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PROSPECTS FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF LABOR MIGRATION
IN CENTRAL ASIA UNDER GEOPOLITICAL TRANSFORMATION

Labor migration in Central Asia is undergoing a profound reconfiguration under the combined pres-
sure of geopolitical shocks, economic restructuring, and the diversification of migration routes. The
article asks how the region’s traditional migration model — oriented overwhelmingly toward the Russian
Federation — is being reshaped after 2022, and what economic, demographic, and governance implica-
tions this reconfiguration carries for the states of the region. Methodologically, it is a qualitative, com-
parative desk review combining comparative analysis across the Central Asian states, content analysis of
scholarly and policy literature, and a descriptive review of secondary statistics from the World Bank, the
International Organization for Migration, the United Kingdom Government, and the International Centre
for Migration Policy Development for the period 2022-2025. Its contribution is threefold: it synthesizes
fragmented recent evidence into a single analytical frame that distinguishes the region’s established cor-
ridor from its emerging directions; applies that frame to a comparative reading of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz-
stan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan; and derives, through an explicitly labelled qualitative scenario to 2030,
a diversification-and-protection policy agenda. The picture that emerges is of a region moving from a
monopolar, Russia-centred system toward a multipolar one, in which Kazakhstan consolidates as a re-
gional hub, the European Union and the United Kingdom become structural seasonal-labor destinations,
and remittance dependence, informal employment, and demographic asymmetry remain the decisive
variables shaping outcomes.

Keywords: labor migration, Central Asia, migration diversification, geopolitical transformation.
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leocasicu TpaHccopmaLms XKaFAalbiHAQ
OpTanbik, A3usiAaFbl eHOEeK MUIPaLMSChIHbIH, AAMYy GOAALLIAFbI

OprTanblk, A31sAarbl eHOEK MUIPALLMSCHI Feocasicn AypOeAeHAEPAIH, SKOHOMMKAAbIK, KarTa Kypbl-
AbIMAQYABIH, >KOHE MUrpaums GarbliTTapbiHbIH 8pTapanTaHAbIPbIAYbIHbIH, KATapAAC KbICbIMbl aCTbIHAQ
TepeH KanTa KYPbIAbIMAAAYAbI 6AcTaH ©TKepin OTblp, COHAbIKTAH MaKaAaAa eHipAiH HerisiHeH Pecert
DeaepaumsachiHa 6arAapAaHFaH ASCTYPAI Murpaums Moaeai 2022 >KbIAAAH KEMiH KaAai e3repicke
yLIbIpar >KaTKaHbl XXaHe OYA KaiTa KypblAbIMAQYAbIH 6Hip MEMAEKETTEPI YLLiH KaHAAN 3KOHOMUKAABIK,
AEMOTrPaUSABIK, XaHe 6acKapyLIbIAbIK, CaAAApPAApPbl 6ap eKeHi KapacTblpblAdAbl. ©AICHAMAAbIK, Typ-
FblaaH 3epTTey — OpTanblk, A3us MeMAeKeTTepi BOMbIHIIA CAAbICTbIPMAAbI TAAAAYAbI, FbIAbIMM >KOHE
cascm aAebMeTTiH MasMyHAbI TaAAAYbIH, COHAAM-ak, 2022-2025 >bIAAAP apaAblFbiIHAA AYHMEXY3IAIK
6aHKTiH, XaAbIKapaAblK, MUTPALMS YibIMbIHbIH, YAbIOPUTAHMUS YKIMETIHIH >KeHe Murpaums cascartbiH
AAMBITY KOHIHAET XaAbIKApPaAbIK, OPTAAbIKTbIH KOCAAKbl CTAaTUCTMKAChIHA CUMATTAMAABIK, LIOAYAbI Gi-
PIKTIPETIH CamnaAbl, CaAbICTbIPMAAbl KaOMHETTIK LOAY. 3epTTeyAiH YAECi yWTiK cunaTtka me: y3ik-ysik
KMHAAFAH COHFbl AEPEKTEPAI BHIPAIH KAAbINTACKAH ABAI3I MEH >KaHaAaH MariAa GOAbIMN >KaTkaH 6a-
FBITTAPbIH aXkKblpaTyFa MYMKIHAIK OepeTiH GipblHFam Taaaay LeHOepiHe GipikTipeAi; ocbl weHOepAi
KasakcraH, Kbipfbi3dcTaH, TaxikcTaH xaHe ©36eKCTaHAbl CAAbICTbIPMAAbI TaAAQYFA KOAAQHAADI; SKaHE
2030 >KbIAFa AEMIHTT HAKTbl GEAriAeHreH canaAbl GOAXKAMAbBIK, CLEEHAPUIA Heri3iHAe apTapanTaHAbIPY
XKOHE KOPFay CascaTbIHbIH, KYH TOPTiBiH KaAbiNTacTbipasbl. HaTuxkeAep eHipAiH MOHOMOASIPAbI, Peceit-
re 6arAapAQHFaH >XYMEAEH MYAbTUMOASIPAbI XKYMere KeLwin »xaTkaHblH KepceTeai: MyHAa KasakcraH
BHipAiK xab peTiHae HbiFasiabl, Eypona Oaafbl MeH YAbIGPUTAHMS KYPbIAIMABIK, MAyCbIMABIK, eHOeK
GarblTTapblHa AMHAAAAbI, AA aKlLlia ayAAPbIMAAPbIHA TOYEAAIAIK, 6EMPECMM SKYMBICMIEH KAMTY >KaHE Ae-
MOTrpPaUSAABbIK, ACUMMETPUS HOTUXKEAEPAT KAABINTACTbIPATHIH LELyLi aiHbIMAABIAAD BOABIM KAAAAbI.

Tynin ce3aep: eHOek murpaumsicbl, OpTasblk, A3us, MWUrpauMsiHbIH 8pTapanTaHybl, reocascu
TpaHcopmaums.
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[MepcnekTuBbI pa3BUTUS TPYAOBOM MUrpaumu B LieHTpaAbHOM A3um
B YCAOBMSIX F€0NMOAUTUYECKOH TpaHChopmaLum

TpyaoBast murpaums B LieHTpaAbHOM A3um nepexkmBaeTt rayboKyto nepectpoiiky noa COBOKYMHbIM
AABAEHMEM TeONOAMTUYECKMX MOTPICEHUIA, SKOHOMUYECKON PeCcTPyKTypu3aumm u AMBepcurKaumm
MUIPaLMOHHbIX MApLIPYTOB, M CTaTbsl 3aAAETCS BOMPOCOM O TOM, KakK TPAAMLIMOHHAS AAS permoHa
MOAEAb MUTpaLIMM —OpPUEHTUPOBaHHAs NpenMyLLecTBEHHO Ha Poccurickyto Deaepaunio — TpaHcop-
mupyetcs nocae 2022 ropa U Kakme 3KOHOMMYECKME, AeMorpadryeckme 1 ynpaBAeHYeckme NoCAeA-
CTBWS 3TA PEKOHMUIypaLmst HECET AASI TOCYAQPCTB perroHa. C MEeTOAOAOrMYECKOM TOYKM 3PeHUs 3TO
KAUYeCTBEHHbIN CPaBHUTEAbHbIN KabuHeTHbI 0630p (desk review), coueTaiowmii CPaBHUTEAbHbI aHa-
AM3 MO rocyaapcTBaM LleHTpaAbHOM A3MM, KOHTEHT-aHaAM3 HayYHOM U MOAMTUYECKON AMTEepaTypbl
M onmcateAbHbIn 0630p BTOPUMYHOM CTAaTUCTMKM BcemmnpHoro 6aHka, MexXAyHapOAHONM opraHu3amm
no murpaumm, NpaeBnteabctBa BeAnkoOpuTaHnM M MeXXAYHAPOAHOIO LEHTPa MO PasBUTHIO MUrpa-
LMOHHOM MOAMTMKM 3a 2022-2025 roabl. Bkaaa nccaeAOBaHUS HOCUT TPOMCTBEHHbI XapakKTep: OHO
CMHTE3MpyeT hparMeHTUPOBaHHbIE HOBblE AQHHbIE B EAMHYIO aHAAUTUYECKYIO PaMKY, MO3BOASIOLLYIO
OTAMYUTB CAOXKMBLUMICS KOPUAOP PernoHa ot (hOPMMPYIOLLIMXCS HOBbIX HAaNPaBAEHMI; MPUMEHSIET 3Ty
paMKy K CpaBHUTEAbHOMY aHaAM3y KasaxcraHa, KbiprbidctaHa, TapkmkuctaHa u Y3bekucTaHa; 1 Ha
OCHOBE SIBHO 0603HAaUYEHHOro KayeCTBEHHOro cueHapms A0 2030 roaa hOpMyAMPYET MOBECTKY MOAM-
TUKN AMBepCcUMKaLMM 1 3aWUTbl TPYAOBbBIX MUIpaHTOB. COrAaCHO pe3yAbTaTaMm, PernMoH nepexoAuT
OT MOHOMOASIPHOM, OPUEHTMPOBAHHOM Ha Poccuio cuctembl K MyAbTUMOASIPHOM, B KOTopoi KasaxcTaH
3aKpernAgeTcs B KayecTBe permoHaAbHoro xaba, EBponeickuii coio3 1 BeAankobpuTaHMs CTaHOBSATCS
CTPYKTYPHbIMW HaNPaBAEHWUSMU CE30HHOM TPYAOBOWM MUIpaLMm, a 3aBUCMMOCTb OT AEHEXHbIX rnepe-
BOAOB, He(bopMaAbHas 3aHSITOCTb M AeMorpadryeckas aCUMMETPUS OCTAOTCS OMPeAEASIOLLIMMU Nepe-
MEeHHbIMW, (POPMUPYIOLLIMMK UTOrOBbIE PE3YAbTATbI.

KatoueBble caoBa: TpyaoBas murpaums, LleHTpaabHas Asus, amMBepcudukaums MUrpaLmm, reono-

AUTNYHECKHNE npeo6pa3OBaHM9|.

Introduction

Labor migration is one of the defining features
of socio-economic life in Central Asia, shaping the
region’s demographic dynamics, employment struc-
tures, human-capital formation and macroeconomic
stability. Europe and Central Asia together host
roughly one hundred million migrants, about a third
of the global total, and labor mobility within this
space has long functioned as a central mechanism
of income generation and labor-market adjustment
(World Bank & KNOMAD, 2024). For the smaller
economies of the region the dependence is striking:
in 2024 remittances were equivalent to about 45 per
cent of gross domestic product in Tajikistan — the
highest ratio in the world — 24 per cent in Kyrgyz-
stan and 14 per cent in Uzbekistan (World Bank &
KNOMAD, 2024; Migration Data Portal, 2024).

For three decades this system rested on a stable,
reproducible model oriented overwhelmingly to-
ward the Russian Federation. As late as 2023, more
than 80 per cent of labor migrants from Tajikistan
and Kyrgyzstan worked in Russia, while migration
from Uzbekistan was somewhat more diversified,
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with roughly 57 per cent directed to Russia, 15 per
cent to Kazakhstan and 10 per cent to other destina-
tions (Bossavie et al., 2024). Recent research, how-
ever, shows that this model is undergoing structural
change under the influence of political, economic
and institutional factors linked directly to the Rus-
sian—Ukrainian conflict, sanctions pressure and
shifts in Russian migration regulation (Kadyrbek &
Koblandin, 2025).

The most important driver of the current change
is geopolitical instability, which since 2022 has in-
creased uncertainty for both migrant workers and
employers and prompted a reorientation of flows
toward alternative destinations, notably Kazakh-
stan and several European countries, including
the United Kingdom, which has rapidly expanded
its seasonal recruitment of agricultural workers
from Central Asia (Maslanov & Tarasova, 2023;
UK Home Office & Department for Environment,
Food & Rural Affairs [DEFRA], 2025); the specific
mechanisms behind this shift are examined in the
results below. At the same time, remittance flows
to the wider Europe and Central Asia region fell by
about 10 per cent to some USD 71 billion in 2023,
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a decline driven by reduced transfers from Russia
and exacerbated by a rouble depreciation of about
39 per cent against the US dollar (World Bank &
KNOMAD, 2024).

These external shocks interact with deep-seated
structural features. The region is marked by pro-
nounced socio-economic contrasts: Kazakhstan
combines a larger economy, steadier growth and
comparative labor-market stability, which increas-
ingly turn it into a magnet for workers from Kyrgyz-
stan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, whereas the south-
ern states face labor-surplus conditions and high
dependence on external earnings (Kadyrbek & Ko-
blandin, 2025). Persistently high informal employ-
ment across the region limits access to social protec-
tion and complicates the integration of migrants into
formal labor markets (Zakhvatov, 2025), a pattern
quantified in the results below. Demographic asym-
metry compounds these pressures: Uzbekistan and
Tajikistan have young, fast-growing populations
entering the labor market, while receiving countries
face ageing and sectoral labor shortages (Institute
of Oriental Studies, Russian Academy of Sciences,
2025).

The institutional context adds a further layer.
Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan are members of the Eur-
asian Economic Union, which grants their citizens
broad access to one another’s labor markets and to
that of Russia, whereas Tajikistan and Uzbekistan
remain outside the union and rely on national permit
regimes and bilateral agreements. This asymmetry
in membership partly explains the different expo-
sure of the four states to the post-2022 shock and
the different speed of their reorientation. Because
labor migration is so tightly woven into household
incomes, public finances and demographic balance,
changes in its direction are not merely a matter of
external mobility but a question of national econom-
ic security, which is why the reconfiguration under
way carries implications well beyond the migrants
themselves and reaches into the developmental
prospects of the region as a whole.

Against this background, the article is organized
around one central question: how is the traditional,
Russia-centred labor-migration model of Central
Asia being reconfigured under conditions of geo-
political transformation, and what economic, demo-
graphic and governance implications does this re-
configuration carry for the states of the region? This
question is addressed through three sub-questions:
(i) which factors are driving the diversification of
migration destinations away from a single domi-
nant corridor; (ii) how do the four principal sending

states — Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uz-
bekistan — differ in their exposure and response; and
(ii1) what policy and governance adaptations would
strengthen the resilience of the regional migration
system.

The closest recent regional literature approach-
es this picture from separate angles: Kadyrbek and
Koblandin (2025) examine the geopolitical redis-
tribution of flows, Kurovsky, Mishin and Yarmosh
(2025) trace the labor-market and remittance linkage
with Russia, and Maslanov and Tarasova (2023) fol-
low the emergence of European destinations. Each
of these studies develops one strand in depth, yet
none connects it to the others within a single com-
parative frame, and this is the gap the present study
addresses in three ways. The most direct contribu-
tion is analytical: the study brings together this frag-
mented, rapidly growing literature with the latest in-
stitutional statistics into a single frame that separates
the region’s established corridor to Russia from its
emerging directions, namely Kazakhstan, the Euro-
pean Union and the United Kingdom, and Tiirkiye,
the Gulf and the Republic of Korea. Building on
that frame, it then compares the four main sending
states systematically, and the comparison shows that
a common shock produces divergent trajectories de-
pending on remittance dependence, demographic
pressure and policy capacity, a step that is largely ab-
sent from single-country or single-theme treatments
in the existing literature. Finally, through an explic-
itly labelled qualitative scenario extending to 2030,
the study sets out a diversification-and-protection
agenda that ties destination diversification, reduced
dependence on any single market, formalization of
employment and the protection of migrants’ rights
to the long-term resilience of the regional economy.

The remainder of the article proceeds as follows.
Section 2 reviews the recent literature thematically
and situates it within established migration theory,
identifying the research gap. Section 3 sets out the
materials and methods and their limitations. Section
4 presents the results, including a comparative des-
tination matrix and a qualitative scenario to 2030.
Section 5 discusses the shift toward a multipolar
migration system, the remittance paradox, informal-
ity and demographic asymmetry, and the resulting
policy implications. Section 6 concludes.

Literature review
Research on labor migration in Central Asia has

expanded rapidly since 2022, reflecting the scale
of the changes under way. The literature spans the
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transformation of the geopolitical environment and
the role of Russia as the traditional centre of attrac-
tion, the emergence of new destinations, and the
structural characteristics of the region’s labor mar-
kets. This section organizes these contributions the-
matically and connects them to established migra-
tion theory, which helps interpret the region-specific
evidence rather than treating it in isolation.

The regional evidence can be read through the
lens of long-standing migration theory. Classical
accounts explain movement through wage differ-
entials, employment opportunities and the struc-
tural demand of receiving economies for labor, and
emphasize that migration systems, once established
through networks and shared institutions, tend to
persist and reproduce themselves (Massey et al.,
1993). This helps explain why the Russia-centred
corridor, built on a shared language, visa-free access
and dense diaspora networks, proved so durable.
Yet the migration—development literature cautions
that the developmental outcomes of migration are
contingent on structural conditions in origin coun-
tries rather than automatic, so that remittances and
return can either support or undermine long-term
development depending on how they are governed
(de Haas, 2010). These two insights — the inertia of
established systems and the conditionality of their
effects — frame the analysis that follows.

A central strand of recent work examines how
the Russian—Ukrainian conflict has reshaped mi-
gration routes. Kadyrbek and Koblandin (2025)
attribute the redistribution of flows since 2022 to
sanctions pressure, rouble depreciation and the
tightening of Russian migration policy, a reading
echoed in institutional forecasting: the International
Centre for Migration Policy Development (2025)
projects that migration dynamics in Eastern Europe
and Central Asia will remain highly volatile in the
coming years, shaped by the trajectory of the con-
flict and by the state of relations between Russia and
the West. The literature thus converges on the view
that the region has entered a period of heightened
volatility in which state migration strategies are be-
coming increasingly diversified.

Within this reconfiguration, attention has con-
centrated specifically on the rising role of Kazakh-
stan. Kadyrbek and Koblandin (2025) attribute its
growing attractiveness to steady economic perfor-
mance, relative labor-market stability and a compar-
atively predictable regulatory environment, which
together draw migrants from Kyrgyzstan, Uzbeki-
stan and Tajikistan into construction, industry and
services. Despite the structural difficulties examined
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below, the literature converges on the assessment
that Kazakhstan is consolidating as the principal re-
gional hub of labor migration in the region.

Remittances occupy a prominent place in the lit-
erature as a principal source of external income for
Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan. Maslanov and Tarasova
(2023) emphasize that a decline in transfers from
Russia significantly affects household welfare and
social stability across the region, while Kurovsky,
Mishin and Yarmosh (2025) show that remittances
exert a direct influence on macroeconomic indica-
tors, so that downturns in the Russian economy
translate quickly into fiscal and social stress in the
sending states. The literature identifies a paradox
that the results below examine in quantitative terms:
migration remains a vital mechanism for house-
holds, yet dependence on migrant income heightens
the macroeconomic vulnerability of sending states
to external shocks.

This vulnerability is compounded by the struc-
ture of employment itself: informality is a recurring
theme in the literature, with reported rates that re-
main high across the region despite low registered
unemployment (Zakhvatov, 2025). The literature
stresses that a large informal sector reduces the ef-
fectiveness of employment policy, obstructs the
provision of social guarantees, creates conditions
for the exploitation of migrants by employers and
limits access to formal recruitment channels; Kady-
rbek and Koblandin (2025) add that high informality
undermines the stability of labor markets and con-
strains the legal regulation of flows, compounded
further by the reluctance of many migrants to enter
formal recruitment programmes given their com-
plexity, bureaucratic burden and information gaps.
Remittance dependence and informal employment
are thus two closely linked dimensions of the same
structural vulnerability running through the sending
states of the region, quantified below.

Demographic research underscores that Uz-
bekistan and Tajikistan remain the most dynamic
states by the number of new labor-market entrants,
generating a sustained outward migration pressure,
while receiving countries — Russia, Kazakhstan and
the European states — confront ageing and shortages
in agriculture, construction, services and utilities
(Institute of Oriental Studies, Russian Academy of
Sciences, 2025). A distinct literature documents the
rising European direction. Maslanov and Tarasova
(2023) note that, after Brexit, the United Kingdom
became one of the first European countries to attract
seasonal workers from Central Asia through a six-
month scheme, and that demand for such workers
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grew as Russian and Belarusian nationals were ex-
cluded from a number of programmes. Government
data confirm the scale of the shift: by 2024 nationals
of Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbeki-
stan accounted for about 78 per cent of Seasonal
Worker visa holders (UK Home Office & DEFRA,
2025). Alongside this, recruitment-fee abuse and
fraud have emerged as significant risks for prospec-
tive workers (Migration Policy Centre, 2026).
Work on policy stresses that the states of the
region are at an early stage of reformulating their
migration governance, and that reform must address
the diversification of destinations, reduced depen-
dence on the Russian market, the protection of mi-
grants’ rights and the upgrading of workforce skills
(Kurovsky et al., 2025). International organizations
recommend deeper cooperation with European
states, the development of bilateral employment
programmes and the strengthening of domestic la-
bor-market infrastructure (International Centre for
Migration Policy Development, 2025). Two recent
contributions sharpen the picture from angles that
the present study does not itself pursue. Eraliev and
Urinboyev (2024), through an ethnography of Uz-
bek migrant workers in Russia and their families
at home, show how the region’s grand geopoliti-
cal narratives are negotiated at the everyday, micro
level of migrant life — a level largely absent from the
macro-institutional evidence assembled here. Bene-
detti et al. (2025) document a parallel, still-emerging
diversification from below: interviews with Central
Asian truck drivers show how individual workers
weigh Russian and European destinations against
one another, reinforcing the destination shift traced
at the aggregate level in this article. What remains
underdeveloped, and what the present article ad-
dresses, is an integrated, comparative treatment that
connects geopolitical reconfiguration, remittance
dependence, informality, demography and new des-
tinations across the main sending states within a sin-
gle macro-level frame, and that translates the result-
ing picture into a forward-looking policy agenda.

Materials and methods

The methodological basis of the study combines
qualitative and, where reliable data permit, descrip-
tive quantitative approaches, in order to provide a
comprehensive analysis of labor migration in Cen-
tral Asia. This choice reflects the multilayered na-
ture of migration, which encompasses political, eco-
nomic, demographic and institutional dimensions.
The study applies comparative analysis, content

analysis and a descriptive review of secondary sta-
tistics; it does not generate new statistical estimates
but synthesizes existing evidence.

The study is designed as descriptive and ana-
lytical, aimed at identifying the key trends and fac-
tors shaping labor migration over the period from
January 2022 to mid-2026, the interval bounded by
the onset of the Russian—Ukrainian conflict and the
preparation of this article. This design makes it pos-
sible to compare the dynamics of migration flows
before and after decisive geopolitical events — in
particular the Russian-Ukrainian conflict, the tight-
ening of sanctions and changes in the legislation of
countries involved in migration exchange (Kadyr-
bek & Koblandin, 2025; International Centre for
Migration Policy Development, 2025). A compara-
tive approach allows the migration processes of Ka-
zakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan to
be set against one another and against their inter-
action with the principal external centres of attrac-
tion — Russia, the European Union and the United
Kingdom, and Tiirkiye, the Gulf and the Republic of
Korea (Maslanov & Tarasova, 2023).

Sources were identified through a structured
search in the database Scopus, Google Scholar and
CyberLeninka, as well as through direct searches
in official repositories of the World Bank, the In-
ternational Organization for Migration, The UK
Government and the International Centre for Migra-
tion Policy Development, using combinations of the
keywords “labour migration”, “Central Asia”, “re-
mittances”, “informal employment” and the names
of four sending states in both English and Russian,
and was supplemented by tracking citation from the
most relevant initial results; the search was conduct-
ed from March to August 2026 and was limited to
material published from 2022 onwards, with earlier
theoretical work included only there, where they
were fundamental to migration theory. The analysis
is based on three categories of material. The first is
a peer-reviewed and scientific literature, including
regional analytical work on the transformation of
migration processes and their impact on the labor
market (Kadyrbek and Coblandin, 2025; Kurovsky
et al., 2025; Maslanov and Tarasova, 2023; Eraliev
and Urinboyov, 2024; Benedetti et al., 2025). The
second is institutional statistics and reports from
international bodies, including data on remittances
and regional migration from the World Bank, the
International Organization for Migration, Seasonal
statistics of the United Kingdom Government. La-
bour statistics and projections of the International
Centre for Migration Policy Development (Bossavi
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et al., 2024; World Bank and KNOMAD, 2024;
10M, 2024; Migration Data Portal, 2024; UK Home
Office and DEFRA, 2025; International Centre for
Migration Policy Development, 2025).

The third is expert and analytical commentary
used to interpret trends, including material present-
ed at an international conference of the Institute of
Oriental Studies of the Russian Academy of Scienc-
es (2025) and analysis of informal employment and
diversification (Zakhvatov, 2025; Carnegie Endow-
ment for International Peace, 2024). Sources were
selected on the basis of direct thematic relevance to
labor migration in Central Asia and its post-2022
transformation; peer-reviewed academic articles
and primary institutional statistical publications
were prioritized as the evidentiary core, while media
and expert-commentary material was used only in a
supporting role, to corroborate or contextualize find-
ings already documented in the academic and insti-
tutional literature, and not as a stand-alone source
of quantitative claims. In total, the study draws on
the eighteen sources listed in the References section,
spanning foundational migration theory together
with the regional literature and statistics published
predominantly between 2022 and 2026.

Content analysis is used to systematize the mate-
rial and to identify recurring themes across scholar-
ly, policy and institutional sources —among them the
declining role of Russia, the rising attractiveness of
Kazakhstan, the development of European seasonal-
employment schemes and the impact of sanctions on
migration routes. Comparative analysis is used to
bring out differences among the states of the region
in informal employment, economic resilience, expo-
sure to external markets and migration policy. The
descriptive review of secondary statistics compares
the timing of changes in migration and remittance
flows with economic and geopolitical events, in or-
der to establish plausible associations rather than
causal estimates. The three methods are triangulated
so that macro-level figures reported by international
organizations can be read against the interpretations
found in the scholarly and expert literature.

Several limitations qualify the findings. The
analysis focuses on four of the five Central Asian
states — Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan and
Uzbekistan — and does not include Turkmenistan;
comparable, internationally published statistics on
Turkmenistan’s labor migration are not available,
since the country does not release migration and
labor-market data through the World Bank, IOM
or ILO statistical systems in a form consistent with
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its neighbours, and this closed reporting regime
made a comparable inclusion impossible within the
scope of this study. Beyond this, regional statistics
for the four included states are also uneven, and in
many Central Asian states informal employment
and irregular migration are imperfectly recorded,
so figures should be read as indicative (Zakhvatov,
2025). The geopolitical situation is highly volatile,
and migration dynamics can shift rapidly, which
limits the precision of any projection (International
Centre for Migration Policy Development, 2025).
Data on European employment programmes remain
fragmentary despite the documented growth of in-
terest (Maslanov & Tarasova, 2023). The scenario
presented in the results is therefore an explicitly
qualitative one and should not be read as a statisti-
cal forecast. Ethically, the study relies exclusively
on publicly available published data that contain no
personal information, and all sources are appropri-
ately cited.

Results and discussion

The analysis identifies a set of interconnected
trends that define the current and prospective configu-
ration of labor migration in Central Asia. Migration
in the region is increasingly shaped by the interac-
tion of geopolitical factors, structural imbalances in
labor markets, demographic change and evolving
state strategies for managing mobility. The results are
organized around the reconfiguration of routes, the
position of the main states, the economic and demo-
graphic dimensions, and a forward-looking scenario.

The first result is confirmation of a durable shift
of migration flows away from the traditional Rus-
sian direction toward alternative centres of attrac-
tion. From 2022 onward, sanctions pressure, curren-
cy instability, a tightening migration regime and a
contraction of formal employment made the Russian
labor market less predictable, leading to a gradual
but steady erosion of Russia’s share of the region’s
flows (Kadyrbek & Koblandin, 2025). The picture
is nonetheless nuanced rather than a collapse. Rus-
sia remains the single largest destination, and in the
short run some flows proved resilient; sanctions-era
demand, driven partly by Russia’s own acute labor
shortages, kept numbers high in 2022-2023 before
anti-migrant measures intensified after the March
2024 attack on the Crocus City Hall concert venue
in Moscow, which was followed by stricter rules
and enforcement (Kadyrbek & Koblandin, 2025;
Kurovsky et al., 2025). The net effect is a relative
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decline in Russia’s dominance rather than its disap-
pearance.

The available figures caution against overstating
the speed of the shift. Official statistics still record
on the order of four million citizens of the Central
Asian states residing in Russia, and for the most de-
pendent origin countries the short-term adjustment
has been uneven (Kurovsky et al., 2025). Tajikistan
is illustrative: even as the wider regional decline set
in, Tajik remittances rose by about 27 per cent in
2024 to some USD 5.8 billion, reflecting both rou-
ble movements and the resilience of demand in sec-
tors that continue to rely on migrant labor (World
Bank & KNOMAD, 2024). At the same time, sev-
eral sources report a contraction in migrant numbers
in Russia during 2024 and a tightening of the legal
environment, with successive legislative measures
raising the standard for legal status and expediting
removals (Kadyrbek & Koblandin, 2025). The re-
sult is a paradox on the receiving side: Russia con-
tinues to face acute labor shortages while simulta-
neously restricting the foreign workers who could
fill them, which increases uncertainty and acceler-
ates the search for alternatives among Central Asian
workers (Kurovsky et al., 2025).

Simultaneously, the weight of Kazakhstan,
the European Union and the United Kingdom has
grown, reflecting the expansion of seasonal pro-
grammes, rising demand for low- and medium-
skilled labor, and comparatively greater legal pro-
tection for workers.

A second result is the consolidation of Kazakh-
stan as the leading centre of attraction within the re-
gion. Economic stability, comparatively higher wag-
es and growing domestic demand for labor make the
country a preferred destination for migrants from
Kyrgyzstan, Uzbekistan and Tajikistan, and it hosts
by far the largest migrant stock in the region, on the
order of several million (Kadyrbek & Koblandin,
2025; I0M, 2024). Kazakhstan also displays a more
flexible approach to regulation than Russia, offer-
ing simpler regimes of employment and integra-
tion, reinforced for citizens of Eurasian Economic
Union member states by free movement of labor.
As a result, intra-regional migration is intensifying
and Kazakhstan is increasingly becoming a struc-
tural element in the distribution of the region’s labor
resources, even as informal employment above 30
per cent continues to limit protection (Zakhvatov,
2025). Kazakhstan is thus becoming not only a cen-
tre of attraction but also a stabilizing, buffer element
in the regional labor space: it absorbs significant in-

flows from neighbouring states while also serving
as a space in which workers gain experience before
moving onward. If this tendency consolidates, Ka-
zakhstan may come to occupy a role analogous to
that of the Central European states within the wider
European migration system, mediating flows be-
tween labor-surplus and labor-scarce zones.

A third result is the steady growth of migration
toward European countries, above all the United
Kingdom, and this growth is unlikely to be a tran-
sient effect of the geopolitical crisis. After Brexit
and the exclusion of Russian and Belarusian nation-
als from a number of labor programmes, the United
Kingdom widened access for Central Asian citizens,
and the Seasonal Worker route — introduced in 2019,
capped, and extended for a further five years — be-
came a significant channel, principally for agricul-
tural work (Maslanov & Tarasova, 2023; UK Home
Office & DEFRA, 2025). European Union states,
especially in the east, likewise show rising demand
for Central Asian labor, driven by a long-term de-
mographic challenge of ageing populations and
shortages of low-skilled and seasonal workers that is
unlikely to reverse. This growth is not without cost:
the popularity of the schemes has been accompanied
by recruitment-fee abuse and fraudulent intermedi-
aries, which expose prospective workers to debt and
exploitation, showing that opening legal channels
does not by itself guarantee protection without ef-
fective oversight of intermediaries (Migration Pol-
icy Centre, 2026). Europe is therefore becoming a
durable, but not unproblematic, component of the
region’s migration future, intensifying competition
among sending states for access to legal channels.

The scale of the British channel, though mod-
est in absolute terms, is telling. In 2023 the route
granted several thousand visas to each of the main
Central Asian nationalities — on the order of 7,900
to Kyrgyzstan, 5,700 to Tajikistan, 5,000 to Ka-
zakhstan and 4,100 to Uzbekistan — and by 2024
Central Asian workers accounted for about 78 per
cent of all Seasonal Worker visa holders, some
27,759 individuals and a rise of roughly 22 per cent
on the previous year, with Kyrgyzstan the single
most represented nationality and the overall alloca-
tion for the following season set at roughly 43,000
places (UK Home Office & DEFRA, 2025). Be-
yond Europe, diversification extends to Asia and the
Middle East: the Republic of Korea has expanded
employment quotas for Uzbek and Kyrgyz work-
ers, Tlrkiye and the Gulf states absorb hundreds of
thousands of Central Asian labor migrants, and Uz-
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bekistan has concluded bilateral labor arrangements
with partners including Germany, thereby spread-
ing its exposure across several markets rather than
a single one (Carnegie Endowment for International
Peace, 2024; Maslanov & Tarasova, 2023). Taken
together, these developments confirm that the diver-
sification of destinations is broad-based rather than
confined to a single alternative to Russia, and that
the region has entered a phase of multipolarity in
which the orientation toward Russia that dominated
for three decades is no longer the sole determinant
of its migration architecture. In place of a linear
“Central Asia — Russia” model, a network of mul-
tidirectional flows is forming, in which Kazakhstan
acts as a new regional centre, European Union states
absorb seasonal and low-skilled labor, the United
Kingdom sustains a structured recruitment channel
after Brexit, and destinations such as Tiirkiye, the
Republic of Korea and the Gulf states expand. In-
terpreted through migration-systems theory, this is
the partial reconfiguration of a durable system un-
der an exogenous shock: established networks slow
the change, but they do not prevent the emergence
of new corridors once relative incentives shift deci-
sively (Massey et al., 1993).

The economic analysis shows that remittances
continue to play a decisive role in the financial sta-
bility of Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan and, to a lesser de-
gree, Uzbekistan, but that dependence on transfers
from a single market has become a source of risk — a
paradox in which migration relieves social pressure
and sustains household incomes even as it exposes
sending economies to shocks beyond their control.
Following the rouble’s depreciation, remittances to
the wider region fell in 2023, with country declines
of about 42 per cent for Uzbekistan, 12 per cent for
Kyrgyzstan and 8 per cent for Tajikistan (World
Bank & KNOMAD, 2024; Carnegiec Endowment
for International Peace, 2024). Inflows from Eu-
ropean destinations are rising, which gradually re-
duces reliance on the Russian direction, but they
do not yet compensate for its structural weight in
the most vulnerable economies, where remittances
still amount to a very large share of gross domestic
product (World Bank & KNOMAD, 2024; Migra-
tion Data Portal, 2024). Set against the migration-
development literature, this pattern confirms that the
developmental value of remittances is conditional:
without domestic investment, diversification of in-
come sources and productive use of transfers, high
remittance ratios translate into fragility rather than
resilience (de Haas, 2010). The economic model
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built on external labor income thus remains exposed
to shocks originating outside the region, and the
states of the region face the task of building their
own mechanisms of resilience to reduce this expo-
sure.

The demographic analysis reveals a pronounced
imbalance. Uzbekistan and Tajikistan face a con-
tinuous increase in the young working-age popula-
tion, which places sustained pressure on domestic
labor markets, while Kazakhstan, Russia and the
European states experience ageing and shortages in
specific sectors (Institute of Oriental Studies, Rus-
sian Academy of Sciences, 2025). This asymmetry
sustains a durable migration cycle: sending states re-
lieve pressure on domestic employment, and receiv-
ing states cover shortages in agriculture, construc-
tion, services and utilities. Because the asymmetry
is structural rather than cyclical, it is likely to persist
and to sustain migration intensity for decades: mi-
gration functions not only as an economic necessity
but also as a mechanism of demographic adjustment
at the level of the wider macro-region, redistributing
labor from surplus to deficit zones.

The analysis of employment structure confirms
that the labor markets of the region remain exposed
to imbalances associated with informality: informal
employment is reported to exceed 60 per cent in
Kyrgyzstan, to stand at around 50 per cent in Uz-
bekistan and to exceed 30 per cent in Kazakhstan
(Zakhvatov, 2025). High informality makes mi-
grants more vulnerable to exploitation, reduces their
access to social guarantees, limits their capacity to
participate in formal employment programmes in
receiving countries and impedes the accumulation
of human capital; it also weakens the effectiveness
of national employment policy and complicates the
legal regulation of flows, reinforcing the barriers
identified in the literature (Kadyrbek & Koblandin,
2025). Addressing informality as a barrier to inte-
gration requires an integrated policy response — the
reform of labor legislation, greater transparency in
labor markets, the development of social-protection
institutions and better information for migrants
about legal employment — without which the gains
from destination diversification and regulated re-
cruitment will be only partially realized.

A qualitative scenario to 2030
On the basis of the trends documented for 2022—

2025, the study sets out an explicitly qualitative
scenario to 2030, organized around three blocks —
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geopolitical factors, economic and labor-market
conditions, and the migration policies of receiving
countries. The scenario is directional and illustra-
tive; it is grounded in the reviewed evidence but is
not a statistical forecast, and the descriptions below
should be read as the authors’ assessment of likely
direction and relative magnitude rather than as pre-
cise predictions.

Scenario A (baseline: maintaining current
trends). Conditions: This benchmark extrapolates
documented trends for 2022-2025 without assuming
further major shocks or policy changes; a return to
Russian dominance is considered unlikely. Key fac-
tors: the continued pressure of sanctions, currency
instability, tightening migration regime and reduc-
tion of formal employment in Russia (Kadyrbek
& Koblandin, 2025); sustainable demand linked to
population aging; and structural deficits in the UK
and the European Union. (UK Home Office and
DEFRA, 2025; International Centre for Migration
Policy Development, 2025) ; ongoing active bilat-
eral negotiations between Uzbekistan and Turkey,
the Gulf countries and the Republic of Korea (Carn-
egie Endowment for International Peace, 2024).
Expected output: Russia’s share of regional flows
continues to decline in relative terms, although
it remains important for low-skilled workers and
construction; Kazakhstan continues to strengthen
its position as the main regional destination by le-
veraging demand in construction. Industry, servic-
es and agriculture (Kadyrbek & Koblandin, 2025;
IOM, 2024); seasonal and low-skill demand in the
United Kingdom and the European Union persists or
is increasing along regulated and restricted routes;
diversification towards Turkey, The Gulf countries
and the Republic of Korea continue, especially for
Uzbekistan; informal employment has declined only
slightly, sources of remittances are being diversified
away from Russia, and demographic pressures in the
south continue to encourage emigration (Hippyov,
2025; Institute of Oriental Studies, Russian Acad-
emy of Sciences, 2025). This scenario corresponds
to the trajectories shown in table 2.

Scenario B (accelerated divergence from Rus-
sia). Conditions: conditions that already discourage
flows from Russia are becoming even more severe.
Key factors: renewed pressure from sanctions; tight-
ening migration and residency regimes in line with
the principles adopted after the 2024 attack on Cro-

cus City Hall; ongoing rouble instability. Expected
results: Russia’s share of regional flows is falling
faster than at the baseline, and returnees are rising;
Kazakhstan, the European Union, and the United
Kingdom are absorbing a larger share of displaced
demand, respectively; which requires expanding
quotas for seasonal workers and the Kazakh labor
force.Market absorption capacity is higher than cur-
rently expected; diversification to Turkey, the Per-
sian Gulf, and the Republic of Korea is accelerating,
as sending countries negotiate additional bilateral
channels to compensate for the loss of the Russian
market more quickly; adjustment costs fall unevenly
— for Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan, where dependence
on Russia is highest, This scenario implies the high-
est short-term costs, as alternative routes absorb
only part of the lost revenues, while for Kazakhstan
this means faster consolidation as the main center
of the region and correspondingly greater urgency
in solving the problem of informal employment and
integration opportunities.

Scenario C (partial restoration of the Russian di-
rection). Conditions: The geopolitical and economic
environment surrounding Russia is stabilizing — for
example, with sanctions easing, the ruble strength-
ening, or renewed labor shortages — prompting
Russian authorities to ease migration restrictions.
Key factors: the institutional inertia of seasonal ar-
rangements and bilateral agreements built with Eu-
rope and Asia in 2022-2025 that are unlikely to be
abandoned, even though the Russian corridor has
been partially restored; established networks and
language skills, which reduces the cost of returning
to Russia for construction and low-skilled work. Ex-
pected results: part of the flow diverted to Kazakh-
stan, the European Union and the United Kingdom
during 2022-2025 is returning to the traditional Rus-
sian corridor; the diversification already started does
not completely change, but growth in new directions
slows down, Easing of short-term pressure in the
form of cash transfers to Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan;
for Kazakhstan, the pace of consolidation as a hub
has slowed somewhat, although its role as an intra-
regional destination remains resilient given the rela-
tively predictable regulatory environment. None of
the three scenarios points to a return to a fully mo-
nopolar, Russia-oriented model for the four sending
states; what differs between them is the pace and
degree of diversification, not its main direction.
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Table 1

Comparative matrix of labor-migration destinations for Central Asia

Destination

Main demand drivers and sectors

Legal channels and protection

Trajectory (authors’
assessment)

Russian Federation

Long-standing shortages in
construction, utilities and services;
shared language and diaspora
networks

Visa-free access for most; large
informal segment; tightening quotas
and enforcement since 2024

Still dominant but
contracting share; rising
uncertainty

Kazakhstan

Growth in construction, industry,
services and agriculture; ageing in
selected sectors

EAEU free movement for members;
comparatively predictable regime;
partial informality

Rising; emerging
regional hub

European Union and

Structural shortages in seasonal
agriculture and low-skilled services;

Regulated seasonal schemes (e.g.
UK Seasonal Worker visa); no

Rising from a low base;

the United Kingdom structural demand

ageing populations settlement; recruitment-fee risks

Construction, services and
manufacturing; targeted bilateral labor
agreements

Tiirkiye, the Gulf and
the Republic of Korea

Bilateral and quota-based schemes;
variable protection

Gradually expanding
diversification channel

Note. Authors’ synthesis, row by row, based on Kadyrbek and Koblandin (2025) and Kurovsky et al. (2025) for the Russian
Federation; Kadyrbek and Koblandin (2025), IOM (2024) and Zakhvatov (2025) for Kazakhstan, Maslanov and Tarasova (2023),
UK Home Office and DEFRA (2025) and Migration Policy Centre (2026) for the European Union and the United Kingdom,; and
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (2024) and Maslanov and Tarasova (2023) for Tiirkiye, the Gulf and the Republic
of Korea. The trajectory column is the authors’ qualitative assessment, derived from the direction and consistency of the evidence
reported in these sources rather than from a separate quantitative index.

Table 2
Indicative qualitative scenario of Central Asian labor migration to 2030 (Scenario A: baseline)

Indicative direction to 2030
(authors’ qualitative scenario)

Destination Observed trend, 2022-2025

Falling remittances and share of flows;
tighter rules after 2024; still the single largest
destination

Continued relative decline; remains significant

Russian Federation . .
for low-skilled and construction work

Consolidating as the main regional destination;
growing intra-regional inflows

Further growth as a regional hub across
construction, industry, services and agriculture

Kazakhstan

Central Asians rose to about 78% of Seasonal
Worker visas by 2024; scheme extended

Sustained or higher seasonal demand within a

United Kingdom capped, regulated route

European Union (excl. Ageing-driven demand; bilateral agreements Gradual expansion of seasonal and low-skilled

UK) (e.g. Germany, Poland) channels
Tiirkiye, Gulf, Republic Expanding bilateral schemes; hundreds of L . . .
of Korea thousands already involved Steady diversification, especially for Uzbekistan

Note. The table sets out Scenario A (baseline continuation of current trends), the authors’ qualitative assessment of likely direction;
it is not a statistical forecast. Row-level evidence: Kadyrbek and Koblandin (2025) and Kurovsky et al. (2025) for the Russian
Federation; Kadyrbek and Koblandin (2025) and IOM (2024) for Kazakhstan; UK Home Office and DEFRA (2025) for the United
Kingdom,; Maslanov and Tarasova (2023) and International Centre for Migration Policy Development (2025) for the European
Union excluding the United Kingdom; and Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (2024) for Tiirkiye, the Gulf and the
Republic of Korea. The “indicative direction” column reflects the authors’ qualitative extrapolation of these observed trends rather
than a statistical projection. Scenarios B (accelerated divergence from Russia) and C (partial recovery of the Russian direction),
together with their implications for each sending state, are discussed in the text.
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Table 3
Indicative qualitative scenario of Central Asian labor migration to 2030 (Scenario B: accelerated divergence from Russia)

Destination Trigger condition relative to the baseline Indicative direction to 2030 (Scenario B)

Renewed sanctions pressure; a tighter migration
and residency regime along the lines adopted
after 2024; continued rouble instability

Faster relative decline in share of flows than in the
baseline; rising return migration

Russian Federation

Absorbs a larger share of demand displaced from Faster consolidation as regional hub, but with

Kazakhstan Russia correspondingly greater urgency in addressing
informal employment and integration capacity
United Kingdom Displaced demand from Russia adds pressure on Expanded seasonal-worker quotas required to

the capped seasonal route absorb higher demand

European Union
(excl. UK)

Displaced demand from Russia adds to existing
ageing-driven demand

Faster expansion of seasonal and low-skilled
channels than in the baseline

Sending states negotiate additional bilateral
channels to offset the loss of the Russian market
more quickly

Accelerated diversification; adjustment costs fall
unevenly, with the sharpest short-term costs for
Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan

Tirkiye, Gulf, Republic
of Korea

Note. The table sets out Scenario B (accelerated divergence from Russia), the authors’ qualitative assessment of likely direction
relative to the baseline in Table-2, it is not a statistical forecast. The scenario assumes that the conditions already pushing flows away
from Russia intensify further. Adjustment costs are assumed to fall unevenly across sending states, with Tajikistan and Kyrgyzstan —

whose remittance dependence on Russia is highest — facing the sharpest short-term costs, since alternative destinations would
absorb only part of the lost income.

Table 4
Indicative qualitative scenario of Central Asian labor migration to 2030 (Scenario C: partial recovery of the Russian direction)

Destination Trigger condition relative to the baseline Indicative direction to 2030 (Scenario C)

Eased sanctions pressure, a strengthening rouble,
or renewed Russian labor shortages that lead
authorities to relax migration restrictions

Partial recovery of flows previously diverted
elsewhere, particularly for construction and low-
skilled work

Pace of consolidation as hub somewhat reduced,

Russian Federation

Some previously diverted flows return to the

Kazakhstan . . though its role as an intra-regional destination
Russian corridor .
remains durable
. . Institutional inertia of the seasonal scheme limits ~ Growth in seasonal demand slows but does not
United Kingdom

reversal reverse

European Union Institutional inertia of bilateral agreements limits Growth in seasonal and low-skilled channels slows

(excl. UK) reversal but does not reverse
Tirkiye, Gulf, Republic  Established networks and lal}guage fam}harlty Diversification continues but at a reduced pace
of Korea lower the cost of returning to Russia

Note. The table sets out Scenario C (partial recovery of the Russian direction), the authors’ qualitative assessment of likely direction
relative to the baseline in Table-2; it is not a statistical forecast. The scenario rests on the premise that the geopolitical and
economic environment surrounding Russia stabilizes. The diversification achieved under 2022-2025 does not fully reverse, because
the seasonal schemes and bilateral agreements built with Europe and Asia over this period carry their own institutional inertia.

Reading the results country by country shows  membership and comparatively predictable regime

that a common external shock is producing four
distinct trajectories. Kazakhstan occupies a dual
position: it is both a sending country and, as not-
ed above, the region’s principal receiver, drawing
intra-regional labor into construction, industry, ser-
vices and agriculture; its Eurasian Economic Union

reinforce this role (Kadyrbek & Koblandin, 2025;
I0OM, 2024). Uzbekistan, the most populous state,
has moved fastest to diversify: alongside its contin-
ued presence in Russia, it has actively negotiated
bilateral channels with European and Asian partners
and invested in pre-departure preparation, which
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positions it to spread risk across multiple markets
(Carnegie Endowment for International Peace,
2024; Maslanov & Tarasova, 2023).

Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, by contrast, remain
the most exposed. Both are highly dependent on
remittances — with ratios among the highest in the
world — and both historically sent the overwhelming
majority of their migrants to Russia, which leaves
them most vulnerable to a contraction of that corri-
dor (World Bank & KNOMAD, 2024). Kyrgyzstan
benefits from Eurasian Economic Union member-
ship, which eases access to the Russian and Kazakh
markets, and it has become the single largest source
of United Kingdom seasonal workers, yet its very
high informal employment constrains the develop-
mental value of migration (UK Home Office & DE-
FRA, 2025; Zakhvatov, 2025). Tajikistan, outside
the union and with the highest remittance depen-
dence, faces the sharpest adjustment risk and has the
least developed diversification strategy, even as its
remittance inflows proved resilient in the short term
(World Bank & KNOMAD, 2024; Kadyrbek & Ko-
blandin, 2025). This divergence underlines the cen-
tral analytical point of the article: the regional shock
is common, but its consequences are mediated by
each state’s institutional membership, demographic
profile, remittance dependence and policy capacity.

The results confirm that the states of the region
are engaged in a deep restructuring of migration
policy. The reform agenda that follows from the
analysis has several strands. Diversification of desti-
nations and the negotiation of bilateral employment
agreements reduce dependence on any single mar-
ket and spread risk. Strengthening legal channels —
transparent recruitment, regulated seasonal schemes
and effective oversight of intermediaries — reduces
informality and the scope for fraud. Portability of
social rights and bilateral social-security coordina-
tion extend protection to migrants across borders.
Investment in skills and pre-departure preparation
raises the competitiveness of the region’s workers
and shifts flows toward higher-value employment.
Reintegration support and the productive use of re-
mittances convert return migration into a develop-
ment resource. International cooperation, including
with the European Union and international organi-
zations, underpins these measures, as reflected in
the establishment of migrant-resource and pre-de-
parture facilities in the region (International Centre
for Migration Policy Development, 2025; Kurovsky
et al., 2025). Without such systemic reform, the re-
gion risks rising irregular migration, reduced com-
petitiveness of its citizens abroad and deeper socio-
economic imbalances.
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Two cross-cutting priorities deserve emphasis.
The first is data: because informal and irregular
flows are poorly measured, evidence-based policy
requires investment in harmonized migration and
remittance statistics, shared across the region and
aligned with the definitions used by international or-
ganizations, so that the effects of diversification can
be tracked rather than inferred. The second is the
protection of workers within the very channels that
are expanding fastest. The documented incidence of
recruitment-fee abuse in seasonal schemes shows
that opening legal routes is a necessary but not suffi-
cient condition for decent work; bilateral agreements
should therefore embed enforceable standards on
recruitment costs, contract transparency and griev-
ance mechanisms, coordinated between sending and
receiving states (Migration Policy Centre, 2026; UK
Home Office & DEFRA, 2025). Sequenced appro-
priately, these measures would allow the region to
convert an externally driven reconfiguration into
an opportunity to build a more resilient and rights-
based migration system.

Conclusion

The study has assembled a comprehensive pic-
ture of the current state of labor migration in Cen-
tral Asia and identified the trends likely to shape
its dynamics in the coming years. In answer to the
research question, the evidence shows that the tradi-
tional, Russia-centred model is being reconfigured
into a more diversified, multipolar system driven
by the interaction of geopolitical transformation,
economic instability, demographic asymmetry and
institutional reform, with Kazakhstan, the European
Union and the United Kingdom emerging as the
principal alternative destinations and Tiirkiye, the
Gulf and the Republic of Korea providing additional
channels.

Country-level comparison confirms that a com-
mon shock produces divergent trajectories, shaped
chiefly by each state’s remittance dependence and
level of informal employment, the two variables that
determine whether diversification strengthens resil-
ience or merely reshuffles vulnerability.

The analysis contributes an integrated compara-
tive frame, its application to the four principal send-
ing states, and a qualitative scenario to 2030 that
translates the evidence into a diversification-and-
protection policy agenda. Its main limitations are
reliance on secondary sources and uneven regional
data, and the volatility of the geopolitical environ-
ment, which constrains projection. Future research
should test the frame with primary evidence — em-
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ployer and migrant surveys, administrative and re-
mittance micro-data, and longitudinal tracking of
returnees — and should examine in greater depth the
governance of the new European and Asian chan-
nels and the measurement of informal and irregu-
lar flows. Under conditions of strategic manage-

ment, regional coordination and engagement with
international partners, labor migration can become
a factor of sustainable development, contributing
to economic resilience, social welfare and regional
integration rather than a source of recurrent vulner-
ability.
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