

several bureaucratic barriers complicating the procedures for registering foreign citizens in 

Russia as any foreign citizen arriving in Russia had to register within three days on arrival to 

Russia. Also, temporary residence permit holders and permanent residence permit holders had 

now an obligation to re-register each year in a regional unit of the Ministry of Interior. (Federal 

Law 2002/ 115-FZ)  

Throughout the 1990s, numerous different law articles were introduced and put into practice 

in Russia, which changed the environment for foreigners to enter Russia. The leading target 

group of these established articles was the Russian-speaking population in areas part of the 

former Soviet Union but not the Russian Federation. As early as 1993, a law was enacted for 

this heterogeneous group, when federal law ''On Forced Resettlers'' was adopted - defining 

forced resettlers as a group with the right to citizenship of the Russian Federation. The "forced 

migrant" status was created for the Russian-speaking population of the FSU countries who 

had not acquired citizenship from one of the newly established states. (DEMIG 2015)  

Law "On the State Policy of the Russian Federation Concerning the Compatriots Abroad" of 

May 1999 - gave the first legal definition of a Russian compatriot, stipulated to facilitate 
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access to citizenship, and introduce state support to compatriots in exercising their human 

rights and civil liberties, including the right to return to the Russian Federation. This provision, 

however, was not supported by any regulatory documents envisaging state assistance of any 

sort for compatriots in resettling in Russia. (Federal Law 1999/99-FZ)  

In the 1990s, Russia granted visa-free travel to Cuba as early as 1993. Russia continued to 

grant visa-free exemptions in 1997 to Azerbaijan, Ukraine, Tajikistan, Mongolia, Uzbekistan, 

Kyrgyzstan, Armenia, Kazakhstan, and Moldova. North Korea and Vietnam, former alliances 

of the Soviet Union, were granted visa-free access to Russia in the early 1990s. Also, many 

of the citizens of the former "Eastern Bloc" states had visa-free access to the country in the 

1990s. These countries were Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Romania, Poland, and 

Slovakia. More broadly, Russia did not begin to liberalise travel for foreigners until the 21st 

century. In a nutshell, in the 1990s, the possibility for visa-free travel to Russia was given to 

states with close ties to the former Soviet Union. (DEMIG 2015)  

Regarding visa transparency, Russia did little to open up to the rest of the world during the 

1990s. In 1993, Russia had granted visa-free travel to citizens of 20 countries, while in 2001, 

Russia had extended visa-free travel to 21 countries. 

 

1.4. Tourism flows to Russia in the 1990s and early 2000s 

 

The 1990s were a time of remarkable growth in the number of trips made to Russia. According 

to Rosstat statistics, just 5.4 million visits were made to Russia in 1993 from non-CIS 

countries. By 2002, the number of visits to Russia had grown significantly, with about 7.9 

million trips made in 2002. Between 1993 and 2002, tourism grew by more than 45 per cent. 

(Table.1)  

Between 1993–2002, the growth in mobility was fastest in 1994—1995, as travel volume 

increased by about 60%, from 3.3 million trips to nearly 5.3 million. The economic crisis in 

Russia in 1998  reflected the travelling sector, as the number of trips made by foreign subjects 

fell in 1998 compared to 1997, but the drop in inbound tourism was most substantial in 1993-

1994. In 1993-1994, inbound tourism shrunk by almost 40 per cent within twelve months. 

(Table.1)  
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In the 1990s, the movement to Russia was firmly based on the migration of people from 

former Soviet republics. The year 1994 constitutes as a peak of the immigration to Russia, 

which totalled 1,358,000 people. Previously, since the mid-1980s, the migration rate had been 

relatively stable, at around 800,000 people per year. Immigrants from the countries of the 

newly-formed Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) and other former Soviet republics 

accounted for the vast majority of the inward mobility in the 1990s. Between 1991 and 1995, 

net migration from the CIS and Baltic countries was more than 2.5 million. However, ethnic 

Russians accounted for 67% of all the migration gain between 1989 and 2004. (CIDOB 2010) 

 

Number of foreign 

citizens who arrived 

in Russia (Non-CIS-

countries) 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 

thousands of 

people 
5384 3312 5311 5496 6489 6282 7102 7410 7079 7881 

Table 1. Number of foreign citizens who arrived in Russia from non-CIS-countries 

between 1993—2002 (Federal State Statistics Service 2020b) 

 

2. Theory 

2.1. Change in foreign policy 

One of the study's main intentions is to locate the progress, i.e., the change in inbound tourism 

to Russia, the change in Russian visa practices and, more broadly, in Russia's foreign policy 

during the 21st century. For this reason, it is crucial to define what political change means in 

this study. Efforts have been made to theorise political change, at least since the 1970s. 

According to James N. Rosenau, the interest in conceptualising foreign policy change 

emerged from the belief that developing the concept of change into an operationally 

independent variable could further develop comparative foreign policy research and act as an 

"innovative theory." Rosenau argues that foreign policy basically comprises a cluster of 

orientations, a set of commitments and plans for action, and a form of behaviour. By 

orientations, Rosenau alludes to guidelines that officials draw when faced with external 

conditions requiring action. Plans and commitment are both translations of generalised 

orientations and responses to the immediate circumstances. In Rosenau's context, behaviour 
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refers to "the translation of generalised orientations and the development and articulation of 

specific goals and commitmnets". (Boyd, G. et al. 1976, 16) 

Kalevi J. Holsti has encapsulated foreign policy as a combination of orientations, national 

roles, objectives, and actions (Holsti 1977, 107-181). By orientations, Holsti implies general 

perceptions and commitments toward the external environment, and it incorporates a primary 

strategy for accomplishing domestic and external objectives, especially in coping with 

persisting threats. This strategy and orientations are rarely exposed in any one decision but 

due to a series of cumulative choices to adjust the state's objectives, values, and interests with 

conditions and characteristics of the domestic and external environments. Holsti's perceptions 

on foreign policy are an intriguing platform for this research as a visa regime is formed by a 

series of cumulative decisions driven by the state's objectives, values, and interests. 

Kalevi J. Holsti has later created his categorisation of different concepts of a change in his 

work "The Problem of Change in International Relations Theory" (1998). In his work, Holsti 

divides change into four different states; change as a replacement, change as addition, 

dialectical change, and transformation. Change as a replacement signifies a change that 

symbolises the antithesis of the "old." It is a change that will fundamentally change the 

conditions in which states and individuals operate. Holsti cites examples of such a change at 

the end of the Cold War and the end of any war by a peace treaty more generally. For Holsti, 

change as addition means that the old and the new can occur parallel, making the change 

additive. In terms of theories of international relations, this means that old patterns and 

concepts are not necessarily replaced, but complexity increases. Growth of complexity means 

that while the old structures remain intact in many parts of the world, new forms of 

cooperation and governance are also simultaneously being developed. The concept of 

dialectical change, on the other hand, refers to the change in which change does not displace 

the old but is more than a quantitative increase, resulting in greater complexity. It can 

represent new forms built on the old, so the changed state of beingness represents both 

extraction and continuity. It can combine the new and the old without complete replacement. 

(Holsti 1998, 7-9) 

In Holsti’s categorisation, transformation refers to a change due to a quantitative 

transformation that gives rise to new forms of living over time. Logically, new forms must be 

derived from old models. They may partially replace old forms, but by definition, they must 

include the remains or legacies of the old. Change cannot come out of the vacuum. In the case 
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of social and political institutions, the difference is distinguished from obsolescence because 

old ideas, practices, and norms may remain reasonably similar for long periods, but the 

functions of the institution change. This category of change can serve as a hypothetically good 

tool for investigating Russia's case and explaining various developments of its institutional 

form. (Holsti 1998, 9) 

Charles F. Hermann has formed a somewhat similar conceptualisation of foreign policy 

change as Holsti. In general, Hermann views that foreign policy change can be divided into 

four sections. Adjustment Changes occur in the level of effort, as the means and objectives 

remain unchanged. Program Changes are, in contrast to adjustment changes, qualitative 

changes which involve new instruments of statecraft. Problem/Goal Changes alludes to a 

situation where the initial problem or goal that the policy addresses is replaced or forfeited. 

Lastly, International Orientation Changes are the most extreme form of foreign policy change 

that involves the redirection of the actor's entire orientation toward world affairs. (Hermann, 

1990: 5-6). While adjustment changes do not signify major foreign policy redirections, the 

other three kinds of change do. 

Hermann also classifies four 'change agents' or originators of change, the causes behind a 

government's decision to redirect its foreign policy. Change agents are predominant leader, 

bureaucratic advocacy, domestic restructuring, and external shocks. When a policymaker has 

adequately political power to compel the state's administration to redirect the course of its 

foreign policy following the policymaker's own vision, one can speak of predominant leader-

driven change. Bureaucratic advocacy change occurs when a particular group within the 

government recognises the need to change foreign policy and is influential enough to make 

that change through advocacy. Domestic restructuring as an agent of change is possible 

because governments need the support and legitimation of society's most politically relevant 

segments to rule effectively. When these elites either change their composition or alter their 

viewpoints on foreign policy, they can generate the policy to be redirected. Foreign policy 

change can also be the result of drastic international events. In this scenario, one can talk of 

external shocks as a source of policy change. (Hermann 1990, 11-12) 

Holsti's model on foreign policy change has been criticised for being difficult to follow and 

having too many explanatory factors. Alternatively, Hermann's theory has been scrutinised 

for failing to capture subjective interpretation and capacity to anticipate. (Gustavsson 1998, 

19) However, the above theories on foreign policy change are helpful analogies when 



Kyösti Kuukasjärvi 

Master’s Thesis 

 

14 
 

examining the Russian visa regime and, on the other hand, the development of inbound 

tourism statistics in 2002—2019. It is possibly impossible to make a fully comprehensive 

analysis of Russia's foreign policy solely on the visa system or tourism statistics. Still, the 

respective data provides one standpoint on the direction of development and its timing. The 

theories of Hermann and Holsti provide an opportunity to approach the material from the 

required theoretical point of view. 

 

2.2. The key concepts 

 

There are numerous reasons for travelling, as are types of visas. For this reason, it is essential 

to give attention to what kind of travel the research will concentrate on. It is noteworthy to 

express what type of tourism the study is interested in. The World Tourism Organization 

(UNWTO) recommends distinguishing the following three primary forms of tourism; inbound 

tourism, outbound tourism, and domestic tourism. Inbound tourism, by UNWTO definition, 

comprises the activities of a non-resident visitor within the country of reference on an inbound 

tourism trip. Outbound tourism includes the activities of a resident visitor outside the country 

of reference, either as part of an outbound tourism trip or as part of a domestic tourism trip. 

In addition to these two categories, domestic tourism should be separated into its own tourism 

section. The term refers to tourism in which the traveller does not depart his or her home 

country. (UNWTO 2021)  

Although domestic tourism has a significant and growing impact on business and public 

finances, the influx of foreign tourists makes it possible to conjecture the direction and volume 

of foreign policy change. This study focuses primarily on inbound tourism, as this category 

encapsulates tourist flows to Russia by non-resident visitors. In addition to the UNWTO 

definition, scholars have sought to refine and define the concept of inbound tourism. 

According to Russian scientist V. Yu. Voskresensky, inbound tourism implies to the travel of 

people with any purpose to another country. However, based on E.V.Vavilova's interpretation, 

inbound tourism implies the activities of tourism enterprises associated with providing tourist 

services and tourist products abroad to persons permanently residing in any country. 

(Voskresensky 2012, Vavilova 2011)  
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Defining tourism is an ambiguous and challenging mission, as there is no uniform consensus 

on the concept in academic discussions. Based on the official UNWTO definition, a visitor is 

a person taking a trip to the destination outside his or her usual environment, for less than a 

year, for any primary purpose (business, leisure, or other personal purposes) other than to be 

employed by a resident entity in the country or place visited. These voyages taken by visitors 

qualify as tourism trips. UNWTO defines tourism as the activity of visitors. (UNWTO 2021)  

In this study, tourism is defined utilising Rosstat's methodology, which in many ways 

resembles V. Yu Voskresensky's definition of inbound tourism. Due to a methodological 

change made by Rosstat in 2014, tourism or inbound tourism is defined in two different but 

similar ways. In Table 2., tourism is defined as a citizen visiting the country (place) of 

temporary stay in health, cognitive, professional and business, sports, religious and other 

purposes without engaging in paid activities in the period from 24 hours to 6 months, also 

spending at least one night at the destination. The statistics on inbound tourism, therefore, do 

not include day trips to Russia. (Federal State Statistics Service 2008)  

In Table.3 and Table.4, the inbound tourism visit is redefined as a visit that has been 

undertaken during reference period by a foreign citizen with any primary purpose (business, 

recreation, or other personal reason) for travel, except for employment at a company registered 

in the Russian Federation or attendance of long-term training course in the Russian 

Federation. Visits of foreign service personnel of public transportation, diplomats, consular 

officers, service members, and their dependents are not included in the number of inbound 

tourist visits. But, mostly, the differences between tables 2,3,4 are embedded in the way of 

displaying the statistics. (Federal State Statistics Service 2008, Federal State Statistics Service 

2020a) 

 

2.3. Previous literature 

 

Research on Russian foreign policy during the reign of President Vladimir Putin can be found 

in abundance because Putin and United Russia has been in power for more than 20 years. 

Efforts have been made to periodise the era, which has lasted nearly continuously for the entire 

21st century. In his book, The New Politics of Russia: Interpreting change (2016), Andrew 

Monaghan has pointed out that Western commentators often 'get Russia wrong,' resulting in 
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frustration and surprise, neither leading to an adequate understanding of the country. 

Monaghan has claimed that, for too long, observers have used 'Western' concepts as a method 

to understand Russia, but that these concepts are far from an ideal fit with the Russian 

worldview. 'Western' concepts have served to obstruct a proper understanding of Russia's 

intentions and actions, with potentially disastrous implications for global security brought into 

startling relief by the conflict in Ukraine. Monaghan also emphasises the need for proper 

communication of regional expertise to policymakers. Nevertheless, efforts have been made 

to understand Russian foreign policymakers and periodise Russia's political history in the 21st 

century. (Monaghan 2016)  

In his book "All the Kremlin's men: inside the court of Vladimir Putin" (2016), political 

scientist Mikhail Zygar has playfully divided Putin's reign into four parts; Putin I the 

Lionheart, Putin II the Magnificient, Prince Dmitry, and Putin the Terrible. Zygar justifies his 

division of Putin I the Lionheart and Putin II the Magnificient with the differences between 

the early years of Putin's reign, marked by Putin's need to secure his position in power and 

Putin's second presidential term in 2004—2008 when Putin's position was already secured. 

Prince Dmitry period refers to the presidency of President Dimitri Medvedev, which gave rise 

to the notion of power tandem since Putin reclaimed the vacancy of the prime minister of 

Russia during Medvedev's presidency. Zygar describes Putin's third presidency with the 

nickname "the Terrible". According to Zygar's interpretation, Putin has transformed from a 

"lionheart" of the early 2000s to "terrible" by the 2010s and he has interpreted Russian 

contemporary history through presidential terms. (Zygar 2016, 5-6)  

Scholar Robert Nalbankov has noticed a similar change in the Russian political sphere as 

Mikhail Zygar. According to Nalbandov, Putin became the alpha and omega of the Russian 

political sphere or rather an institution of himself during the 2000s. According to Nalbandov, 

none of the significant decisions in Russian foreign policy is made without Putin's personal 

touch. (Nalbankov 2016, 5)  

Nalbankov sees a clear shift before 2008 and beyond. Between the end of Putin's second term 

in 2008 and beginning with his third one in 2012, the growing Russian ressentiment finally 

arrived at the point of its progression. According to Nalbankov, during the 2000s, Russia 

located its archenemies in general from the Western world and, in particular, from the 

Americans whom Putin called nouveau riche for getting the wealth and the power in the 

international affairs that they did not deserve. (Nalbankov 2016, 9)  
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Attempts have been made to explain Russia's foreign policy behaviour, especially since the 

annexation of Crimea and more broadly after the events of 2014. Richard Sakwa said that the 

Crimean annexation has been "the biggest crisis in Europe after World War II". Russia's 

foreign policy behaviour logic has been comprehended to be built, among other things, in 

response to the United States' desire to expand the Defense Alliance, NATO, to the eastward. 

The logic is that Russia's foreign policy emerges as a defence against an external threat (Sakwa 

2015). Other scholars have explained that there is discern evidence of a deep-seated imperial 

mentality hard-wired into Russian political culture. According to this – quite dominant - 

school of thought2, the dissolution of the Soviet Union and Boris Yeltsin's acceptance of 

Russia's new position in world politics were short-lived aberrations.  

There have been also attempts to explain Russia's foreign policy by the influence of the so-

called Eurasianists. Analysts such as Charles Clover have conducted multidisciplinary studies 

about the works of the best-known Russian Eurasianists, such as Alexander Dugin and Lev 

Gumilyov, to explain the ideology behind Russia's foreign policy decisions with ideas of the 

Eurasianist thinkers. (Clover 2016)  

Magda Leichtova's book Misunderstanding Russia: Russian Foreign Policy and the West 

(2014) is anew another effort to approach Russian foreign policy from an innovative 

perspective. Leichtova's book is based on constructivism and orientalism in international 

relations to analyse the policies of the Russian Federation. The research highlights that 

Russian foreign policy is a complex phenomenon constructed from internal and external 

developments, perceptions, and expectations. At the same time, Leichtova's work also 

highlights that Western powers are the most significant Other in the construction of the 

Russian foreign policy and even Russian identity. The otherness has, in a way, directed 

Russian foreign policy in the 21st century. Concurrently, the otherness actively creates an 

'image of Russia' in international politics, widely based on Western assumptions. (Leichtova 

2014)  

Based on Andrei Tsyganov's perception of Russia, the return of Vladimir Putin as Russia's 

President in March 2012 signalled a critically important change in Russia's foreign policy. 

Russia revived the assertive course in relations with the West and moved toward a new foreign 

policy following Russia's interventions in Ukraine and Syria. In response to the contemporary 

crisis in relations with the West produced by Russia's role in Ukraine, the Kremlin sought to 

demonstrate its power and relevance by strengthening its ties with China and the non-Western 



Kyösti Kuukasjärvi 

Master’s Thesis 

 

18 
 

countries. (Tsygankov 2020) According to numerous scholars, as evidenced in this chapter, 

the late 2000s and the early 2010s has been viewed as a transition period of Russia's foreign 

policy.  

In summary, some scholars periodise Russia's contemporary history according to presidential 

terms, as the president has significant constitutional powers in Russia. On the other hand, 

others see a significant change in Russian political culture in 2008, 2012 and 2014 related to 

Russia's foreign and domestic political events. It is interesting what the research material of 

this study indicates about the change in Russia's foreign policy in 2002—2019.  

A few studies have been conducted in the 2010s on the Russian tourism sector and tourism 

development. In 2017, Lidia Andrades and Frederic Dimanche published an academic paper 

on Russia's destination competitiveness and tourism development. Scholars recognise that 

Russia needs to strengthen planning, policy, and sustainability management criteria to 

promote destination competitiveness. They also acknowledge that Russia is a country with 

enormous tourism potential yet to be fully exploited. Ivan P. Kulgachev, Natalia A. Zaitseva 

et al. wrote an article in 2018 about the main directions of stimulating the development of 

inbound tourism in the Russian Federation. In a merely brief article, scholars distinguish the 

main measures for developing inbound tourism in the Russian Federation and analyse official 

statistics on inbound tourism from 1998 to 2016. (Andrades & Dimanche 2017; Kulgachev et 

al. 2018)  

The relationship between visa regime and tourism has been relatively little studied on a global 

scale. However, the interconnectedness of these two factors has been examined, as Mathias 

Czajka and Eric Neumayer have studied the impact of visa restrictions on the state economy. 

Utilising the DEMIG VISA material that I mentioned earlier, Czajka and Neumayer calculated 

that introducing a visa restriction by a destination country for citizens from a particular origin 

country deters tourism inflows by more than 20 per cent. Visa restrictions also decrease 

bilateral trade and foreign investment, but to a lesser extent than previous studies have 

suggested. According to their research, visa restrictions are economically most harmful to 

poorer countries. (Czaika & Neumayer 2017, 75) 
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3. Method and research material 

 

As the material for the research, the study mainly uses statistical data from international 

organisations and the Federal State Statistics Service. Russia's Federal State Statistical 

Service, Rosstat, is Russia's State Statistics Center, whose primary goal is to meet the society's 

demand for diverse, reliable, and timely data about Russian Federation (Federal State 

Statistics Service 2021). The Federal State Statistics Service, in other words, Rosstat, 

activities are managed by the Ministry of Economic Development of the Russian Federation. 

Rosstat's yearly reports include valuable statistical information for the research on the quantity 

of inflow to Russia and the countries of origin for inbound tourism. Rosstat's statistics on the 

nationalities or volumes of immigrants are not consistent throughout the temporal framework 

of the study, as foreign nationals informed between 2002 and 2015 do not include CIS 

countries.    

Between 2002 and 2015, Rosstat's statistics on inbound tourism show, with a slight variation, 

approximately 20 most usual non-CIS countries for Russian inbound tourism in reference 

years. The statistics also divide travel reasons into five subcategories; tourism, transit, 

business, official, and service travel. These subcategories make it possible to concentrate on 

tourist-related travel in specific over the before-mentioned period. Since 2014, Rosstat has 

changed its statistical methodology to cover also CIS countries and various other countries. 

Statistics display passenger flows from about 70 countries compared to the previous 20, but 

the reasons for travelling are no longer specified. A more comprehensive country-specific 

display from 2015 onwards is a positive methodological change for the study, but, 

unfortunately, these statistics no longer define travel reasons. For this reason, the study will 

analyse tourist-related stats from 2002—2014 separately from total inbound tourism statistics 

of 2002—2019.   

Before 2014, the Rosstat statistics were provided according to the Border Guard Service of 

Russia. Since 2014 the tourism data by Rosstat has been conducted following the Official 

Statistical Methodology for Estimating the Number of Inbound and Outbound Tourist Trips, 

approved by order of Rosstat No. 510 dated 12.08.2014. The study takes this methodological 

change into account when analysing Rosstat statistics. (Federal State Statistics Service 

2020b.)   
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Another essential source for this study is The World Tourism Organization, or better known 

as UNWTO. UNWTO was founded in 1975 to mainstream tourism in the global agenda, 

improve tourism competitiveness, and advance tourism's contribution to poverty reduction 

and development. UNWTO has an essential role in defining vocabulary for tourism. 

(UNWTO 2021)   

The third relevant source for the research is the World Economic Forum, which was 

established in 1971 as a foundation that aim is to demonstrate entrepreneurship in the global 

public interest while upholding the highest standards of governance. The World Economic 

Forum's TTCI index measures the set of factors and policies that enable the sustainable 

development of the Travel & Tourism (T&T) sector, contributing to a country's development 

and competitiveness in the index. The index comprises four subindexes, 14 pillars and 90 

individual indicators, distributed among the different pillars. (World Economic Forum 2021; 

World Economic Forum 2019, vii)  

In addition to tourism statistics from national and international databanks, the study uses 

statistical data compiled by The International Migration Institute (IMI). The International 

Migration Institute (IMI) was initially established at the Department of International 

Development (ODID) of the University of Oxford in 2006 with the support of the Oxford 

Martin School. IMI was initiated as a collaboration between Steven Vertovec, then-director 

of Oxford's Center on Migration, Policy, and Society (COMPAS), and Stephen Castles, then-

director of the Refugee Studies Center (RSC). (DEMIG 2021)   

The most compelling entity of the activity executed by the institute is the DEMIG VISA 

database published in 2020. The DEMIG VISA database, published in 2020, is a unique 

database that tracks annual bilateral travel visa requirements for 237 nationalities in 214 

countries over the 1973–2013 period. As a whole, DEMIG VISA contains over 4 million data 

points, and the information traced includes information about the country of visa issuance, 

nationality of the traveller, year for the visa requirements, and policy measures (entry visa and 

exit permit).    

The database accounts for changes in country configurations (creation, unification, and 

dissolution) over time by leaving individual cells blank when countries did not yet exist or 

ceased to exist. DEMIG VISA database provides essential data on the Russian visa regime 

and policies done by Russian officials between 2002–2013. Between 2013–2019 the research 
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uses the Consular Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia as a primary source 

for the Russian visa regime.  

The study processes the data of Rosstat, DEMIG VISA database, and other data banks by 

using economic-statistical and factor analysis and economic-mathematical modelling to create 

the most comprehensive portrayal of the development of Russian inbound tourism in 2002—

2019. 

 

4. Statistical analysis of Russian inbound tourism in 2002—2019 

 

As mentioned earlier, the tourism statistics from Rosstat for 2002—2014 are divided into 

subcategories, which show the countries of origin of travellers and the reason for the trip 

made. For this reason, in the first phase of the analysis section, I will focus on this particular 

period from a purely tourist-travel perspective. After this subchapter, the study analyses the 

growth of total travelling to Russia in 2002-2019, which also takes into account business travel 

and other grounds for a visit described in the section about the key concepts.  

 

4.1. Tourist-related travel to Russia in 2002—2014 

 

According to tourism-based statistics compiled by Rosstat, tourism to Russia decreased by 

10.35 per cent between 2002 and 2014. The decrease can be seen as a significant change and 

anomaly for global progress, as at the worldwide level, tourism grew in quantity by more than 

52% over the same period (World Bank). Tourism statistics for 2002 highlight Poland's 

powerful position as a leading country of origin for travel to Russia. In 2002, almost 36% of 

tourism-related travel was done by Poles. In 2002, Poles made a total of about 980,000 tourist 

trips to Russia. In subsequent statistics, no single country has had such a significant impact 

on the overall result of tourist-related travel to Russia. By 2005, Poland is not to be found at 

the top 12 of tourism-related travelling. Between 2002 and 2007, tourism from Poland to 

Russia reduced by 95%. 

From 2005 until 2013, Germany was the most significant country of departure for Russian 

tourist-related inward mobility. German travel volumes increased by more than 20% during 
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this period. In 2002, the top 12 of tourism travel to Russia was almost solely formed by 

European countries. Only the United States, Japan, and China can be spotted on the list of 

2002, and more than 70% of tourist trips consist of mobility by citizens of the 9 European 

countries on the list.  

The relative decline of the Baltic States and Poland in tourism statistics is a consistent trend 

between 2002 and 2014. By the start of the 2010s, neither the Baltic States nor Poland was 

among the 12 most common countries of origin for tourism travel. That is a major contrast to 

the early 2000s when in 2002, Poland led the way with Lithuania, Estonia, and Latvia positing 

8th, 10th 12th places. Percentually, the change has been significant since the beginning of the 

decade; in 2002, these four countries accounted for about 42% of total tourism travel to 

Russia.  

Besides the declining importance of Eastern Europe, the importance of Europe for Russia has 

diminished from the early 2000s. Between 2002 and 2014, the flow of tourists from Finland, 

Poland, and Lithuania declined by more than 70 per cent. Also, fewer tourists visited Russia 

from Estonia and Latvia in 2014 than in 2002. The development trajectories of the United 

Kingdom differ substantially from other European countries, as passenger flows to Russia 

increased by more than 100% between 2002 and 2014. Other European countries trajectories 

fluctuate between -98,17% (Poland) and 46,25% (Austria). The annexation of Crimea and the 

resulting political conflict did not significantly impact tourism travel in 2014, as no notable 

drops from the 2013 statistics are observed. Nevertheless, 2011—2014 is a period when 

tourism from EU countries to Russia decreased significantly. Travel contracted during the 

period from Poland, Lithuania, Spain, the Netherlands, Estonia, Austria, Italy, Latvia, 

Lithuania and France. 

The volume of tourists from Asia and the Middle East has increased significantly between 

2002 and 2014, as in 2014 the Asian countries (China, Japan, South Korea, Israel, Turkey) 

were among the twelve most popular countries of origin, accounting for almost 33% of total 

tourist-related travel to Russia. Especially after 2007, the importance of Asian countries grew 

compared to previous years. As mentioned earlier in this chapter, China and Japan were the 

only Asian countries included in the 2002 Top 12 list of tourist-related travel to Russia, 

accounting for just over 12% of the total tourist mobility. Especially in the early 2010s, non-

European countries grew their importance to Russian tourism. In 2011—2014 passenger flows 
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from South Korea, China, Turkey, Israel, Japan, Mongolia, and India increased in contrast to 

the declining trend from Europe and EU countries. 

The statistics compiled by Rosstat also show whether passenger material diversified in terms 

of nationalities during the 2000s and early 2010s. The statistics show that between 2002 and 

2005, passenger material diversified significantly. In 2002, citizens of the top 12 countries 

covered nearly 87 per cent of the non-CIS tourist trips to Russia, while by 2005, the share of 

the Top 12 countries shrunk to proximately 70 per cent. The Top12 countries' share of about 

70% of total tourist travel remained basically unchanged between 2005—2014. 

Looking at the whole term of 2002—2014, Turkey, South Korea, and Israel are the countries 

that increased the most their share of tourist-related travel to Russia. Inward mobility to Russia 

by Turkish tourists increased by more than 600 per cent in about 12 years, as in 2002, a total 

of 19,000 trips was made from Turkey to Russia compared to 134,700 in 2014. Over the same 

period, tourist flows from Israel grew by more than 370 per cent and from South Korea by 

about 243 per cent.  

In addition to Poland, tourism travel decreased, mainly from Finland and Lithuania, during 

the 12 year-spam. Leisure tourism from Finland decreased by more than 70 per cent, while 

tourist travel from Lithuania declined by almost 74 per cent. 

 

Top 12 countries 

on Tourism 

related travel to 

Russia in 2002–

2014 
 

2002 2005 2007 2011 2014 

Rank 
     

1 

Poland 

980,000 

Germany 

313,000 

Germany 

346,000 

Germany 

347,000 

China 

409,800 

2 

Germany 

287,000 

China 

204,000 

USA 

172,000 

China 

234,000 

Germany 

349,500 

3 

China 

287,000 

Finland 

176,000 

Finland 

153,000 

USA 

170,000 

USA 

162,100 

4 

Finland 

230,000 

USA 

157,000 

China 

130,000 

Finland 

134,000 

Turkey 

134,700 
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5 

USA 

110,000 

Norway 

133,00 

Italy 

130,000 

UK 

129,000 

UK 

134,300 

6 

Italy 

102,000 

Italy 

125,000 

UK 

130,000 

Italy 

125,000 

Israel 

108,200 

7 

France 

80,000 

Republic of 

Korea 

120,000 

France 

113,000 

Spain 

101,000 

Italy 

107,100 

8 

Lithuania 

77,000 

UK 

119,00 

Latvia 

64,000 

France 

95,000 

France 

94,900 

9 

UK 

67,000 

France 

109,000 

Turkey 

50,000 

Turkey 

81,000 

Republic of 

Korea 

82,500 

10 

Estonia 

44,000 

Latvia 

71,000 

Republic of 

Korea 

49,000 

Israel 

75,000 

Finland 

68,600 

11 

Japan 

41,000 

Estonia 

65,000 

Poland 

49,000 

Republic of 

Korea 

47,000 

Spain 

60,400 

12 

Latvia 

38,000 

Japan 

51,000 

Estonia 

47,000 

Japan 

38,000 

Japan 

54,100 

total 2,686,000 2,251,000 2,123,000 2,228,000 2,408,000 

Table 2. Top 12 countries on Tourism related travel to Russia in 2002—2014 (Federal 

State Statistics Service 2003, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2015) 

 

4.2. Total inbound tourism to Russia between 2002–2019 

 

When looking at total travelling (including work, business, private, and so forth), the top 

countries in the listings differ from the results of tourist-related mobility to Russia, although 

there are some similarities. Generally, the no-CIS countries, geographically close to Russia, 

are higher in overall inbound tourism statistics than when looking only at leisure travel. For 

example, Poland and Finland remain among the four most common countries of origin for 

travel throughout 2002—2019. Lithuania is also high in the statistics almost every year in 

contrast to only tourist-related mobility. This difference indicates that countries close to 

Russia, such as Finland, are high on Table.2 because business travel and private trips 

accountable for the statistics are made more often from Finland than from Israel, which is 

listed 6th in Table.1 for 2014 but not listed in Table.2 for the same year. 
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What else do the statistics tell about the development of tourism in Russia? Among top 

countries, China has strengthened its position as an origin country for travel to Russia in 

2002—2019. In 2019 China was the most significant singular country for Russia in terms of 

inward mobility as 1.83 million trips were made from China to Russia. Second-place Finland 

counts almost million travels less made during the same year. Between 2002—2019, 

Lithuania was the number one loser in the standings. Lithuania, the number one country in 

2005, was only in 12th place in the 2019 listing with 230,000 annual trips to Russia. Total 

inbound tourism from Lithuania to Russia decreased by more than 75% in 17 years. 

Total tourism from non-CIS countries increased between 2002 and 2019. According to Rosstat 

statistics, inbound tourism grew by almost 19% over the period. Especially in 2005-2007, 

inbound tourism grew strongly by about 10 per cent. In 2011—2016, the total volumes of 

tourism declined, but after 2016, the growing trend from the 2000s realigned after 2016. 

The previous chapter illustrated how more and more non-European countries rose to the top 

twelve countries when counting tourist-related mobility to Russia during the 2000s and early 

2010s. The same trend can be seen when looking at total inbound tourism, albeit to a much 

lesser extent. In 2002, there were nine European countries among the twelve most important 

inbound tourism countries. This number shrank by 2011 to eight countries to abate to seven 

by 2019. 

The ratio between the twelve most usual origin countries for inbound tourism and total 

inbound tourism has remained almost the same between 2002 and 2019, and no recurring 

pattern of development can be found between the years. The ratio between the top 12 countries 

and total tourism varies from 77% to 68%. In 2002, about 77 per cent of total inbound tourism 

comprised the countries listed in Table.3, while in 2019, the corresponding percentage was 

around 72 per cent. 

The methodological change of Rosstat on statistics from 2016 onwards makes the examination 

of tourism development more comprehensive, as the stats show the number of passengers in 

countries with smaller tourism volumes. For this reason, from 2016 onwards, it will be 

possible to look at the development of tourism to Russia by countries of lesser clout, such as 

the Philippines. 
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Top 12 

countries on 

inbound 

tourism to 

Russia 2002–

2019 
2002 2005 2007 2011 2014 2016 2019 

Rank 
       

1 

Poland 

1,210,000 

Lithuania 

1,251,000 

Poland 

980,000 

Finland 

1,211,000 

Poland 

1,772,000 

Finland 

1,319,000 

China 

1,883,000 

2 

Finland 

1,161,000 

Poland 

1,196,000 

Finland 

975,000 

China 

844,000 

Finland 

1,380,000 

China 

1,289,000 

Finland 

896,000 

3 

Lithuania 

950,000 

Finland 

1,116,000 

China 

765,000 

Poland 

705,000 

China 

874,000 

Poland 

1,017,000 

Germany 

690,000 

4 

China 

726,000 

China 

799,000 

Lithuania 

740,000 

Germany 

629,000 

Germany 

584,000 

Germany 

566,000 

Poland 

641,000 

5 

Germany 

493,000 

Latvia 

709,000 

Germany 

613,000 

Lithuania 

622,000 

Lithuania 

425,000 

Mongolia 

522,000 

Estonia 

523,000 

6 

Estonia 

387,000 

Germany 

551,000 

Latvia 

398,000 

Latvia 

570,000 

Estonia 

331,000 

Estonia 

414,000 

Republic 

of Korea 

431,000 

7 

Latvia 

293,000 

Estonia 

510,000 

Estonia 

390,000 

Estonia 

518,000 

Latvia 

295,000 

Latvia 

289,000 

Mongolia 

376,000 

8 

USA 

236,000 

USA 

281,000 

USA 

293,000 

USA 

275,000 

Turkey 

263,000 

Lithuania 

249,000 

Latvia 

300,000 

9 

Italy 

154,000 

UK 

217,000 

UK 

238,000 

Turkey 

249,000 

USA 

245,000 

USA 

239,000 

USA 

290,000 

10 

UK 

149,000 

Turkey 

198,000 

Turkey 

237,000 

UK 

221,000 

Republic 

of Korea 

215,00 

Italy 

192,000 

Israel 

257,000 

11 

France 

147,000 

Italy 

193,000 

Italy 

207,000 

France 

213,000 

Italy 

207,000 

Israel 

179,000 

Italy 

232,000 

12 

Mongolia 

134,000 

France 

181,000 

France 

201,000 

Mongolia 

212,000 

France 

199,000 

France 

177,000 

Lithuania 

230,000 

total 7,881,000 9,398,000 8,347,000 9,194,000 8,861,000 8,705,000 9,351,000 

Table 3. Top 12 countries on inbound tourism to Russia 2002—2019 (Federal State 

Statistics Service 2003, 2005, 2008, 2012, 2015, 2017, 2020) 
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Table 4 summarizes the growth of total inbound tourism to Russia in percentage between 2002 

and 2019 for the countries for which statistics are available from Rosstat. Material limitations 

denote that for 2002-2014, the table shows all the countries for which data are available for 

the reference years. After 2014, the statistics show the ten countries that have most 

substantially increased their inbound tourism to Russia, and the ten most significant countries, 

from where inbound tourism has decreased. The change in table 4 occurs because, after 2014, 

the data of Rosstat have accounted inbound tourism from about 100 countries compared to 

the previous 20.  

Between 2002 and 2007, tourism from Turkey to Russia increased the most in terms of 

percentage, as inbound tourism from Turkey almost doubled. Before 2014, the importance of 

Turkey for Russian tourism grew steadily until the quantities of Turkish travel collapsed in 

the mid-2010s. Due to the collapse after 2014, tourism from Turkey decreased by almost 27% 

between 2002—2019. (Table 4.) 

Traditional European tourist countries, such as France, the United Kingdom, and Spain, were 

among the most significant countries to increase their market position in Russian tourism in 

the 2000s. However, the positive progress of some European countries does not transfer to the 

2010s; tourism flows from Asia to Russia grew much faster in the 2010s than those from 

Europe. For example, in 2011—2014, Israel, Japan, and South Korea were among the four 

countries whose citizens inward mobility to Russia grew most significantly. The statistics for 

2014—2019 tell a straightforward story about the development that took place. In 2014—

2016, the four countries that increased their tourism to Russia the most were Mongolia, Iran, 

Cuba, and Thailand. In addition, in 2016—2019, tourism grew most strongly from South 

Korea, Indonesia, Turkey, and Thailand. Interestingly, there is not a single country from 

Europe in the top ten list of countries that have increased the quantity of inbound tourism to 

Russia between 2014—2016. In 2016—2019, only Portugal was discovered from the highest 

ten in positive change in inward mobility to Russia. 

Rosstat's statistics show how tourism between Russia and the rest of Europe has declined 

dramatically since 2014. According to statistics, between 2014—2016, tourism from Europe2 

contracted by almost 18 per cent, falling further by 7,4 per cent between 2016 and 2019. So, 

in total, tourism contracted by nearly 24% between 2014 and 2019. The figure can be 

                                                           
2 Excluding the current and former CIS countries Belarus, Moldova and Ukraine 
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considered a significant decrease, as, in 2016—2019, total inbound tourism from abroad to 

Russia increased by more than 18 per cent. The before-mentioned decrease of 24% is 

exceptional compared to 2002—2014. Based on available data3, inbound tourism to Russia 

from Europe decreased in 2002—2007 by nearly 3%, increasing by 3,5% in 2007—2011 and 

by 4,7% in 2011—2014. 

It is problematic to pinpoint the countries that most significantly increased their inbound 

tourism to Russia between 2002 and 2019, as the 2002 statistics show only the 22 most 

significant non-CIS countries for Russian inbound tourism. Based on these 22 countries, 

several Asian countries have had the most noteworthy increase in inbound tourism to Russia. 

Over the period, South Korea increased its tourism by as much as 248,96 per cent. Israel was 

the second most significant country to increase its tourism to Russia with 343,10 per cent 

growth. Mongolia and China were the other two countries that more than doubled their 

tourism volume to Russia in less than two decades. 

Lithuania, as mentioned earlier, was the country that reduced its tourism to Russia the most 

in 2002—20194. Of the 22 countries surveyed, only five saw a decline in total inbound tourism 

to Russia during the period under review. Travel volumes from Turkey, Finland, Sweden, 

Poland, and Lithuania were higher in 2002 than in 2019. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
3 Between 2002-2014, statistics are available for the most significant European countries of origin, from which 

the following percentages have been calculated. 
4 All countries for which statistics are available for both 2002 and 2019 have been included. 



Kyösti Kuukasjärvi 

Master’s Thesis 

 

29 
 

Change 

in 

inward 

mobility 2002–2007 2007–2011 2011–2014 2014–2016 2016–2019 2002–2019 

       

 

Turkey 

99,16% 

Israel 

75,38% 

Poland 

151,35% 

Mongolia 

230,38% 

Republic of 

Korea 

167,7% 

Republic of 

Korea 

348,96% 

 

Austria 

76,32% 

Mongolia 

46,21% 

Israel 

31,58% 

Islamic 

Republic of 

Iran 

169,23% 

Indonesia 

137,5% 

Israel 

343,10% 

 

United 

Kingdom 

59,73% 

Latvia 

43,22% 

Japan 

28,95% 

Cuba 

136,36% 

Thailand 

117,86% 

Mongolia 

180,6% 

 

France 

36,73% 

Spain 

34,02% 

Republic of 

Korea 

25,27% 

Thailand 

64,71% 

Turkey 

102,33% 

China 

159,37% 

 

Latvia 

35,73% 

Estonia 

32,82% 

Serbia 

17,54% 

China 

47,48% 

Philippines 

100% 

Kanada 

83,33% 

 

Italy 

34,42% 

Finland 

24,21% 

Finland 

13,96% 

Argentina 

46,15% 

South 

Africa 

100% 

Austria 

55,26% 

 

Republic of 

Korea 

30,21% 

China 

10,33% 

Turkey 

5,62% 

Republic of 

Korea 

41,23% 

Hong Kong 

76,92% 

France 

51,7% 

 

Netherlands 

25% 

Netherlands 

10% 

China 

3,55% 

Portugal 

36,36% 

The Syrian 

Arab 

Republic 

75% 

Japan 

51,35% 

 

Germany 

24,34% 

France 

5,97% 

Italy 

0% 

Indonesia 

33,33% 

Vietnam 

63,89% 

Italy 

50,65% 

 

USA 

24,15% 

Turkey 

5,06% 

United 

Kingdom 

-2,71% 

Algeria 

33,33% 

India 

54,24% 

Germany 

39,96% 

 

Japan 

13,51% 

Austria 

4,48% 

France 

-6,57% …. …. 

Estonia 

35,14% 

 

Israel 

12,07% 

Germany 

2,61% 

Germany 

-7,15% 

Czechia 

-21,57% 

Serbia 

4% 

USA 

22,88% 

 

Sweden 

8,93% 

Italy 

0% 

USA 

-10,91% 

Canada 

-21,57% 

Latvia 

3,81% 

United 

Kingdom 

18,79% 

 

Mongolia 

8,21% 

Sweden 

0% 

Austria 

-14,29% 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

-25% 

Bosnia and 

Herzegovina 

0% 

Norway 

13,64% 

 

China 

5,37% 

USA 

-6,14% 

India 

-18,33% 

Serbia 

-25,37 

United 

Kingdom 

0% 

Netherlands 

7,81% 
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Estonia 

0,78% 

United 

Kingdom 

-7,14% 

Netherlands 

-20,45% 

Vietnam 

-26,53% 

Lithuania 

-7,63% 

Latvia 

2,39% 

 

Finland 

-16,02 

Japan 

-9,52% 

Mongolia 

-25,47% 

The Syrian 

Arab 

Republic 

-33,33% 

Tunisia 

-25% 

Bulgaria 

0% 

 

Poland 

-19,01% 

Lithuania 

-15,95% 

Sweden 

-27,87% 

Denmark 

-36,67% 

Mongolia 

-27,97% 

Finland 

-22,83% 

 

Lithuania 

-22,11% 

Republic of 

Korea 

-27,20% 

Spain 

-30% 

Lithuania 

-41,41% 

Finland 

-32,07% 

Turkey 

-26,89% 

  

Poland 

-28,06% 

Lithuania 

-31,67% 

Poland 

-41,61% 

Poland 

-36,97% 

Sweden 

-30,36% 

   

Estonia 

-36,10% 

Turkey 

-83,65% 

Islamic 

Republic of 

Iran 

-42,86% 

Poland 

-47,02% 

   

Latvia 

-48,25%   

Lithuania 

-75,79% 

Total 

growth 5,91 % 10,15 % -3,62 % -1,76 % 7,42 % 18,65 % 

Table 4. Change in inward mobility 2002—2019 (Federal State Statistics Service 2003, 

2008, 2012, 2015, 2017, 2020) 

 

5. Russia's visa policies in 2002—2019 and reflection on the results of statistical analysis 

 

5.1. Russian visa policy changes during 21st century 

 

From the statistics I have compiled in the previous chapter, a few remarks can be made about 

tourism development in Russia. First of all, Russian tourism has not developed at the same 

pace as tourism globally. Secondly, the importance of some countries of Asia and the Middle 

East has grown for Russian tourism at the expense of European countries, especially in the 

2010s. This situation is further emphasised when looking only at tourism-related travel 

between 2002—2014 (Table.1). A third observation is that tourism-related travel diversified 

in 2002–2007 but stagnated or even undiversified in 2007–2014; no recurring development 

pattern can be found from the ratio between the twelve most usual origin countries of inbound 

tourism and total inbound tourism. 
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The statistics thus indicate a possible shift in Russia's foreign policy away from Europe 

towards Asia and the Middle East, especially during the 2010s. Do Russia's changes to the 

visa system and other tourism measures support this interpretation of the shift of "focus" 

indicated by the statistical results compiled in the previous chapter? 

In 2002, Russia had granted visa-free entry to citizens of seven non-CIS states. These 

countries were Cuba, Cyprus, North Korea, Mongolia, Poland, Romania, and Vietnam. In the 

following Table.5, I have listed the countries Russia has granted or withdrawn visa-free travel 

from since 2002. The statistics do not take into account changes for travellers with diplomatic 

passports or other "special passports," but only changes that impact travellers with civilian 

passports. 

    Visa Exemptions Granted by Russia  Visa Exemptions reversed by Russia  

2002 None Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovakia (3) 

2003 None North Korea, Vietnam (2) 

2004 None None 

2005 Thailand (1) Cyprys, Poland, Romania (3) 

2006 None None 

2007 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, 

Serbia (3) 
None 

2008 
Brazil, Venezuela, Israel, North 

Macedonia, Montenegro (5) 
None 

2009 Argentina, Hong Kong (2) None 

2010 Colombia, Chile, Ecuador (3) 
Macedonia, Bosnia and Herzegovina 

(2) 

2011 

North Macedonia, Bosnia and 

Herzegovina, Nicaragua, Guatemala, 

Uruguay (3) 

Croatia (1) 

2012 Turkey, Peru (2) None 

2013 Republic of Korea, Paraguay, Fiji (3) None 

2014 
the Republic of Honduras, Nauru, 

Panama (3) 
None 

2015 
Guyana, Mauritius, El Salvador, 

Seychelles (4) 
Turkey (1) 

2016 Bolivia, Vanuatu, Laos (3) None 

2017 
Grenada, Samoa, Saint Kitts and 

Nevis, Etelä-Afrikka, Brunei (5) 
None 

2018 

Dominican Republic, Costa Rica, 

Palau, Saint Vincent and the 

Grenadines, Suriname, Jamaica, 

Dominica (7) 

None 

2019 

Antigua and Barbuda, Andorra, 

Botswana, Cape Verde, Qatar, 

Maldives, Turkey (7) 

None 

Table 5. Russia’s Visa Alignment Progress 2002—2019 (DEMIG 2015; Consular 

Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia) 
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Table.5 shows how Russia has opened its borders to more and more countries without a 

demand for a visa after the late 2000s. Over the past two decades, Russia has concluded 

bilateral agreements on visa liberalisation with various Asian and Latin American countries. 

Russia has returned the visa requirement to citizens of a few European and Asian countries. 

The visa requirement has been reinstated, for example, to Cyprus, Croatia, Poland, and 

Romania. These visa waivers have been linked to the accession of the abovementioned 

countries to the European Union and the consequent change in the political situation vis-à-vis 

Russia and non-EU countries. The EU has a standard list of countries whose citizens must 

have a visa when crossing the external borders of the European Union, and Russia is among 

this list of countries. (European Comission 2021) 

Russia's decision in the early 2000s to abandon visa exemptions with numerous Eastern 

European countries and North Korea and Vietnam can be seen as a turning point away from 

the past and the legacy of the Soviet Union to the new era of visa policy. Except for Cyprus, 

all countries subject to stricter entry regulations for entering Russia as a civilian were former 

allies of the Soviet Union during the Cold War or belonged to the so-called Eastern Bloc. The 

years 2005-2006 can be seen as "a zero point" from the perspective of the Russian visa regime. 

In those years, in addition to CIS countries, only Cuba, Mongolia, and Thailand (since 2005) 

had agreed on visa-free movement with Russia. 

The year 2007 marked a significant change in Russia's way of concluding visa-free travel 

agreements with other countries. In 2002—2006, Russia only agreed on visa-free movement 

with Thailand while re-facilitating the visa requirement for eight countries. In 2007—2011, 

Russia signed an agreement on visa-free movement with 17 countries while only re-

facilitating the visa requirement with Croatia. Based on the DEMIG database and information 

provided by the Russian Ministry of Foreign Affairs, this means that Russia more than 

doubled its visa-free zone between 2002 and 2011 for non-CIS countries, as seven countries 

of 2002 had expanded to 19 countries in 2011. Between 2007 and 2011, Russia's main areas 

of visa exempts were in Latin America and the Balkans, with 15 of the total 17 mobility 

facilitation agreements were concluded in these regions. 

 In 2011—2019, Russia negotiated a visa-free movement agreement with an increasing 

number of countries. In the abovementioned years, Russia concluded a deal on visa-free 

movement with a total of 33 countries. Russia agreed on visa-free travel to numerous tiny 

island states, such as Cape Verde, Samoa, Mauritius, Palau, and larger countries such as South 
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Africa and South Korea. By 2019, Russia allows citizens of 51 non-CIS states to enter Russia 

without a visa requirement. In less than two decades (2002—2019), the number of visa-free 

states has increased more than sevenfold, from seven to 51. In relation to the population, the 

change is also significant, as according to the 2002 population data, the total number of foreign 

citizens with the right to enter Russia without a visa was about 180 million, while in 2019, the 

corresponding total reached the threshold of almost 800 million people (World Bank 2021c). 

Visa 

Exemptions 

to Russia 

by 

continent 2002 2011 2019 

Per cent of the Visa waived countries on the 

number of countries in the Continent 

2002 / 2019 

Latin 

America 1 10 26 3 % / 78,8 % 

Europe5 3 4 5 7,5 % / 12,5 % 

Africa 0 0 5 0 % / 9,3 % 

Asia6 3 4 10 7,5 % / 25 % 

Oceania 0 0 5 0 % / 35,4 % 

North 

America 0 0 0 0 % / 0 % 

Table 6. Visa Exemptions to Russia by continent7 (DEMIG VISA 2015; Consular 

Department of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Russia) 

 

The table above shows how Russian visa exemptions have been distributed by continent in 

the 21st century. Travel from Latin America, Asia and Oceania to Russia appear most 

significantly liberated between 2002—2019. Especially permission of visa exemptions to 

Latin American countries has grown exponentially as 78,8 per cent of continents countries 

have come to terms with Russia on visa exemption.  

There are several reasons for Russia's substantial expansion of visa-free travel, from global 

trends to Russia's own desire to develop its national tourism sector. Throughout the 21st 

century, the Russian passport has ranked low when comparing the number of destinations 

Russian passport holders can access without a prior visa. During the 2010s, Russia's position 

in The Henley Passport Index8 has improved, and one explanation is the reciprocity of the visa 

agreements. In 2006, when the Henley Passport Index was introduced, Russia ranked at 62nd 

                                                           
5 CIS-countries from Europe and Russia are excluded as they are not subject to this study. 
6 CIS-countries from Asia are excluded as they are not subject to this study. 
7 Continents are defined using United Nations categorization (UNSD 2021). 
8 The index is based on exclusive data from the International Air Transport Association (IATA) – the largest, 

most accurate travel information database – and enhanced by Henley & Partners' research team (Henley & 

Partners 2021). 
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place, but in 2010 Russia rose to 49th place and in 2019 occupied 48th place. Visa facilitation 

and other major Russian investments in tourism (page 3) have also improved Russia's position 

in the Travel and Tourism Competitive Index (TTCI), a ranking system for measuring the 

competitiveness of Russian tourism vis-à-vis other countries. Especially after the mid-2010s, 

Russia has improved its position in the TTCI index9, as visible in Table.7. 

 

Table 7. Russia’s TTCI-rank 2007—2019 (World Economic Forum 2007, 2009, 2011, 2013, 

2015, 2017, 2019) 

 

A closer look at the World Economic Forum's index determines that Russia's improved TTCI 

ranking is not based on advanced tourism priority or significant development in tourism or 

aviation infrastructure but based on, for example, improvements in health and hygiene and 

development of ICT. Thus, in addition to a more liberal visa policy, Russia has developed 

significantly as a tourist destination in other sectors as well, which must be taken into account 

when examining the growth of inbound tourism in 2002–2019. 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
9More information about TTCI index from chapter 3. 

Russia TTCI-rank 

2007-2019 

2007   

(124 

countries)      

2009  

(133 

countries)             

2011 

(139 

countries)     

2013   

(140 

countries)               

2015   

(141 

countries)                   

2017    

(136 

countries)           

2019  

(140 

countries)                                     

 Rating Index Rating Index Rating Index Rating Index Rating Index Rating Index Rating Index 

General rating 68 4 59 4,1 59 4,2 63 4,2 45 4,08 43 4,2 39 4,3 

Protection and 

safety 99 3,7 129 3,5 113 4 113 3,9 126 3,95 109 4,3 98 5,1 

Health and 

hygiene 
31 5,7 10 6,7 11 6,6 14 6,4 6 6,69 5 6,7 6 6,7 

Tourism priority 99 3,1 74 4,2 102 4 111 3,6 90 4,33 95 4,2 86 4,4 

Air-transport 

infrastructure 21 4,2 30 4,4 30 4,3 33 4,3 22 4,43 22 4,5 23 4,6 

Tourist's 

infrastructure 58 3,2 60 3,5 45 4,6 40 4,9 54 5,65 55 4,5 69 4,1 
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5.2. Russian foreign policy mirrored with inbound tourism statistics and Russian visa 

policies between 2002—2019 

 

A few individual developments have stood out from the statistical analyses in the previous 

chapters. This section mirrors these observations to broader foreign policy actions to 

determine whether there is a  clear connection between inward mobility progress and foreign 

policy. One of the main findings of the statistical analysis on inward mobility was the 

declining importance of EU countries in various tourism statistics, especially in the 2010s. By 

viewing the events in Russi-EU-relations, there is a temporal connection between the gradual 

decline of EU mobility to Russia and the broader EU-Russia policy challenges. 

In the 2000s or 2010s, the European Union and Russia did not agree to allow visa-free 

movement between regions. Non-agreement is a possible reason why the relative importance 

of EU countries on Russian inbound tourism has declined in the 21st century. In particular, 

tourist-related statistics from Chapter Four showcases how the beginning of the 2010s appears 

to be the period when the position of non-European states grew, especially at the expense of 

Eastern European countries. It is precisely these years that the EU-Russia negotiations 

stagnated and was later terminated.  

The European Union and Russia have sought to facilitate better mobility between regions 

during the 2000s and the early 2010s, but significant steps were not achieved. In 2005, the 

EU-Russia Road Map for the Common Space of Freedom, Internal Security, and Justice was 

adopted. One of the roadmap aims was "to examine the conditions for visa-free travel as a 

long-term perspective" (EU-Russia Moscow Summit 2005). Soon after EU-Russia Road Map, 

the EU-Russia visa dialogue SOM10 was launched in September 2007 as a framework for the 

visa waiver process. As the foundation for the abolition of the visa regime, the EU and Russia 

opted for an approach requiring both parties to adopt the technical requirements. (Raül 

Hernández i Sagrera 2014) 

The visa dialogue between Russia and the EU led to the agreement on a Common Steps policy 

framework during the EU-Russia summit in December 2011. It identified four key fields to 

be implemented before the start of negotiating on a visa-free regime between the EU Schengen 

area and Russia. The four areas of interest were: documents security, including biometric 

                                                           
10 Senior officials’ meeting 
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passports; irregular migration, including readmission; public order protection, law 

enforcement and legal cooperation, including the Russia-Europol Strategic and Operational 

Agreement; and external relations and fundamental rights. (Hernández i Sagrera & Potemkina 

2013, 5). 

Several issues mentioned above were already undertaken in 2012, such as the issuance of 

Russian biometric passports that after 2012 had been compliant by both parties with the 

International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO). Russia also adopted a new migration 

policy concept regarding section two of the common steps framework. According to the 

European Commission report, "the Russian authorities have started a broader reflection on 

migration that takes into account also the beneficial effects that migration flows can bring in 

terms of economic development" (European Commission 2013, 6). There also occurred 

progress at the regional level as, in December 2011, Russia and Poland signed the bilateral 

agreement, which enabled residents of the border regions to cross the Poland-Russia border 

with special permits issued by the Russian consulates in Warsaw and Gdansk and the Polish 

Consulate in Kaliningrad. 

Even though there was some progress, the EU and Russia negotiations were insufficient to 

ensure that visa requirements would be waived. For example, the Russian human rights issues 

mentioned in the roadmap of 2011 had not been resolved in the way that the European Union 

had expected (European Commission 2013, 50). Ultimately, in March 2014, the EU 

suspended the talks on the visa-free regime between Russia and the EU in response to Russian 

actions in Ukraine and Crimea. Russia's annexation of Crimea signified the end to discussions 

on visa liberalisation between European Union and Russia. When looking at visa agreements 

Russia has agreed on after 2014, it is noticeable how Russia has shifted its focus towards Latin 

America and Asia. 

Turkey is an interesting example of how tourism, the visa system, and diplomatic relations 

are intertwined. At the end of 2015, a diplomatic conflict broke out between Turkey and 

Russia when the Turkish Air Force shot down a Russian Sukhoi Su-24 bomber jet in the border 

region between Syria and Turkey (Reuters 2015). As a result of the shooting, Russia imposed 

a visa requirement on Turkish tourists. Visa requirements, which the Turks had not needed 

while travelling to Russia since 2012. The diplomatic conflict and the visa requirement are 

dramatically reflected in passenger flows from Turkey to Russia. Between 2014—2016, 

tourism from Turkey to Russia collapsed by 83.6 per cent, while between 2002—2014, 
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tourism travel grew steadily by about 600 per cent. In 2019, Russia and Turkey agreed on visa 

exemption, and in recent years, travel from Turkey to Russia has improved from the mid-

2010s. 

China, South Korea, and Israel are three countries that have significantly improved their 

position in the Russian tourism market. The visa waiver between South Korea and Russia in 

2013 seems to have boosted mobility from South Korea to Russia, especially after 2016. The 

strengthening of people-to-people connections between countries is also in line with other 

foreign policy convergence. For example, in June 2018, the South Korea's President Moon 

Jae-in visited Russia. In his speech at the Russian Duma, Moon called for Trilateral 

cooperation between South Korea, North Korea, and Russia to preserve security in Northeast 

Asia. Moon's visit to Russia opened opportunities for Moscow to develop economic ties by 

implementing joint projects such as the construction of LNG pipeline links and Railways 

across the Korean Peninsula. Moon and Putin released a joint statement emphasising their 

commitment to the denuclearisation of the Korean Peninsula. (Duma 2018) 

Besides the growth of the mobility from Israel to Russia, especially in the 2010s, diplomatic 

relations between the two countries have deepened over the past decade. Israel has been 

selling arms to Russia since 2008, and President Netanyahu has visited Moscow as a guest in 

a symbolically important Victory Day parade in 2016 (Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

2018). In addition, Israel did not impose sanctions on Russia in 2014 following the Crimean 

annexation, and some experts say that Russia's Syria operation has strengthened the Russo-

Israel dialogue (The Hill 2018). Israel and Russia signed a visa waiver agreement in 2008, 

and after that, Israel has become a significant player in the Russian tourism market. 

From 2002 to 2019, China has become the most important market for Russian inbound 

tourism, perhaps one of the most significant progressions found from statistical analysis of 

inbound tourism. The growth of tourism from China to Russia reflects the deepening of the 

states' foreign policy relations, even though the countries have not liberalised visa-free travel. 

Russia and China have also substantially extended their cooperation in the security domain, 

developed arms control, expanded national security agreements, and standardised their 

regional security consultations and military exchanges within bilateral and multilateral 

frameworks under the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO). Russian and Chinese 

officials present a shared vision on global affairs in their joint statements, profess their 

commitment to enhanced bilateral security cooperation and mutual support, affirm trust and 
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understanding, and advocate non-aggression, antiterrorism, and international law. (TASS 

2018) 

According to Rosstat statistics, inbound tourism to Russia has declined most significantly 

from Lithuania in 2002—2019. Numerous explanatory factors can be found for this 

development; as Lithuania joined the European Union in 2004, the failed EU-Russia visa 

negotiations have also affected Lithuania. In addition, Lithuania has been one of Ukraine's 

closest supporters during the Crimean annexation and the war in eastern Ukraine (President 

of Ukraine 2021). Russia has also imposed sanctions on Lithuania, including an embargo on 

dairy and meat products. Other Baltic states have also condemned Russia's foreign policy that 

has resulted in unstable bilateral relations.  

From the perspective of tourist-related travel, Poles made the most trips to Russia in the early 

2000s before the quantities came down by collapsing in the mid-2000s. Rosstat data (Table.1) 

also showed how Eastern European countries were, in general, an essential source of Russian 

tourist-related travel in the early 2000s. One possible reason for the excellent representation 

of Eastern European countries in the 2002 statistics is that Poland and the Baltic States were 

not members of the European Union in the year under review. For example, visa-free travel 

to Russia was possible for Polish citizens until 2004, explaining Poland's leading position in 

the 2002 statistics. On the contrary, representation of Eastern European countries in inbound 

tourism statistics has declined after accession to European Union. 

An explicit formula can be seen from examining Russia's foreign relations and inbound 

tourism development, as countries that have enhanced their market share in Russia's inbound 

tourism statistics have also deepened their foreign relations with Russia in other areas of 

diplomacy. On the contrary, Lithuania and Turkey are good examples of how disputes 

between states also radiate to the development of tourism flows. For this reason, inbound 

tourism is a prominent indicator for examining the foreign policy relations between countries 

and whose interconnection is worth paying further thought. 
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5.3. Change in Russian foreign policy 

 

Previous chapters have compiled the changes in the Russian visa system and the development 

of inbound tourism in 2002—2019 for further examination. The Russian visa regime has been 

approached in particular by viewing how Russia has concluded bilateral agreements on visa-

free travel between other countries, as material from the Russian National Statistical Center 

has been used as research material on inbound tourism to Russia. 

In this section, I examine the illustrated development based on the theoretical framework of 

the change in foreign policy. As explained in the second chapter of this study, Charles F. 

Hermann divides foreign policy change into four categories: adjustment changes, program 

changes, problem/goal changes, and international orientation changes. 

Based on the statistical analysis and the visa regime analysis of the previous chapters, there is 

a reasonable argument that Russia's foreign policy changes have been chiefly program 

changes by nature. Program changes by nature, as from the year 2007 and onwards, Russia 

has changed its way of concluding visa waiver agreements with other countries. Since 2007, 

Russia has signed an average of 2–7 new visa waiver agreements by 2019, while in 2002–

2006, the state agreed on visa waiver only with Thailand in 2005. This reformulation of visa 

policies represents the program change of Russian foreign policy. What is done and how it is 

done has fundamentally changed as Russia annually started to waive visa requirements more 

frequently than in the early 2000s. The geographical orientation of visa waiver policy 

predominantly to Asian and Latin American countries and the gradual declining tendency of 

European countries in inbound tourism statistics indicate a change in Russia's foreign policy. 

However, the post-2014 inbound tourism statistics suggest that Russian foreign policy is going 

through the most radical form of change in Herrmann's spectrum, i.e. international orientation 

change.  

Based on the statistical analysis in the fourth chapter, it is reasonable to assert that the 

development in Russia since 2014 is reminiscent of the international orientation change 

described by Herrman, i.e. the event when states completely redirect their approach to world 

affairs. The assertation is based on the realisation that inbound tourism from Europe to Russia 

has shrunk by about 24% between 2014-2019 while total tourism to Russia has been growing 

simultaneously. Development has been rapid, and statistics strongly suggest how Russia has 

turned its gaze more and more towards Asia.  
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On the other hand, since 2014, Russia has further accelerated its pace of visa-free travel 

agreements with several third world countries. An external shock from Herrman's 'change 

agents' might be the central character of the change after 2014, as the decline in travel between 

Europe and Russia coincides with the crisis in EU-Russia diplomatic relations and the EU 

sanctions against Russia and vice versa over the conflict in Ukraine. Otherwise, the "change 

agents" of the change in Russian foreign policy is difficult to assess because of the research's 

material. 

As presented in the theoretical chapter of the research, Kalevi J. Holsti's analogy of change 

differs in structure from Herrman's analogy. In his work, Holsti divides change into four 

different states; change as a replacement, change as addition, dialectical change, and 

transformation. Does Holsti's theorising about change provide a more workable tool for 

analysing development in Russia's foreign policy than Hermann’s? The change described in 

the research cannot be described as change as a replacement because the visa system has kept 

its basic structure in the 21st century despite expanded visa waiver policies. Also, the 

passenger flows from the leading countries11 of origin in the early 2000s remain existent even 

if volumes alter significantly during past decades. 

Change as additional is a more functional analogy than replacement when looking at the 

development of Russian foreign policy. Russia has developed new forms of collaboration and 

cooperation during 2002—2019, while old forms of collaboration are in place even on a 

weaker stance. Previous chapters have illustrated how Russia has waived visa requirements 

with numerous new countries symbolising new cooperation and how collaboration with some 

Asian countries in other spheres of diplomacy is visibly connected with an increase in inbound 

tourism volumes to Russia.  

On the other hand, the change could be seen as a transformation in which a different visa 

policy after 2007 has changed the Russian visa institution’s function itself. By this, the study 

means how, at the beginning of the 21st century, Russia had few agreements on visa 

liberalisation and, conversely, imposed visa requirements on several countries in 2002—2006. 

In the early 2000s, The Russian visa regime's primary purpose indicated to be to guarantee 

security both at national borders and within the state itself. The change in visa policies since 

2007 illustrates how visa negotiations have increasingly become an instrument for political 

                                                           
11 Germany, Poland, Italy, Estonia etc. 
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trade to establish enhanced diplomatic relations with foreign powers by transforming the 

Russian visa regime as an institution. 

Approaching Holsti's and Hermann's theories or analogies from the framework of this study, 

it can be interpreted that Hermann's analogy serves better than Holsti's theory as a graph of 

change and as a force for periodisation. Holsti's analogy as a whole is a slightly more 

confusing theory than Hermann's, although Holsti's theory contains an interesting analogy to 

the change in Russian visa policy and its impact on the institution itself. 

 

6. Conclusion 

  

This study has compiled Rosstat's Russian inbound tourism statistics between 2002 and 2019 

into a single paper. Research has shown that the Russian tourism sector is increasingly 

dependent on tourism flows in Asia and the Middle East, while European countries 

importance to Russia has declined during the same period. Statistical data and other research 

literature have shown that development in tourism flows has often been ancillary to bilateral 

agreements on visa liberalisation or further convergence in foreign policy. The statistics show 

how the failure of the visa waiver negotiations between the European Union and Russia and 

the subsequent suspension of the talks in 2014 are connected to the diminishing importance 

of Europe to Russian inbound tourism. In particular, the indicators measuring holiday 

travelling (Table.2) show how Europe has been losing its stance during recent centuries. 

Tourism flow from major European countries such as Italy, France and the United Kingdom 

has stagnated or mildly increased during 2002—2014, with Turkey, Israel, South Korea and 

China multiplying the volume of annual tourist-related travel to Russia.  

During the 2000s and 2010s, China has become the most significant source for Russian 

inbound tourism. In addition, mobility from Israel and South Korea to Russia have increased 

by more than 300 per cent between 2002 and 2019. Russia has an agreement on visa-free 

movement with South Korea and Israel, which shows how vital visa-free arrangements are for 

inbound tourism. Correspondingly, inflow from Poland and Lithuania have significantly 

reduced between 2002–2019. In the case of Lithuania, tourism has fallen by as much as 75% 

over the period. Even though passenger volumes have grown on average from numerous 
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European countries to Russia during the 21st century, the growth has not been as rapid as from 

top Asian countries.  

Since 2007, Russia has aggressively eased its travel requirements for non-CIS travellers. 

Many Latin American, Asian and Oceanian countries, in particular, are now allowed to enjoy 

visa-free travel to Russia. Reflecting on this progress, one can state that Russia's electronic 

visa reform is a natural part of the development that began in 2007.  

In 2002—2006, Russia tightened its visa requirements for foreign tourists instead of easing 

visa waivers. During that period, Russia imposed visa requirements on countries that joined 

the European Union in 2004 and on several former allies of the Soviet Union. The beginning 

of the 21st century appears to be a turning point in visa arrangements away from historical 

alliances to new foreign policy guidelines. 

What about the change in foreign policy in Russia between 2002—2019? What does inbound 

tourism statistics indicate about a change in Russia's foreign policy? The most crucial 

observation in passenger statistics is the shift in the geographical origin of passenger flows 

from Europe to Asia and the Middle East during the 21st century. The change has not been 

sudden but gradual. There are sudden changes in individual countries, such as the rapid 

decrease of passenger flows from Turkey in the mid-2010s and the sudden decrease of tourist-

related flows from Poland in the early 2000s. However, overall, the development has been 

process-like. 

Given the increase in global tourist flows in the 21st century, the stagnation of tourist flows 

between Russia and the major European countries indicate a gradual deterioration in relations 

between the two regions during the 21st century. Nevertheless, relying on Holsti's theoretical 

structure on foreign policy change, this progress can be seen as a change as an addition. 

Change as addition, as statistics show that passenger flows have become more diverse 

between 2002 and 2019. Alongside traditional countries of origin from Europe, new growing 

markets have emerged in Asia and the Middle East for Russian inbound tourism.  Russia has 

simultaneously waived visa requirements with several Latin American countries. According 

to statistics, the complexity of the visa regime, the inbound tourism and Russia's bilateral 

relations seems to have increased. 

In the previous research literature, both the events of 2014 and the 2012 presidential elections 

have been interpreted as turning points in Russia's foreign policy. In addition to this, studies 

of the Russian tourism sector have highlighted how the tourism sector has not historically 
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been a priority for Russia, but something whose importance has grown during the recent 

governments. On the other hand, studies have shown how inbound tourism to the Russian 

Federation has not undergone significant changes throughout the post-Soviet period, and 

passenger levels have remained relatively low. Based on the statistical analysis of this study, 

the low level of inbound tourism is accurate. However, the notion about minor changes can 

rightly be disagreed, as the grown importance of China and other Asian countries in the 

Russian tourism sector has been significant, especially during the 2010s. The sudden 

downturn of inbound tourism from many European countries since 2014 is also considered to 

be noteworthy. 

The research material of inbound tourism and visa regime provides one perspective on the 

change in Russian foreign policy, its quality and timing. The study suggests that Russia's 

foreign policy has undergone a change since 2007, which could be described in Herrman's 

words as a program change or, in Holti's words, as a transformation or an addition. 

Furthermore, passenger statistics, in particular, indicate a more radical change in foreign 

policy since 2014, which could be described as an international orientation change in 

Herrman's words. The conclusion grounds in the realisation that inbound tourism from Europe 

to Russia has shrunk by about 24% since 2014, while total tourism to Russia has been growing. 

Simultaneously, Russia has further accelerated its pace of visa-free travel agreements with 

several third world countries. 

Russia is a geographically huge country that stretches from Finland to North Korea. Future 

studies on inbound tourism could better account for Russia's spatial nature and regional 

differences. For example, it can be assumed that travellers from South Korea visit the Russian 

Far East more commonly, while Finns often travel to St. Petersburg or Russian Karelia. These 

regional differences and the different contexts of travel could be highlighted in more detail in 

further research. The CIS countries could also be included in future research, as in this study, 

they were excluded primarily due to material deficiencies. A methodological change in 

Rosstat's statistics in 2014 makes it possible that there is enough inbound tourism data on the 

CIS countries and Russia for further studies in future years. 
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