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Abstract. This article offers a comprehensive analysis of the evolution of
socio-political processes in Central Asia and their implications for Kazakhstan’s
developmental trajectory over four decades (1980-2020). The study spans the
period from late-Soviet transformations to the end of the second decade of the
twenty-first century. Drawing on comparative-historical and systems-based
approaches, the author identifies key drivers of regional dynamics, mechanisms
of mutual influence among Central Asian states, and the distinctive features of
Kazakhstan’s pathway of political modernization. Particular attention is devoted
to the “color revolutions” in Kyrgyzstan, patterns of authoritarian consolidation
in Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, and Tajikistan’s post-conflict development,
assessing how these experiences shaped Kazakhstan’s model of managed
transformation.

The article further argues that regional interdependence operates through
several channels —demonstration effects, security spillovers, migration, and water—
energy disputes — thereby linking domestic governance choices in Kazakhstan to
shifts in the wider regional environment. It also considers the role of external
actors and changing geopolitical configurations in structuring reform incentives
and constraints across the region. The findings contribute to scholarship on post-
Soviet state-building and Central Asian regionalism by specifying how regional-
level shocks and policy experimentation translate into national trajectories of
stability, institutional adaptation, and selective modernization.
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Introduction

Central Asia constitutes a distinctive region in which historical traditions,
the Soviet legacy, and the pressures of globalization intersect. From the 1980s
through 2020, the states of the region moved from the status of union republics
within the USSR to sovereign polities with their own models of political and
economic development. Kazakhstan — Central Asia’s largest republic by territory
and among its most economically advanced — has consistently occupied a special
position within the region’s geopolitical and institutional landscape.

The relevance of this study is determined by several factors. First, political
processes in Central Asia exhibit a wide range of post-Soviet transformation
trajectories — from comparatively stable authoritarian regimes to recurrent
episodes of political crisis. Second, regional developments have exerted a direct
influence on Kazakhstan’s domestic political environment. Third, understanding
the mechanisms of regional interaction is critical for anticipating future trajectories
under conditions of a transforming global order [1].

The research problem lies in the limited theoretical elaboration of how
regional socio-political processes shape national development in individual
Central Asian states, Kazakhstan in particular. Existing scholarship tends to
concentrate either on country-specific analyses or on region-wide trends, while
devoting insufficient attention to patterns of interdependence, cross-case linkages,
and mutual influence.

The aim of the study is to identify and analyze the key socio-political
processes in Central Asia during 1980-2020 and to specify the mechanisms
through which they have influenced Kazakhstan’s political development.

The study addresses the following objectives:

1. To conduct a comprehensive analysis of socio-political transformations
in the Central Asian states between 1980 and 2020, identifying the principal
stages of regional development, the characteristics of political regimes, and their
evolution over time.

2. To determine the mechanisms and channels through which regional
processes affect Kazakhstan’s political development, taking into account the role
of external actors in shaping regional dynamics.

Literature Review

Studies of political processes in Central Asia can be conventionally
grouped into several strands. The first strand comprises works that examine the
region’s post-Soviet transformation as a whole. A foundational contribution to
understanding Central Asian specificity is associated with M. Olcott [2], who
emphasizes the significance of clan-based structures and informal institutions.
B. Kumarov [3] and A. Junusova [4] analyze key features of political-system
formation in the context of nation-building.
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The second strand focuses on authoritarianism and democratization.
Classic works on authoritarian-regime theory by S. Levitsky and L. Way [5]
(Levitsky & Way, 2010) are applicable to the analysis of Central Asian cases.
Kazakhstani scholars D. Satpayev [6] and R. Zhangozha [7] (2020) explore the
distinctive characteristics of Kazakhstan’s “managed authoritarianism” and the
mechanisms through which it adapts to changing conditions. N. Masanov [8]
proposed the concept of a “nomadic civilization” as an important factor shaping
political culture.

The third strand addresses regional security and geopolitics. Studies by
A. Kortunov [9] and K. Bogatyrev [10] examine the role of external actors —
Russia, China, and the United States — in Central Asian politics. The Kazakhstani
researcher M. Laumulin [11] treats Central Asia as a space of geopolitical
competition. S. Zhusupov [12] investigates issues of water and energy security
as sources of regional tension.

The fourth strand consists of country-specific case studies. The “color
revolutions” in Kyrgyzstan are analyzed in the works of K. Collins [13] and E.
Schatz [14]. Uzbekistan’s transformation in the post-Karimov period is examined
by Heideman [15]. Tajikistan’s post-conflict trajectory is discussed in the research
of I. Olimova [16].

The fifth strand encompasses scholarship on economic integration and
regionalism. R. Pomfret [17] analyzes economic linkages in the region and the
role of China’s Belt and Road Initiative. K. Sultanov [18] explores contradictions
between national interests and regional cooperation.

Despite the breadth of the existing literature, the mechanisms through which
regional processes are translated into the national-level dynamics of individual
states remain insufficiently examined. Most studies concentrate either on region-
wide trends or on domestic developments, without systematically identifying the
linkages between them. The present study seeks to address this gap by offering
a comprehensive analysis of regional influence on Kazakhstan’s socio-political
processes over a forty-year period.

Materials and methods

The methodological foundation of this study is a comprehensive approach
that integrates several research strategies and methods. The principal theoretical
framework is the comparative-historical method, which makes it possible to
trace the trajectories of political development across the five Central Asian states
over time and to identify both shared patterns and distinctive features [19]. This
approach is particularly productive for the analysis of post-Soviet transformations,
given their common point of departure.

Systems analysis is employed to conceptualize Central Asia as a regional
system in which changes in one component affect others [20]. This perspective
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helps to identify mechanisms of regional interaction and channels through which
influence is transmitted. Neo-institutionalism is used to examine the role of
formal and informal institutions in political processes [21, 22], which is especially
important for Central Asia in light of the salience of informal practices—clan-
based networks, patronage, and personalized ties. The theory of authoritarian
regimes is applied to develop a typology of the region’s political systems and to
analyze the mechanisms underpinning their durability and transformation [23].
A geopolitical perspective helps to clarify the influence of external actors on
regional dynamics and the role of geographic factors [24, 25].

With regard to data collection and analysis, the study relies on document
analysis, including official texts (constitutions, laws, development strategies),
speeches by political leaders, and programmatic documents produced by political
parties and civil society movements. Media content analysis is used to identify
discursive practices and representations of regional events within Kazakhstan’s
information environment.

Statistical data from international organizations (the United Nations, the
World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund), along with national statistical
agencies, are analyzed to assess key socio-economic indicators. Comparative
analysis of political regimes draws on democracy indices (Freedom House,
V-Dem, the Economist Intelligence Unit) and governance measures (Worldwide
Governance Indicators).

Results

Analysis of Socio-Political Processes in Central Asia: Periodization and
Key Trends

The onset of transformational processes in Central Asia is commonly
associated with the perestroika reforms initiated by M. S. Gorbachev in 1985.
The response of the Central Asian republics to liberalization, however, differed
markedly from that of the European part of the USSR. As Olcott observes
[2], regional elites tended to perceive perestroika less as an opportunity for
modernization than as a challenge to the established order.

A pivotal episode that revealed the region’s specificity was the December
1986 events in Alma-Ata (Zheltoksan). The replacement of the First Secretary
of the Communist Party of Kazakhstan’s Central Committee, D. Kunayev, with
an ethnic Russian, G. Kolbin, triggered mass protests by Kazakhstani youth [8].
Although the demonstrations were suppressed, they became an early signal of
rising national self-awareness and of the growing political salience of ethnicity.
In Junusova’s assessment [4], the Zheltoksan events laid important foundations
for Kazakhstan’s national movement and demonstrated the potential for mass
mobilization.
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In Uzbekistan, the late 1980s were marked by rising interethnic tensions.
The Fergana events of 1989, linked to clashes between Uzbeks and Meskhetian
Turks, highlighted the fragility of interethnic accommodation [3]. In Tajikistan,
contradictions among regional groupings intensified, foreshadowing the civil war
that would follow.

Kyrgyzstan experienced the Osh events of 1990-a major conflict between
Kyrgyz and Uzbeks that resulted in hundreds of casualties and exposed
the limited capacity of Soviet institutions to manage ethnic tensions [13].
Turkmenistan remained the most stable republic, a condition often attributed
to the republic leadership’s stringent political control and to a lower degree of
ethnic heterogeneity.

A crucial feature of the late-Soviet period was the formation of national
elites who subsequently led the newly independent states. In Kazakhstan, N. A.
Nazarbayev, after becoming First Secretary of the Communist Party of Kazakhstan
in 1989, began a gradual “Kazakhization” of the republican nomenklatura [1]. In
Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan, I. Karimov and S. Niyazov consolidated authority
in a broadly similar manner while still within the Soviet system.

The dissolution of the USSR in December 1991 found the Central Asian
republics relatively unprepared for independence. As Pomfret notes [17], unlike
the Baltic states or the South Caucasus — where national movements actively
pursued statechood — in Central Asia sovereignty emerged less as a deliberate
political choice than as a consequence of the center’s disintegration. This
circumstance substantially shaped subsequent trajectories across the region.

The first decade of independence became a period of state-building and of
selecting models of political and economic development. All five states confronted
shared challenges: the creation of national institutions, economic crisis, identity
formation, and the construction of foreign-policy relations [9].

Under N. A. Nazarbayev, Kazakhstan pursued gradual economic reforms
while prioritizing political stability. The 1995 Constitution institutionalized
a presidential system with extensive executive powers [6]. Economic policy
emphasized attracting foreign investment, particularly in the oil and gas sector.
The relocation of the capital to Astana in 1997 served as a symbol of a new
state project. Ethnic policy was articulated through the concept of a “Kazakhstani
nation,” intended to integrate a multiethnic society [8].

Uzbekistan, under I. Karimov, adopted the most autarkic development
model in the region. Economic policy was characterized by gradual reform
and the preservation of a substantial state sector [3]. The political regime was
rigidly authoritarian and did not tolerate opposition. A defining feature of Uzbek
politics was the campaign against Islamic radicalism, which intensified after the
emergence of the [slamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) in the Fergana Valley
in the mid-1990s.
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Kyrgyzstan, under President A. Akayev, initially positioned itself as the
region’s most democratic state — an “island of democracy” [13]. The 1993
Constitution envisaged a degree of separation of powers. By the late 1990s,
however, the regime was becoming increasingly authoritarian, shaped by
economic hardship and by presidential efforts to retain power. Kyrgyzstan
nevertheless remained the most open Central Asian state to Western influence.

Tajikistan underwent the most dramatic experience of the 1990s: a civil war
(1992—-1997) that, according to various estimates, claimed between 50,000 and
100,000 lives [16]. The conflict was multidimensional, encompassing regional,
ideological, and clan-based cleavages. The rise of E. Rahmon and the signing of
the General Peace Agreement in 1997 ended open warfare, yet the consequences
of the conflict continued to shape the country’s development. A significant share
of the population was forced into migration, predominantly to Russia.

Turkmenistan, under S. Niyazov (Turkmenbashi), moved toward a
personality cult and a rigid authoritarian system with elements of totalitarianism
[10]. The economy — supported by substantial natural gas reserves —remained fully
subordinated to the state. Foreign policy was defined by neutrality, formalized in
a 1995 UN resolution.

For Kazakhstan, the experiences of neighboring states carried particular
significance. Tajikistan’s civil war underscored the risks associated with weak
state institutions and uncontrolled political competition, reinforcing elite
preferences for “managed stability” [7]. Kyrgyzstan’s trajectory suggested that
formal democratization without economic development and robust institutions
can generate political instability. Uzbekistan’s closed model was likewise not
viewed as desirable, insofar as it constrained economic development.

Consolidation of Authoritarianism and Regional Crises

The early twenty-first century marked a period of authoritarian consolidation
across the region, while also bringing severe political crises — most notably in
Kyrgyzstan. The September 11 attacks in 2001 and the subsequent operation in
Afghanistan intensified the U.S. presence in Central Asia, reshaping the region’s
strategic environment and influencing its political dynamics [11].

The “color revolutions” in Kyrgyzstan became one of the defining regional
developments of this period. The 2005 “Tulip Revolution” led to the ousting
of President A. Akayev and the rise of K. Bakiyev [13]. Yet the new leadership
quickly reproduced many of the predecessor regime’s authoritarian practices,
precipitating another crisis and Bakiyev’s removal in April 2010. The interethnic
violence that followed in Osh and Jalal-Abad in June 2010 exposed the depth of
Kyrgyzstan’s social and ethnic cleavages [14].

For Kazakhstan, these Kyrgyz events carried strong demonstrative effects.
They showed that mass protest could dislodge even an entrenched president and
reinforced the Kazakhstani elite’s determination to prevent comparable crienapuu
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at home. As Satpayev notes [6], after 2005 Kazakhstan tightened controls over
opposition forces and civil society and imposed additional constraints on media
freedom.

The Andijan events of 2005 in Uzbekistan constituted another pivotal
moment. The violent suppression of protests in Andijan resulted in hundreds of
casualties and sharply worsened Uzbekistan’s relations with the West [3]. The
Karimov regime used these events to further harden political control and to
intensify repression against any forms of unauthorized political activity.

Kazakhstan’s leadership closely monitored the Uzbek experience. On the
one hand, the harshness of Karimov’s approach was viewed as excessive and
potentially counterproductive. On the other, the Andijan episode underscored the
perceived necessity of preventive control over radical movements [7].

In this period, Tajikistan was engaged in post-conflict recovery. President
E. Rahmon gradually consolidated power, moving away from key provisions
of the 1997 peace agreement. By the late 2000s, Tajikistan had evolved into a
personalist autocracy with elements of family-clan rule, while its economy
became increasingly dependent on remittances from labor migrants working in
Russia [16].

Turkmenistan, following S. Niyazov’s death in 2006, experienced a transfer
of power to G. Berdymukhamedov. The new president introduced limited, largely
cosmetic liberalizing reforms, slightly opening the country to the outside world
while preserving the core features of an authoritarian system [10].

This period was also characterized by the intensification of water—energy
disputes among the region’s states. A persistent tension emerged between
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, which prioritized hydropower development, and
Uzbekistan and Kazakhstan, which depended heavily on water resources for
agriculture [12]. The construction of the Rogun hydropower plant in Tajikistan
provoked particularly sharp objections from Uzbekistan.

For Kazakhstan, these years coincided with rapid economic growth driven
by high oil prices. This enabled the regime to pursue an active social policy and
to reinforce legitimacy through the distribution of resources [1]. At the same
time, regional developments served as a reminder of the fragility of stability and
of the importance of preventing social and political crises.

New Challenges and Shifts

The 2011-2020 period was shaped by new regional and global challenges.
Although the 2011 Arab Spring did not directly affect Central Asia, it exerted a
psychological impact on regional elites by heightening fears of mass protest and
regime instability [9].

In Kazakhstan, December 2011 was marked by the tragic events in
Zhanaozen, where clashes between oil workers and police resulted in fatalities.
These events served as a serious curnan that social grievances could surface
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even in a comparatively prosperous Kazakhstan [6]. After 2014, falling oil prices
contributed to the devaluation of the tenge and broader economic difficulties,
which in turn intensified social tensions.

A major turning point of the period was the leadership transition in
Uzbekistan following I. Karimov’s death in 2016. Sh. Mirziyoyev’s rise to power
signaled the start of wide-ranging reforms — economic liberalization, greater
openness to the outside world, and the improvement of relations with neighboring
states [15]. Uzbekistan’s transformation became an important example of the
possibility of reform within authoritarian systems and shaped regional debates
about the need for modernization.

Following the 2010 constitutional changes, Kyrgyzstan shifted to a
parliamentary form of government, becoming the only state in the region to adopt
such a system. However, frequent changes of government and parliamentary
volatility highlighted the constraints posed by underdeveloped political
institutions [13]. Nevertheless, by the end of the second decade of the twenty-
first century, Kyrgyzstan remained the most politically pluralistic state in Central
Asia.

Tajikistan continued along a path of personalist consolidation. The 2016
constitutional amendments effectively established lifelong presidential rule for
E. Rahmon and opened the possibility of a succession transfer to his son [16].
Economic conditions remained difficult, and dependence on remittances from
labor migrants persisted.

Turkmenistan, under G. Berdymukhamedov, remained the region’s
most closed state. A personality cult-less extravagant than under Niyazov but
still evident—continued to structure political life. The gas sector remained the
backbone of the economy [10].

Another significant feature of the period was the expansion of Chinese
influence through the Belt and Road Initiative, launched in 2013. China became
the largest trading partner and investor across the region, reshaping the balance of
external influence [17]. For Kazakhstan, which shares the region’s longest border
with China, this generated opportunities for economic development while also
raising concerns related to sovereignty and national security.

These years were also marked by preparations for leadership succession in
Kazakhstan. Having governed for nearly three decades, N. A. Nazarbayev was
approaching the age of 80, making questions of succession increasingly salient
[7]. Uzbekistan’s post-Karimov transition offered certain reference points while
also underscoring the potential unpredictability of such processes. In March
2019, presidential authority was transferred from N. A. Nazarbayev to K.-Zh.
Tokayev, inaugurating a new phase in Kazakhstan’s political development. Yet
through the end of 2020, Nazarbayev retained significant influence as Leader of
the Nation and Chair of the Security Council.
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By the end of the period under review, the Central Asian states presented a
heterogeneous landscape of political regimes. Kazakhstan maintained the profile
of a relatively stable authoritarian state with elements of political modernization.
Uzbekistan was undergoing large-scale reforms. Kyrgyzstan illustrated the
difficulties of parliamentary governance under conditions of weak institutions.
Tajikistan and Turkmenistan remained hard autocracies characterized by
personalism and, to varying degrees, dynastic tendencies.

Discussion

Events in neighboring states generate an “example effect” — either positive
or negative. Kyrgyzstan’s “color revolutions” demonstrated to Kazakhstan’s
elite the risks associated with weakening control and liberalizing the political
system [6]. After each Kyrgyz crisis, Kazakhstan tended to strengthen measures
of oversight over the opposition, NGOs, and the media. The 2005 and 2010
crises in Kyrgyzstan were followed by revisions to Kazakhstan’s legislation on
public assemblies, political parties, and mass media. By contrast, Uzbekistan’s
post-2016 reforms created a more positive example of modernization without
an immediate loss of political control, which may have informed debates within
Kazakhstan’s elite about the scope and necessity of reform. Tajikistan’s civil war
in the 1990s served as a cautionary illustration of how political instability and
weak state institutions can escalate, reinforcing an elite consensus in Kazakhstan
that stability should take precedence over political liberalization.

Tajikistan’s civil war and the subsequent economic underdevelopment
of Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan contributed to significant migration flows into
Kazakhstan [12]. By various estimates, between 500,000 and one million labor
migrants from neighboring states were present in Kazakhstan by the late 2010s.
This generated social tensions—especially in the country’s south—affected labor
markets, and required adjustments in migration policy. The presence of large
migrant communities also created the potential for the cross-border diffusion
of radical ideas. Consequently, the Kazakhstani government had to develop
mechanisms for regulating migration while balancing economic needs against
social risks. Migration also influenced the ethnic composition of Kazakhstan’s
southern regions, making careful ethnic policy and community-level governance
particularly salient.

Despite aspirations for autonomy, the region’s states remain economically
interconnected. Water—energy disputes—especially the controversy surrounding
the Rogun hydropower plant—directly affect Kazakhstan’s interests [12]. As
a major agricultural producer, Kazakhstan depends on transboundary water
resources, particularly in its southern regions. Hydropower projects in the
upstream areas of Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan may pose risks to the water supply
of Kazakhstani regions. Trade relations, transit routes, and labor migration create
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channels of economic interdependence, and crises in one country can generate
spillover effects for neighbors. For example, Uzbekistan’s economic difficulties
in the 1990s and 2000s affected cross-border trade and the economies of southern
Kazakhstan’s border regions. The development of transport corridors through
Central Asia requires sustained regional cooperation, which makes Kazakhstan
partially dependent on the policy choices of its neighbors.

Islamist radicalism, which became visible in the 1990s in Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan, has consistently been viewed by Kazakhstan’s leadership as a serious
threat [9]. The emergence of the Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan (IMU) in
the Fergana Valley and its attempts to penetrate Kyrgyz territory created risks
for Kazakhstan’s southern regions. The participation of citizens from Central
Asian states in conflicts in Afghanistan, Syria, and Iraq raised concerns about the
return of radicalized fighters. These dynamics encouraged security cooperation
through organizations such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO)
and the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), but also contributed to
restrictions on civil liberties under the banner of counterterrorism. Kazakhstan
developed cooperation with neighboring security services through information-
sharing on suspected persons and groups, which in turn shaped domestic policy
in the areas of religious freedom and migration control.

Geopolitical competition among major powers—Russia, China, the United
States, and the European Union—-in Central Asia influences Kazakhstan’s
position [11, 25]. The presence of the U.S. military base at Manas in Kyrgyzstan
(2001-2014) introduced a new geopolitical configuration in the region, affecting
Kazakhstan’s relations with both the United States and Russia. Chinese investment
through the Belt and Road Initiative altered the regional economic balance,
creating opportunities for Kazakhstan while also raising new challenges. Russia’s
security integration through the CSTO-of which Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and
Tajikistan are members—creates specific security commitments. As the region’s
largest economy, and as a state sharing extensive borders with both Russia and
China, Kazakhstan sits at the epicenter of these dynamics and must balance
among multiple centers of influence. Kazakhstan’s multi-vector foreign policy is,
in part, a response to the region’s evolving geopolitical environment.

National-identity discourses emerging in neighboring states also shape
debates within Kazakhstan [4, 8]. Ethnic nationalism in adjacent republics
posed challenges to Kazakhstan’s model of a “multiethnic nation.” For instance,
Uzbekistan’s policy of “Uzbekization” in the 1990s influenced discussions over
language policy in Kazakhstan. The region’s Islamic renaissance likewise affected
the place of religion in Kazakhstan’s public life. Rising Islamic identification in
Uzbekistan and Tajikistan in the 1990s, after decades of Soviet atheism, exerted
societal pressure toward greater religiosity. Cultural ties among the region’s
peoples, a shared history, and linguistic proximity—especially among Turkic

458 BULLETIN of Ablai Khan KazUIRandWL



TRANSFORMATION OF SOCIO-POLITICAL PROCESSES IN CENTRAL ASIA ...

groups—create channels for the diffusion of ideas and practices. Kazakhstani
intellectual circles closely followed cultural and intellectual developments in
neighboring countries, which shaped national debates over modernization,
tradition, and identity.

The diffusion of institutional practices and political “technologies” occurs
through regional elite networks [5]. Kazakhstan drew on neighboring experiences
in managing political processes, engaging with opposition actors, and organizing
elections. For example, electoral-management techniques used in one country
could become known to elites in others and be adapted to local conditions.
Practices of oversight and restriction targeting NGOs and media also circulated
through regional learning. At the same time, negative lessons served as warnings
against certain choices: Kyrgyzstan’s experience highlighted the risks of overly
rapid liberalization; Andijan illustrated the dangers of excessive coercion; and
Tajikistan underscored the risks of state weakness. Regional organizations such
as the SCO, the CSTO, and the Eurasian Economic Community (later the EAEU)
provided venues for the exchange of governance experiences among regional
elites. Informal ties among political and economic elites further facilitated the
circulation of practices and ideas.

Conclusion

The analysis of socio-political processes in Central Asia and their impact on
Kazakhstan over four decades (1980-2020) suggests that the region constitutes a
complex system of interconnected states in which developments in one country
inevitably affect its neighbors through multiple mechanisms—from demonstration
effects to economic interdependence and migration linkages.

As the region’s largest and most economically developed state, Kazakhstan
occupies a distinctive position. On the one hand, it shapes regional dynamics
through its policies and the example it provides. On the other hand, developments
in neighboring countries—Kyrgyz revolutions, Tajikistan’s civil war, and
Uzbekistan’s reform trajectory—have significantly influenced the choices of
Kazakhstan’s elites and the broader course of national development.

The period under review shows that Kazakhstan succeeded in developing its
ownmodel ofdevelopment, avoiding both the revolutionary upheavals experienced
by Kyrgyzstan and the extreme closure characteristic of Turkmenistan. This
model rested on a combination of political stability, economic pragmatism, and a
multi-vector foreign policy. Importantly, however, it did not emerge in a vacuum;
it was shaped through a continuous engagement with regional experience—both
positive and negative.

By 2020, the region had entered a new phase marked by leadership
successions, economic pressures, and intensified geopolitical competition.
The Zhanaozen events (2011) and Kazakhstan’s leadership transition (2019)
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demonstrated that even comparatively stable systems require adaptation and
reform. Uzbekistan’s post-2016 reforms, in turn, illustrated the possibility of
managed transformation within authoritarian regimes.

Future research should focus on emerging forms of regional cooperation and
conflict, evaluate the effectiveness of different models of political transformation,
and assess how a changing global order is reshaping regional dynamics. Of
particular interest is a comparative analysis of leadership-transition models and
their implications for political stability and economic development.

Central Asia remains a region where tradition and modernization, national
interests and regional interdependence, domestic dynamics and external
influences, are tightly intertwined. Understanding the mechanisms of this
interaction is essential both for scholarly analysis and for practical policymaking.
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OPTAJIBIK ABUAJAFBI OJIEYMETTIK-CASACH NPOUECTEPIIH
TPAHC®OPMALMUSACHI )KOHE OJIAPAbIH
KA3AKCTAHT A BIKITAJIBI
CeiiraxmeroBa H.JI. !, XKanmocosa I11.M. %, *Hypos M.M.?
2KP FXKBM FK ®unocodus, casicarraHy KoHE AIHTAHY HHCTUTYTBL,
Anmarsl, Kazakcran
*3 KazakcTaH ryMaHUTapIIbIK-CasiCH KOHBIOHKTYpa opTaibifbl, « Typan»
yHuBepcuteTi, Anmarsl, Kazakcran

Anaarna. Makaina Opraiblk A3HsiIarbl 9JICYMETTIK-CasiC YAEPICTEPIIH
ABOJIIOLIMACHIH JKOHE oNapAblH Ka3akCTaHHBIH [1aMy TpPaeKTOPHUSCHIHA TOPT
omKbUIBIK  (1980-2020 xk.) OOWBI TWUTI3TEH CalJapblH KEMICHIl TYpPAe
TaJaal bl 3epTTey KeMIKeHEeCTIK TpaHchopmanusiiapaan X X1 raceIp/piH eKiHIIi
OHXKBUIIBIFBIHBIH  asSKTAJIybIHA JEHIHT1 Ke3eHIlI KaMmTuiabl. CanbICThIpMaIbl-
TapHUXU KOHE )KYHEIIK TOCIIepre CyieHe OTBIPBII, aBTOP OHIPIIK TUHAMUKAHBIH
Heri3ri Kosrayubl (akropiapbiH, Opranblk A3us MEMIEKETTEpiHIH e3apa
BIKIAT €Ty MeXaHu3MJepiH >koHe KaszakcTaHHBIH casich MOJAEpHU3ALUs
YKOJIBIHBIH afpbIKIIa KbIpJapblH alKbIHAaWIbl. KpIpFbI3cTaHIarbl «TYPII-TYCTI
peBonoLMsAIapbiHay, ©O30ekcTan MeH TypiKMEHCTaHAaFrbl aBTOPHUTAPIBIK
KOHCONUJAIMsl YATUIepiHe, COHJah-aK ToKIKCTAaHHBIH IMOCTKAKTHIFBICTHIK
JaMybIHa epeKIlle Hazap ayAapbUIbIll, aTanfaH Toxipudenepain Kazakcranmars
OackappUIaThIH TpaHCchOpMaIHs MOJEIIHIH KaJbITacyblHA Kalail ocep eTKeHi
OarajaHajbl.

Makanana OymaH opi OHIPIIK ©3apa TOYeHNAUTIK OipHelIe apHa apKbUIbI
JKYy3ere acaTblHbl — JIEMOHCTPAIUSUIBIK Ocepiep, KayillCi3IiK callaChIHAarbl
TOYEKEICPAIH «TapallybD», KOIi-KOH JKOHE CY-DHEPTeTUKAIBIK KAWUIIBLUIBIKTAP
apKBLIbl — KOPCETLTIM, OChl apKblibl KasakcTanaarsl ilki 0ackapy TaHaayaapbl
KEHIPEK OHIPJIIK OpTajarbl ©3repicTepMeH OailaHbICThIPbUIATBIHBI HET13/1€Me/11.
CoHbIMEH KaTap CBHIPTKbI aKTOPIapAblH pPOJl JKOHE ©3repMeni Teocasicu
KOHQUrypauusiaap eHip OolblHIIA pedopManaplblH  bIHTAJIAHIBIPYJIAPHI
MEH IIEKTEYJEepiH KAaJbINTACThIPAaThiH (haKTOpIap PETIHAE KapacThIPbLIAIBI.
Hortmxenep noCTKEHECTIK MEMIIEKET KYPY KOHE OPTajIbIKa3UsIIBIK PETHOHAIN3M
YKOHIHJIET13epTTeYNepre yIec KOCHII, OHIPIIK IeHIeH/IeT1 IIOKTap MEH casicaTTarbl
CBIHAKTAPABIH YITTHIK JICHI€HIET] TYPAKTBUIBIK, MHCTUTYITHOHAIIIBIK OeHIMIeTy
JKOHE CEJIeKTUBTI MOJEpHM3AIMs TpaeKTOpUsIapblHa Kajail aiHalaThIHBIH
HaKThUIANBL.
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Tipek ce3aep: Opranbik A3sus, Kazakcran, casicu Tpanchopmaius,
pEeruoHanan3M, MOCTKEHECTIK KEHICTIK, aBTOPUTApU3M, CasiCH TYPaKTbUIBIK,
reocascar

Kapaxbinanasipy: Makana Kazakcran PecnyOnukacel FbeutbiM KoHE
JKOFapbl OUTIM MUHHUCTPIIrT FBUIBIM KOMUTETIHIH OaraapiiaMalibIK-MaKCaTThl
KapKbUIaHaplpy meHOepinae maibiamanran (BR27195711 «Kazakctannarsi
aneymertik-casicu npouectep (1980-2020): memoxparusianapipy Toxipudeci
KOHE OIJICTTI MEMJICKETTIH KaJbIITACYbI»).

TPAHC®OPMALIUA COUAJTBHO-ITIOJIUTUHYECKHUX
MPOIIECCOB B IEHTPAJIBHOM A3UH
N UX BJIMAHUE HA KABAXCTAH
Ceiiraxmerosa H.JI. !, YXKanmocosa I11.M. %, *Hypos M.M.?
2 Nucrutyt Gpunocoduu, nonuronoruu u peraurnoseaetus KH MHBO PK,
Anmarel, Kazaxcran
*3 KazaxcTaHCKUil IEHTP T'yMaHUTAPHO-TIOIUTHYSCKON KOHBIOHKTYPBHI,
VYuusepcuret «Typan», Anmarsl, Kazaxcran

AnHHoTtauusi. CTaTbs NOCBSIIEHA KOMIUIEKCHOMY aHaju3y 3BOJIOLUU
COLIMAJIbHO-TIOJINTUYECKUX TIpoleccoB B LleHTpanbHON A3UM U UX BO3AEHCTBUS
Ha TpaekTopuio pa3BuTus KazaxcraHa Ha NPOTSDKEHUU YEThIPEX AECATUIETUN
(1980-2020 rr.). HccnemoBanue OXBaThIBAeT MEPHOA OT MO3JHECOBETCKHUX
TpaHcopmaluii 10 3aBepuieHust Broporo necsatuwierus XXI Bexa. Ha ocHoBe
CPAaBHUTEIBHO-UCTOPUYECKOTO U CHCTEMHOIO IOJIXOJOB aBTOpP BBIABISAET
KJII0UeBbIe (DAKTOPHI PETHOHAIBHOW TWHAMHKH, MEXAHH3MbI B3aMMOBIIASHUS
rocygapctB lLlenTtpanpHol A3uum © cnenuHUKy Ka3axCTaHCKOTO MYTH
MOJUTHYECKON MoziepHu3anuu. Oco0oe BHUMaHHE yIeISIeTCs aHAIIU3Y «LBETHBIX
peBomtonuit» B KbIprei3cTane, aBTOpuTapHON cTabuinu3anuu B Y30eKHcTaHe u
TypkMeHucTane, TaJyKUKCKOTO MOCTKOH(DIUKTHOTO Pa3BUTHS U WX BIUSHHUS HA
(hopMupoBaHKE Ka3aXCTAHCKOM MOJIETH YIIpaBIIsieMoil TpaHchopMaIuu.

Jlanee B cTarbe yTBEp)KAAeTCs, YTO PErMOHaJbHAas B3aMMO3aBUCHMOCTh
JEHCTBYeT MO HECKONbKUM KaHalaM — 4epe3 JAEMOHCTPAalMOHHBbIE 3(PQEKTHI,
«TepeTeKaHne» pPHUCKOB B cdepe O0e30MacHOCTH, MUTPANMI0 U BOIHO-
SHEPreTHYECKHe MPOTUBOPEUHs, TEM CaMbIM CBSI3bIBasi BHIOOPHI BHYTPEHHETO
ynpasieHust B Kazaxcrane co casuramu B OoJjiee IIMPOKOW PpPErHoHaIbHOU
cpene. Takke paccMaTpuBaeTCs poOJib BHELIHUX AKTOPOB M U3MEHSIOLIUXCS
TEOMOIUTHIECKUX KOH(DHUTYparuii B OpMUPOBAHUHN CTUMYJIOB U OTPaHUYCHUI
pedopm B peruone. [lomyueHHble pe3ynbTaThl BHOCAT BKJIAJ B HCCIIEAOBaHUS
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IIOCTCOBETCKOTO TOCYJapCTBEHHOTO CTPOMTEILCTBA M ILIEHTPAIbHOA3MATCKOTO
peruoHanu3Ma, yTOUHSAS, KaKUM O0pa3oM IIOKH PETHOHAIBHOTO YPOBHSA U
AKCIIEPUMEHTHI B TIOJTUTUKE TPAHC(HOPMHUPYIOTCS B HAIIMOHAJIBHBIC TPACKTOPUHU
CTaOUITLHOCTH, MHCTUTYLIMOHAIBHOM aJanTalluy U CEIEKTUBHON MOJCPHU3AIINH.
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TpaHcopmalysi, peruoHaIN3M, MOCTCOBETCKOE MPOCTPAHCTBO, aBTOPUTAPHU3M,
MOJIUTUYECKAs! CTAOUIBHOCTD, T€ONOIUTHKA
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