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ECONOMIC REASONS OF XVIII™CENTURY OTTOMAN
AND SPANISH EMPIRES DECLINE

Ottomans and Spaniards faced not just the mythical decline and stagnation
but caused by exact reasons: lack of industrialization (production with high
surplus value), hush incorporation of Ottoman and Spanish Empires into
World-Economy, lack of real and concise protectionism policy and
ineffective fiscal system and policy.

If we acknowledge standard view on economic growth for pre-industrial
economies (and for XVIII century all economies were pre-industrial) was
from 0.1 to 0.5 regarded as highly successful and up to 1% per year growth
(for the beginning of industrialization) we will have numerous usually
contradictory data’s fro level of economic development of the Ottomans
[1, p. 112]. As for the industrial (or rather handcrafted goods with high value)
we can only assume that fro the 1815 and so on the rate of western domination
increased each year, that only can lead us to thought that rather Ottomans
mismanaged to organize production or western states were already on that
level which was sky high for the ottoman economy [2, p. 65], keeping in mind,
that for till 1760 European countries were slightly industrialized or
bureaucratized enough to erect capitalism as a mode of production and whole
economic system [3, p. 23].While the Spanish economy only underwent
extensive, as opposed to intensive, growth during the 16th century, even that
was followed by a dramatic decline in the 17th century, before an 18th century
recovery [4, p. 12]. During the XVIII stagnated with —0,1% per annum
average, and began to rise only in the XIX with 0,3% averagely [5, p. 2]. And
the rate of inequality (disparity in income of 10% of wealthiest and 40% of
poorest spaniards) was 17 times as for England and France, which were richer
than Spain [6, p. 8]. The Ottoman empire’s economy stayed in global trends
that began to shuffle in the 1760s [7, p. 177]. An infamous price revolution
and its consequences for the Ottoman economy, stated by Omer Lutfi Barkan
had a lot been overestimated even if not fallible [8, p. 85]. The stagnation of
commercial activities, mainly brought about by local unrest, reached its nadir
during the last decades of the eighteenth century [9, p. 28].
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As clearly Mehmet Geng¢ mentioned: between the XVI and early
XIX centuries the decisions on the state and economic matters were not solely
based on a system of production and management of material wealth, but
usually interconnected with political, religious, military, financial aims and
operations, that was widespread whether the Ottomans or Spaniards did this
[10, p. 175]. In Ottoman case this statement being highly debatable and
Virginia Reeves-Ellington stated, that Immanuel Wallerstein made serious
contribution into highlighting socio-cultural aspects of Ottoman incorpo-
ration, but economic consequences, emphasized as disastrous was lately
debunked by economic historians Resat Kasaba and Mehmet Geng [11, p. 11].
But still, As the Ottoman Empire became more integrated into world
commodity markets, increased specialization took the form not only of rising
exports of wool, silk and opium, but also of consumer goods like wheat, figs,
raisins, olive oil, tobacco and even barley. Any rise in the price of traded
consumer goods would have put more upward pressure on the prices of local
consumer goods and thus on the nominal wage, eroding competitiveness with
foreign producers in import-competing sectors. This would have been
manifested by rising food prices relative to other products, by falling
profitability in manufacturing, and by a decline in industrial output [12, p. 19].
In the Spanish case the mainstream view is that an absence of technological
change was produced by anti-growth institutions and ecological constraints.
While the Spanish economy only underwent extensive, as opposed to
intensive, growth during the 16th century, even that was followed by a
dramatic decline in the 17th century, before an 18th century recovery
[13, p. 12]. The problem of foreign adversaries doubled by homeland
problem — unskilled workers that tried to penetrate local markets outside the
guilds, and that created the “gedik” (right to work and produce a kind of goods
and practicing craft wherever craftsman wants and make it hereditary)
phenomenon, that in realities in poorly or non-industrialized region gave some
place to maneuver [14, p. 14-15]. Spanish colonial losses, diminishing of
foreign trade with protected colonial markets due to war with England of
1796, ineffective economic policy, grabbing inappropriate liberal reforms and
stepping in dubious ways of comparative advantage in agriculture ends
Spanish XVIII century [15]. According to Adam Block, the system of free
trade as practiced in the Ottoman Empire (more in the XIX century but its
predecessors lived best life in the end of XVIII century) restricted every
attempt at industrial expansion, impeded the development of its considerable
resources, and created de facto foreign monopolies, thus contributing to the
impoverishment of native enterprise [16, p. 20].

To sum up, Ottomans and Spanish faced in different manner of course,
the same problems: they didn’t provide industrialization as Britain or French
or Low Countries and Belgium did, signed trade treaties, which they shouldn’t
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have signed, which drag their countries into world-economy that capsulated
asymmetric trade (low surplus value goods in exchange of high surplus value
goods) for years and decades to come, did not strict protectionism, as a tool to
defend their economies as European tradition did, unveil quick and
catastrophic fiscal policy, trying to gain “easy money” in favor of taming
inflation and income-outcome balance.
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Smnoascbka JI. M.
KaHOuoam icmopuyHux Hayk, Ooyexm,

Odoyenm xagheopu ececgimmuvoi icmopii
Xapkigcbk020 HAYIOHATLHO2O NEOA202IUHO20 YHIBepcUmemy
imeni I'. C. Cxosopoou
M. Xapkis, Ykpaina

IPAKCBKHMI KYPJIU3M ¥ XX — HA IIOYATKY XXI CT.:
HAPTUKYJIAPHUM TA IHTETPAJIHUI BUMIPH

Po3Burtok kpain biamspkoro Cxojy B MIKBOEHHHI Iepioj i 0cOOIMBO
micis J{pyroi cBiTOBOI BiffHH MTO3HAYMBCS aKTHBI3aIi€I0 HAIIOHATHBHAUX PYXiB
3 SICKpPaBO BHUPaXCHUMH €THIYHOIO Ta KOH(eciiHOw ckianoBuMu. OCHOB-
HUMH NPUYUHAMHU KOHQUIIKTOTEHHOCTI Ha «(pPOHTHPHUX MPOCTOPax», cepen
SKHX MOYKHa PO3IIIAJaTh 1 eTHiuHy TepuTopito Kypmucrany, cramm eTHO-
HAITIOHAII3M 1 IITyYHa BeCTepHi3allis, M0 CYMPOBOHKYBAIUCS MOSBOIO aBTO-
PHUTapHUX PEKUMIB Iicis Kpaxy CBITOBHX imrepiil. Bipyc eTHoHamioHamizsmMy
BUCTYNaB y «IPHUKOPJOHHUX» CYyCIUILCTBAX BOJHOYAC SIK 1I€0Joris Ta
MOJIITHYHHUH PyX eTHIYHUX MEHIIHH, IepEeCiliTyI09r OCHOBHI 3aBJaHHS: IIPaBO
Ha TepuTOpilo, 3a0e3meueHHs aBTOHOMIi Ta CaMOBPSAYBaHHS, BH3HAHHS
CTaTyCy CBO€i KyNbTypH SIK PIBHOI 3 3arajbHOAEP)KaBHOIO. Ipakchkuit Kyp-
am3M XX — nodgatky XXI cT. 6yB sickpaBUM ITPOSBOM 3a3HAYCHHX IPOILIECIB.

AHaIti3 3araJbHOTO METO0IOTIYHOT0 KOHTEKCTY HAI[lOHANII3MY 1 30KpeMa
KypACBKOTO HallloHaJbHOTO pyxy B 3apyOikuid (b. Anmepcon [13],
M. BaH bproineccen [14], H. [eni3 [15], M. I'rorTep [16], A. Maxip [18],
A. Moxamman [19], M. Xpox [17]), cyuacHili pociicekii (M. Jla3apes [4; 5],
I. CmupHoBa [8]) Ta ykpaincekiit icropiorpadii (C. Hamkar [7], JI. SImmons-
cpka [10-12] nae MOXIMBICTH AKUEHTYBAaTH Ha WOro IHTErpajbHOMY
xapakrtepi. [TigrpyHTsIM Tpamp 1€l TPy BUYCHUX € TOJIOKESHHSI TIPO «ySIBHE
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