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Comparative Politics

Introduction

Oil-producing countries are rarely held up as models of 

economic liberalization. Instead, they are more often 

described as having governments that play highly inter-

ventionist roles in the economy. For example, a study of 

Libya notes that government intervention in the economy 

was “pervasive” by the late 1980s (Vandewalle 1998, 

151). An analysis of Iraq and Saudi Arabia observes that 

“initial state interventions of the 1930s . . . were expanded 

in the 1970s and early 1980s” (Chaudhry 1994, 2). Such 

assessments endure in recent times. Hugo Chávez of 

Venezuela was frequently described as using “heavy-

handed intervention” (Mander 2010), and one scholar 

writes that the Russian government “actively intervenes 

in the economy” (Badovsky 2009).

Does oil wealth lead a government away from eco-

nomic liberalization and toward a more interventionist role 

in the economy?1 This article examines the link between 

oil wealth and policy liberalization in two important areas: 

the financial sector and the investment climate. Through a 

quantitative analysis, the article demonstrates that oil 

wealth is negatively associated with financial and invest-

ment liberalization. The article then centers on the link 

between oil, colonialism, and liberalization in developing 

countries.2 It shows that, among developing countries that 

experienced colonialism, long-term oil producers are the 

least likely to adopt financial and investment liberalization. 

Yet, the legacy of colonialism on the prospects of liberal-

ization weakens over time, varies according to the identity 

of the colonial power, and is unrelated to the way in which 

independence occurred (decolonization or secession, vio-

lent or non-violent).

I argue that the negative link between oil and liberal-

ization should be understood as the response of oil pro-

ducers to the economic uncertainty that arises from 

volatility in the international oil market. Imposing capital 

controls, restricting foreign investment, and increasing the 

government’s control over the central and local banks can 

serve as a means of forestalling against a larger economic 

crisis during an oil bust. In addition, I argue that the expe-

rience of colonialism should particularly affect long-term 

oil producers in the developing world, given that many of 

them initially had limited control over their subsoil 

resources and profoundly negative experiences with for-

eign oil companies. For these countries, the experience of 

colonialism and foreign exploitation created a symbolic 

link between state control of the economy and notions of 

independence. Imposing restrictions on foreign investors 

and financial institutions can serve as a way for oil pro-

ducers to limit the extent to which outsiders influence (as 

well as benefit from) their economy.

This article contributes to an emerging body of work 

that calls attention to the important role that government 

policymaking plays in shaping outcomes in oil-producing 
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countries.3 Although scholars have investigated the rela-

tionship between oil wealth, trade barriers, and fiscal 

policy,4 many policy areas such as finance and the invest-

ment climate remain underexplored. Furthermore, schol-

ars have not examined how the legacy of colonialism may 

influence the policymaking calculus of oil producers 

today. Yet, the experience of colonialism may have a 

powerful impact on oil producers, in particular, due to the 

fact that colonial powers and foreign oil companies initi-

ated exploration and production (largely to their benefit) 

in many countries.

The article proceeds as follows. First, it begins with a 

brief review of the literature on the determinants of eco-

nomic liberalization and the forces that shape the govern-

ment’s role in the economy. Next, it establishes two 

hypotheses to be tested. The first hypothesis concerns the 

broad link between oil wealth and financial and invest-

ment liberalization. The second hypothesis focuses on 

colonialism’s legacy for oil producers in the developing 

world. The following section outlines the quantitative 

data and methodology before discussing the empirical 

findings. The article then concludes.

The Government’s Role in the 

Economy and the Challenges of 

Liberalization

Why do some governments forgo economic liberalization 

and instead intervene more in the domestic economy? A 

number of studies show that the need to protect the econ-

omy from crisis can push governments toward a more 

interventionist role and away from economic liberaliza-

tion (Li and Smith 2002). This is especially the case for 

developing countries where terms-of-trade shocks are 

larger and more threatening, or in countries with undiver-

sified economies (Wibbels 2006, 443). The effects of glo-

balization can further increase the risk of economic crisis 

and volatility, which encourages governments to inter-

vene rather than liberalize. As Dani Rodrik (1998) 

explains, the enhanced vulnerability that accompanies 

globalization leads governments to play a “risk-reducing 

role.”

This being said, scholars detect a global trend toward 

economic liberalization in a number of policy areas. 

There is evidence of convergence in the liberalization of 

current accounts, capital accounts, and exchange rate 

regimes around the world (Simmons and Elkins 2004). 

Others demonstrate that increased global competition 

results in greater economic liberalization (Leblang 1997). 

It is often suggested that multilateral lending agencies 

such as the World Bank and the International Monetary 

Fund (IMF) influence countries to adopt liberalization. 

However, there are contrasting arguments about the role 

of these organizations and the evidence of a World Bank 

or IMF effect is mixed at best (Boockmann and Dreher 

2003).

Domestic political forces can affect the likelihood that 

a government pursues economic liberalization. Indeed, it 

is sometimes taken for granted that a “spirit of capital-

ism” is what accounts for the positive link between demo-

cratic governance and liberalization (Adserà and Boix 

2002). Researchers find that democratization leads to 

trade liberalization in developing countries (Milner and 

Kubota 2005). Case studies of state-directed develop-

ment suggest that authoritarianism and economic inter-

vention appear hand-in-hand (Kohli 2004). Intervention 

may also be a way for governments to enhance regime 

stability and “achieve hegemony over alternative forms 

of social organization” (Grindle 1996, 3).

The effect of government partisanship on the likeli-

hood of economic liberalization is often considered, 

although few firm conclusions result. Early studies dem-

onstrated that left- and right-wing differences in prefer-

ences over liberalization policies exist but only in the 

short-term (Alesina, Roubini, and Cohen 1997). Studies 

of fiscal and monetary policy arrive at a similar conclu-

sion (Boix 2000). Research on globalization and the 

internationalization of markets offers less support for the 

role of partisanship (Keohane and Milner 1996), and 

analyses of capital controls yield mixed results (Kastner 

and Rector 2005; Quinn and Inclan 1997).

Overall, the existing literature provides important 

insights about how the international economy and domes-

tic political forces shape a government’s likelihood of 

pursuing economic liberalization versus adopting a more 

interventionist role. What is less understood is how key 

attributes of a country’s political economy may render it 

more likely to liberalize or intervene. This article hypoth-

esizes that oil wealth is one of these key attributes. In 

addition, it argues that the legacy of colonialism matters 

for oil producers in the developing world, given that 

many of them were subjected to intense colonial rule with 

limited control of their subsoil resources. The next sec-

tion fleshes out these arguments and generates two 

hypotheses.

How Oil Wealth and Colonial Legacy 

Can Affect the Prospects of Financial 

and Investment Liberalization

Countries whose economies are tied to the international 

price of a single commodity are subjected to a consider-

able amount of uncertainty. With respect to oil, the inter-

national market has been volatile over the last forty years, 

witnessing great heights (1973, 1979, 1990, 2008) as well 

as unanticipated depths (1985, 1998, 2001). When oil 
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prices are high, they lift the incomes of oil producers and 

allow these countries to fulfill public spending obliga-

tions and embark on ambitious investments. When oil 

prices are low, producers are forced to cancel invest-

ments, restrict public spending, and look to alternative 

sources of revenue. Volatility in the oil market has a 

larger impact on oil producers in the developing world, as 

they tend to have fewer alternative sources of revenue 

and less diversified economies.

Exposure to price shocks has important policymaking 

implications for oil producers. In the area of fiscal policy, the 

inability to predict government revenues makes it difficult to 

commit to certain spending programs for fear that a decline in 

prices will necessitate an abrupt policy reversal. The diffi-

culty of policy design in such an atmosphere was highlighted 

in 2008 by Godswill Akpabio, a Nigerian state governor:

Our economic fortunes have largely depended on the global 

oil market. In 1985, our gross domestic product (GDP) was 

$81 billion, but ten years after (1995) it dipped to $40.5 

billion. And ten years after that (2005) it went up to $99 

billion. This makes economic planning an unpredictable 

enterprise. (Akpabio 2008; emphasis added)

Akpabio’s assertion is consistent with Michael Ross’s 

(2012, 215) discussion about the potential “unobserved 

burdens” of being an oil producer. Indeed, it may be that 

oil producers face certain challenges that oil-poor coun-

tries do not—and this aspect helps to explain why oil pro-

ducers, as a group, have charted unimpressive economic 

performance over the last half century.

If a volatile oil market creates policymaking challenges 

for oil producers, their governments are more likely to 

adopt Rodrik’s “risk-reducing role.” This can translate into 

policy measures such as increasing the size of the govern-

ment, instituting capital controls, and ensuring the health 

of non-oil sectors using protectionist trade barriers. These 

are just some of the ways to deal with the uncertainty that 

results from being tied to the oil market. But self-interested 

leaders are likely to view these measures as a rational 

response to the uncertainty. Given that substantial rents 

accrue to leaders who command over an oil sector, they 

should seek to avoid policies that increase the risk of eco-

nomic crisis and threaten their ability to stay in power.

The need to effectively manage a situation of volatility 

and uncertainty should also affect how leaders approach 

financial sectors and the investment climate. Increasing 

state control over the central bank allows leaders to 

engage in targeted interventions to influence the value of 

the currency and help stem volatility. When government 

revenues fall due to low oil prices, leaders can borrow 

from local financial institutions if they are under direct 

state control or the government has high asset shares. 

Management of the country’s oil revenue often entails 

direct control over the sector itself, leading to nationaliza-

tion or strict limits on the role of foreign investors. Capital 

controls are used as a means of forestalling against bal-

ance-of-payments crises, a concern for oil producers dur-

ing price busts. Volatility is reduced over the long term 

when the economy diversifies through the growth of non-

oil sectors. One means of achieving this is through restric-

tions on certain types of foreign investment. This leads us 

to the article’s first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Countries with a high level of oil 

income are less likely to adopt financial and invest-

ment liberalization.

An oil producer’s experiences in the international eco-

nomic system should also influence whether or not finan-

cial and investment liberalization occurs. In the 

developing world, many oil producers had limited control 

over their subsoil resources under colonialism and had 

profoundly negative experiences with foreign oil compa-

nies who operated under the auspices of a colonial power. 

Even after independence, colonial powers were able to 

exercise influence over the oil sectors of their former 

colonies. The oil producers of central Africa provide a 

few examples. Even though oil was discovered in this 

region during the end of colonial rule, after indepen-

dence, the former French colonies were expected to give 

preferential treatment to French companies who, in turn, 

helped foster a tiny elite group of local oligarchs and 

installed pro-French leaders (Yates 2006).

In many oil-producing countries today, the experience 

of colonialism and foreign exploitation has created a 

symbolic link between state control of the economy and 

notions of independence. For instance, after Brazil dis-

covered deep-sea oil deposits in 2009, President Lula 

introduced laws to govern production in these fields in 

which Petrobras, the state oil company, would always 

hold a majority stake. Lula referred to the discovery as 

the “second independence day” for Brazil (Roubini 

2009). Economic liberalization, on the contrary, is rou-

tinely linked to neo-colonialism. Libya’s former leader 

Muammar Qadhafi expressed this idea:

[T]hose who have failed to resolve their economic problems in 

their countries and who couldn’t mobilize popular forces for 

the development and for the exploitation of the country’s 

resources turn . . . toward infitah [economic liberalization]. . . . 

They open the gates to foreign exploitative capital . . . to 

multinationals. In this way they compensate for the 

accumulated defeats by throwing themselves into the arms of 

economic colonialism. (quoted in Vandewalle 1998, 160)

The exploitation of oil-rich countries by colonial pow-

ers or foreign oil companies should render them less 
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eager to adopt financial and investment liberalization 

today. Restrictions on foreign investment and ownership 

can serve as one way that leaders of oil producers limit 

the degree to which foreign states, firms, and citizens 

influence (as well as benefit from) their economy. 

Imposing stringent rules about repatriation of profits can 

be a response to decades of exploitation under colonial 

rule. Regulating foreign-owned financial institutions 

more than domestic institutions is a way of ensuring that 

the former (who are conceivably less committed to assist-

ing in the country’s long-term development) do not exert 

undue influence on the financial system. For similar rea-

sons, governments may seek to restrict the types of finan-

cial services that foreign banks perform or impose lending 

limits.

There is reason to suppose that all oil producers in the 

developing world who experienced colonialism are less 

likely to liberalize, but the group of long-term oil produc-

ers should be highly unlikely candidates.5 For many of 

these countries, the development of the oil sector occurred 

during a period of colonial rule. Others saw the sector 

grow after independence, but they were continually sub-

jected to pressures from foreign governments and multi-

national oil companies. Of the twenty-four long-term oil 

producers who experienced colonialism, oil production 

began prior to independence in sixteen of them. Thirteen 

of these sixteen producers surpassed the one hundred dol-

lars per capita threshold before achieving independence. 

In another three long-term producers, oil was discovered 

in large quantities prior to independence (Iraq), explora-

tion began prior to independence and a concession was 

given after independence (Syria), or American companies 

were granted concessions after striking oil early in the 

post-independence era (Libya). This leads us to the arti-

cle’s second hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Among postcolonial developing coun-

tries, long-term oil producers are less likely to adopt 

financial and investment liberalization.

The following section describes the data and methods 

used to conduct tests of these two hypotheses. The main 

findings and implications are then discussed in detail. 

Following this, additional tests are conducted as a way to 

fully examine the link between oil, colonialism, and the 

adoption of financial and investment liberalization.

Quantitative Data and Methodology

To test the article’s hypotheses, I rely on widely used 

measures of oil wealth (main independent variable) and 

policy liberalization in finance and investment (depen-

dent variables). With respect to the former, I adopt con-

tinuous and dummy measures of oil wealth as recommended 

in Ross (2012). The variable Oil Income is the annual per 

capita value of oil and gas production (constant 2000 dol-

lars).6 Oil Producer takes a value of “1” if a country gen-

erates at least one hundred dollars per capita in oil and 

gas income in a given year. Long-term Oil Producer takes 

a value of “1” if the country produces at least one hun-

dred dollars per capita in oil and gas income for at least 

two-thirds of the time since 1960 (or two-thirds of their 

sovereign years after independence). Although researchers 

long used export concentration or gross domestic product 

(GDP)–based measures of oil wealth, many point out that 

they both suffer from bias (Alexeev and Conrad 2009, 589; 

Ross 2012, 15–17). I therefore use export and GDP mea-

sures of oil wealth only in the robustness checks.

Cross-national measures of financial and investment 

liberalization are required for the dependent variables, 

but most datasets have limited coverage for developing 

countries that are oil producers. The Index of Economic 

Freedom by the Heritage Foundation and The Wall Street 

Journal offers the broadest country coverage. The data 

used to construct the measures are taken from the United 

Nations, the World Bank, the IMF, the Economist 

Intelligence Unit, official government statistics, and other 

sources.7 The variable Investment estimates the invest-

ment climate in a country by examining the government’s 

treatment of foreign investment, foreign ownership and 

investment restrictions, and foreign exchange and capital 

controls. The variable Finance estimates the difficulty of 

opening and operating financial service firms, as well as 

government intervention in banks and influence on the 

allocation of credit. Variables are scaled from 0 to 100 

where higher values indicate greater liberalization.

Despite the broad coverage of the dataset, it is widely 

known that the Heritage Foundation is a think tank with 

an ideological stance in favor of liberalization. To help 

mitigate potential bias due to regionalism or a country’s 

regime type, all regressions include a range of control 

variables, and the results are subjected to a battery of 

robustness checks. In addition, I rerun the tests using 

alternative measures of financial and investment liberal-

ization. A measure of regulatory barriers to business start-

up is taken from the World Bank’s Doing Business dataset 

as a proxy for investment liberalization.8 A measure 

developed by Lane and Milesi-Ferretti (2007) serves as a 

proxy for financial liberalization.9

A number of economic controls are included in the 

tests. Income is a measure of real GDP per capita.10 

Merchandise Exports is a measure of total merchandise 

exports in current U.S. dollars. FDI is a measure of for-

eign direct investment as a percentage of GDP. Terms of 

Trade is the net barter terms of trade index.11 Data on 

merchandise exports, FDI, and terms of trade are obtained 

from the World Bank (2014). I expect that governments 

in wealthy, export-driven, FDI-rich countries that command 
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a strong position in international trade will liberalize 

more. Political variables are also included as controls. 

Left Government is a dummy variable indicating left-

wing partisan governments.12 Higher values of 

Democracy indicate a more democratic government. 

Regime Duration counts the number of years since the 

most recent regime change or the end of a transition 

period.13 I expect that democratic, non-leftist, and politi-

cally stable governments will liberalize more.
For the analysis of former colonies in the developing 

world, I include dummy variables to indicate the identity 
of the colonial ruler (British, French, etc.). Per the argu-
ments in the economics literature, I expect former British 
colonies to have liberalized more than the former colonies 
of other European rulers (La Porta et al. 1999; North 
2005). I expect the former Soviet republics to liberalize 

less due to the recent legacy of communism. Years 

Independent is a count of the number of years since for-

mally achieving independence. This variable should be 

positively linked with liberalization. Decolonization takes 

a value of “1” if the country was formerly a dependency of 

a foreign power (vs. a country that seceded from part of 

another state). Violent Independence takes a value of “1” 

if the independence process occurred through armed 

revolt or conflict with the former ruler or another state.14

The full dataset comprises 160 countries with annual 

data that span the time period 1995 to 2010 (see Table 1 

for descriptive statistics). Overall, the dataset is 96 percent 

complete.15 For the results that appear below, I run ordi-

nary least square (OLS) models that cluster by country 

and include region dummy variables, time dummy vari-

ables, robust standard errors, and one-period lags on all 

independent variables. These results are consistent with a 

number of alternative model specifications. They are con-

sistent when using a generalized least squares model that 

uses a Prais-Winsten transformation for an AR(1) process 

and includes a lagged dependent variable, region dummy 

variables, time dummy variables, robust standard errors, 

and one-period lags on independent variables. The results 

hold when a mixed effects model with clustered standard 

errors is run, in line with Bartels (2008).16

Main Findings

Tests for the First Hypothesis

The quantitative tests provide substantial support for the 

hypothesis that countries with a high level of oil income 

are less likely to adopt financial and investment liberal-

ization, after controlling for other factors. Table 2 dis-

plays the coefficient estimates and standard errors. As 

columns 1 to 3 indicate, Oil Income always emerges as a 

negative and statistically significant predictor of invest-

ment liberalization. This finding is not driven by the pres-

ence of Middle East and North African (MENA) countries 

in the dataset, the majority of which are oil producers that 

are frequently highlighted for their economic interven-

tion. Once this group is removed from the sample popula-

tion, the Oil Income coefficient drops from −0.035 to 

−0.031, but it is still highly significant.

Furthermore, the findings are not driven by the pres-

ence of Organisation for Economic Co-operation and 

Development (OECD) countries, the majority of whom 

have low Oil Income values and have liberalized their 

economies. Once they are removed from the sample pop-

ulation, the coefficient retains a high level of significance 

and increases in magnitude. Thus, I confirm that the neg-

ative link between oil wealth and investment liberaliza-

tion is a general phenomenon and not unique to the 

inclusion of specific cases in the dataset. Figure 1 uses 

post-estimated simulations of the across-country esti-

mates to show the relationship between oil income and 

investment liberalization. To better facilitate interpreta-

tion, I use the original (not log transformed) measures of 

liberalization as the dependent variable. A move from the 

25th to the 75th percentile of oil income is roughly asso-

ciated with a nine-point drop in the level of investment 

liberalization.

Similar results are obtained for financial liberaliza-

tion. Oil Income is always a negative and statistically sig-

nificant predictor after controlling for rival factors. 

Removing the MENA countries or OECD member states 

does not alter the significance of the association. Figure 2 

uses post-estimated simulations of the across-country 

estimates to display the negative association between oil 

income and financial liberalization. A move from the 

25th to the 75th percentile of oil income is roughly asso-

ciated with a six-point drop in the level of financial 

liberalization.

These results are consistent across a wide range of 

robustness checks, as detailed in Table 3.17 Substituting 

any of the alternative measures of oil wealth (Oil 

Producer, Long-Term Oil Producer, export concentration 

measure, GDP-based measure) does not alter the results. 

Substituting the proxy measure of investment liberaliza-

tion yields the same findings. Holding all else equal, Oil 

Income has a negative and statistically significant asso-

ciation with the ease of opening a business in a country. 

When the financial liberalization proxy is substituted, Oil 

Income is a negative and significant predictor at a level of 

.08. Although this is broadly supportive of a negative 

link, the fact that the proxy measure is entirely derived 

from capital flows (and excludes other factors such as 

financial regulation) may explain the slightly more atten-

uated relationship.

It is possible that the results are not driven by a coun-

try’s oil income but by other factors related to oil. Oil 

producers who share membership in Organization of the 

Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) may be more 
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likely to coordinate economic policymaking and thus 

equally likely to liberalize. Although a dummy variable 

of OPEC membership is moderately correlated with Oil 

Income (.46), its inclusion in the model does not alter the 

findings. Once the OPEC variable is added, the Oil 

Income coefficient for investment liberalization decreases 

in magnitude from −0.035 to −0.025, but it retains a high 

level of statistical significance. As expected, OPEC mem-

bership is a negative and significant predictor of invest-

ment liberalization. Similar results obtain in the 

regressions on financial liberalization.18

The international price of oil may matter, as suggested 

in the section outlining the article’s hypotheses. This may 

affect developing countries more than countries with 

economies that are better insulated from volatility in the 

oil market. Yet, I find that including a control for oil 

price19 has no effect on the magnitude or statistical sig-

nificance of Oil Income in either area of liberalization. 

These results hold when either the full sample or a sample 

of only developing countries is analyzed. As anticipated, 

oil price is a negative and significant predictor of 

liberalization.20

Additional robustness checks are used, none of which 

give reason to question the main findings. The findings 

do not change when I remove the Income variable, con-

trol for Henisz’s (2000) measure of “political constraints,” 

control for sparsely populated states, control for former 

colonies, drop the Arabian peninsula oil states, or trans-

form various measures. Oil Income always emerges as a 

negative and significant predictor of financial and invest-

ment liberalization.

Tests for the Second Hypothesis

I proceed to limit the sample population to only postcolo-

nial developing counties to test the article’s second 

hypothesis.21 This hypothesis suggested that, among 

postcolonial developing countries, long-term oil 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics.

Observations M SD Minimum Maximum

Investment liberalizationa 2,426 3.88 0.506 0 4.564

Financial liberalizationa 2,426 3.834 0.532 0 4.511

Oil incomea 2,732 2.703 2.971 0 10.609

Oil producer 2,741 0.286 0.452 0 1

Long-term oil producer 2,741 0.198 0.399 0 1

Oil producer (not long term)b 2,016 0.096 0.295 0 1

Oil/GDP 2,571 0.059 0.166 0 3.489

Fuel exports/merchandise exports 1,972 16.956 27.316 0 99.739

OPEC membership 2,741 0.07 0.255 0 1

Oil price 2,560 42.886 25.344 14.42 99.67

Investment liberalization proxy 1,088 508.136 805.078 1 9,022

Financial liberalization proxy 2,612 1.333 8.524 0 151.02

Incomea 2,573 8.49 1.185 5.807 10.64

FDI 2,459 4.11 7.141 −82.892 145.202

Merchandise exportsa 2,543 22.364 2.481 15.54 28.087

Terms of tradec 2,133 0.107 0.028 0.021 0.266

Democracy 2,570 3.195 6.58 −10 10

Left government 2,544 0.305 0.461 0 1

Regime duration 2,614 24.057 30.355 0 201

Former British colony 2,704 0.296 0.457 0 1

Former French colony 2,704 0.148 0.355 0 1

Former Soviet Republic 2,741 0.117 0.321 0 1

Years independent 2,723 116.668 180.762 0 1,067

Violent independence 2,741 0.414 0.493 0 1

Decolonization 2,741 0.621 0.485 0 1

Political constraints 2,058 0.287 0.221 0 0.726

Populationa 2,735 15.944 1.653 12.288 21.014

aLog transformation of the variable took place before running statistical tests.
bThe variable was used in a sample of postcolonial developing countries.
cThe variable was linear transformed to better facilitate interpretation.
GDP = gross domestic product; OPEC = Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries; FDI = Foreign Direct Investment.
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producers are particularly unlikely to adopt financial and 

investment liberalization. Table 4 presents the coefficient 

estimates and standard errors. As columns 1 and 3 dis-
play, simply being an oil producer is negatively associ-

ated with financial and investment liberalization. Oil 
producers are predicted to engage in 17 percent less 

investment liberalization than non-producers, with 16 

percent less financial liberalization. But the results 

displayed in columns 2 and 4 show that the long-term oil 

producers are driving the results. Long-term oil produc-

ers are predicted to engage in 23 percent less investment 

and financial liberalization than all other postcolonial 

developing countries. However, being a non-long-term 

oil producer is not associated with liberalization.22

This helps to confirm the idea that simply having oil 

wealth, alone, is not associated with less financial and 

Table 2. The Determinants of Investment and Financial Liberalization, 1995–2010.

Investment Investment Investment Finance Finance Finance

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Oil income −0.041*** (0.009) −0.035*** (0.011) −0.037** (0.016) −0.04*** (0.01) −0.026** (0.01) −0.041*** (0.014)

Income 0.163*** (0.036) 0.107*** (0.034) 0.097** (0.04) 0.228*** (0.037) 0.166*** (0.035) 0.14***(0.04)

FDI — 0.007** (0.003) 0.007* (0.004) — 0.007 (0.005) 0.006 (0.005)

Merchandise 
exports

— 0.018 (0.019) 0.028 (0.025) — −0.001 (0.019) 0.035 (0.024)

Terms of trade — −0.052 (0.08) −0.319 (1.025) — 1.562** (0.613) 1.737** (0.729)

Democracy — 0.025*** (0.005) 0.025*** (0.006) — 0.033*** (0.006) 0.031*** (0.006)

Left government — −0.042 (0.042) −0.052 (0.051) — −0.098** (0.049) −0.1* (0.06)

Regime duration — 0.001 (0.0007) 0.002 (0.002) — 0.001 (0.001) –0.002 (0.002)

Constant 2.879*** (0.347) 2.728*** (0.48) 2.635*** (0.529) 2.131*** (0.351) 2.3*** (0.44) 1.907*** (0.485)

Regions of the 
world

All All Non-OECD, 
Non-MENA

All All Non-OECD, 
Non-MENA

Number of 
countries

160 153 104 160 153 104

Observations 2,323 1,837 1,305 2,323 1,837 1,305

R2 0.28 0.36 0.3 0.29 0.39 0.33

The results are from OLS regressions with clustering by country, robust standard errors, one-year lags on independent variables, year dummies 
(not reported), and region dummies (not reported). Robust standard errors are indicated in parentheses. OECD = Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development; MENA = Middle East and North African.
*Significant at 10 percent. **Significant at 5 percent. ***Significant at 1 percent.

Figure 1. Investment liberalization and oil income across 
countries.

Figure 2. Financial liberalization and oil income across 
countries.
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investment liberalization among postcolonial developing 

countries. Yet, being an oil producer for most of the time 

since 1960 (or during a country’s independence) is linked 

with a reluctance to liberalize. I argue that this difference 

between the two groups is explained by the fact that most 

long-term oil producers (nineteen of twenty-four, to be 

precise) saw the initial development of their sector during 

colonial rule or during the immediate post-independence 

era when they were subjected to pressures to provide con-

cessions to foreign oil companies and foreign investors.23 

Minor oil producers and those who began production 

more recently, however, are less likely to be “locked-in” 

to an interventionist approach than long-term oil 

producers.

The analysis indicates that being a British colony is 

associated with more financial liberalization (but not 

investment liberalization), yet being a former French col-

ony is associated with more investment liberalization (but 

not financial liberalization). It is useful to consider these 

findings in light of the literature’s arguments about the 

effects of British colonialism. North (2005) and La Porta 

et al. (1999) maintain that former British colonies have 

had stronger economic performance than the former colo-

nies of other European powers due to Britain’s imple-

mentation of the common law system. Investors and 

property owners have more rights in countries with common 

law origins than in countries with civil law origins, such 

as former French colonies. The article’s findings simi-

larly suggest that there are different legacies of British 

and French colonialism on economic policymaking but 

that former French colonies are associated with more lib-

eralization in the area of investment.

Additional Tests

Next, I restrict the sample population to postcolonial oil 

producers in the developing world. This may help reveal 

important differences about the legacy of the colonial 

experience on oil producers in particular. Table 5 presents 

the coefficient estimates and standard errors. I consis-

tently find that democratic and non-leftist oil producers 

are more likely to liberalize. Income, Regime Duration, 

and Former British Colony are frequently associated with 

liberalization, but these findings are sensitive to the inclu-

sion of MENA countries in the dataset.24 The findings 

reveal few differences between oil producers that are for-

mer British colonies and those that are former French 

colonies. As expected, being a former Soviet republic is 

not associated with liberalization. Former Spanish or 

Portuguese colonies have no association with investment 

Table 3. Robustness Checks for Full Model.

DV = Investment DV = Finance

Test details Oil coefficient Oil coefficient

Substitute oil producer dummy as main IV −0.197*** −0.154***

Substitute long-term oil producer dummy as main IV −0.256*** −0.212***

Substitute fuel exports/merchandise exports as main IV −0.003** −0.003***

Substitute oil/GDP as main IV −0.474*** −0.392**

Substitute World Bank’s Doing Business measure as DV −31.22** —

Substitute Lane and Miles-Ferretti measure as DV — −0.059*

Control for OPEC member −0.025** −0.019**

Control for oil price −0.035*** −0.026**

Drop OECD countries −0.042*** −0.041***

Drop MENA countries −0.031*** −0.024**

Drop Arabian Peninsula oil states −0.036*** −0.0316***

Do not log transform DV −1.7*** −0.908**

Drop Income variable −0.031*** −0.025**

Control for political constraints −0.029*** −0.026**

Control for population −0.036*** −0.027***

Control for former colony −0.036*** −0.027***

Substitute square of regime duration −0.034*** −0.026***

Substitute square of Democracy −0.036*** −0.028***

Substitute binary Democracy −0.041*** −0.036***

The full model is an OLS regression with clustering by country, robust standard errors, one-year lags on independent variables, year dummies, 
and region dummies. OECD = Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; GDP = gross domestic product; OPEC = 
Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries; MENA = Middle East and North African.
*Significant at 10 percent. **Significant at 5 percent. ***Significant at 1 percent.
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liberalization, although this variable is positively associ-

ated (albeit at a weak magnitude) with financial 

liberalization.25

The analysis does not confirm that a violent indepen-

dence or decolonization (rather than secession) is associ-

ated with the level of liberalization in oil producers. Yet, 

the number of years since independence is positively 

associated with the level of liberalization, suggesting that 

a legacy of colonialism may wane over time. Although 

the magnitude of the association varies according to the 

inclusion of certain colonial controls, overall, it indicates 

a moderate effect. All else equal, an oil producer that 

gained independence thirty years before another oil pro-

ducer is predicted to have a 5 percent higher level of 

liberalization.

The quantitative tests reveal that long-term oil produc-

ers are especially unlikely to adopt financial and invest-

ment liberalization when compared with other postcolonial 

developing countries. That being said, the passage of time 

since the end of colonization is linked to more liberaliza-

tion. Oil producers that are former British or French colo-

nies are more likely to liberalize than former Soviet 

republics. Finally, neither decolonization (vs. secession) 

nor a violent (vs. non-violent) independence has any asso-

ciation with financial and investment liberalization today.

The analysis generated a number of other findings that 

are of interest to the political economy literature on finan-

cial and investment liberalization. For instance, Democracy 

is always observed to be positively linked to liberalization. 

Similarly, a country’s income level is positively linked to 

liberalization. Although there is some support for the 

notion that a left-wing government is less likely to liberal-

ize, this is only with respect to financial liberalization. 

Left-wing governments are neither less likely nor more 

likely to liberalize the investment climate.

Conclusion

Throughout the 1990s, the expansion of global markets 

resulted in an oft-heard call for countries to liberalize 

their economies. The prevailing wisdom argued that the 

removal of trade barriers, opening of capital markets, 

privatization of key economic sectors, and adoption of a 

laissez-faire approach toward investor activities are 

together the best guarantor of economic prosperity. 

Alternatively, when governments directly intervened in 

their economies by restricting the movement of capital, 

increasing control over trade, and clamping down on 

investors, it was assumed that the prospects for prosperity 

are harmed.

Table 4. Investment and Financial Liberalization in Postcolonial Developing Countries, 1995–2010.

Investment (1) Investment (2) Finance (3) Finance (4)

Oil producer −0.183*** (0.066) — −0.18*** (0.068) —

Oil producer (long-term) — −0.266*** (0.086) — −0.266*** (0.08)

Oil producer (not long 
term)

— −0.061 (0.065) — −0.064 (0.08)

Income 0.113*** (0.033) 0.123*** (0.034) 0.177*** (0.036) 0.188*** (0.036)

FDI 0.007* (0.004) 0.007* (0.004) 0.007 (0.006) −0.0002 (0.02)

Merchandise exports 0.007 (0.02) 0.008 (0.02) −0.002 (0.02) 0.007 (0.006)

Terms of trade 0.485 (0.938) 0.512 (0.943) 1.902*** (0.716) 1.937*** (0.702)

Democracy 0.025*** (0.005) 0.024*** (0.005) 0.031*** (0.006) 0.03*** (0.006)

Left government −0.077 (0.053) −0.071 (0.052) −0.145 ** (0.062) −0.139 ** (0.061)

Regime duration 0.0003 (0.002) −0.0001 (0.002) −0.004 ** (0.002) −0.005 ** (0.002)

Former British colony 0.142 (0.086) 0.157* (0.087) 0.192** (0.09) 0.208** (0.092)

Former French colony 0.214** (0.102) 0.222** (0.102) 0.173 (0.106) 0.181* (0.106)

Former Soviet Republic 0.004 (0.101) 0.018 (0.103) −0.057 (0.115) −0.043 (0.117)

Years independent 0.0006 (0.0008) 0.0007 (0.0008) 0.0006 (0.0007) 0.0006 (0.0007)

Constant 2.727*** (0.384) 2.616*** (0.379) 2.192*** (0.391) 2.074*** (0.384)

Sample population Former colonies Former colonies Former colonies Former colonies

Regions of the world Non-OECD Non-OECD Non-OECD Non-OECD

Number of countries 113 113 113 113

Observations 1,400 1,400 1,400 1,400

R2 0.27 0.28 0.34 0.35

The results are from OLS regressions with clustering by country, robust standard errors, one-year lags on independent variables, and year 
dummies (not reported). Region dummies are omitted when colonial ruler variables are added due to multicollinearity. Robust standard errors 
are indicated in parentheses. OECD = Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development; FDI = Foreign Direct Investment.
*Significant at 10 percent. **Significant at 5 percent. ***Significant at 1 percent.
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Recently, such calls for liberalization are more muted. 

For one, empirical evidence pointing to a positive link 

between liberalization and economic growth is mixed. 

Furthermore, the prescription for full-scale liberalization 

that was echoed in the “Washington Consensus” during 

the 1990s was a far cry from the policy approaches taken 

by its long-time proponents in the period following the 

economic crisis of the late 2000s. While many scholars in 

the development community recommend against “exces-

sive” government intervention in the economy, some 

degree of intervention is often necessary and beneficial.

The goal of this article has been to examine if oil 

wealth can explain why some governments are reluctant 

to liberalize their economies, specifically in the areas of 

finance and the investment climate. A quantitative analy-

sis highlighted a negative link between oil wealth and 

liberalization after controlling for rival factors and sub-

jecting the analysis to numerous robustness checks. The 

article then demonstrated that, among postcolonial devel-

oping countries, long-term oil producers are less likely to 

adopt financial and investment liberalization. Yet, colo-

nialism’s influence on an oil producer’s prospects for lib-

eralization wanes over time, varies according to the 

identity of the colonial power, and is unrelated to the way 

in which colonial independence occurred.

There are only three long-term oil producers in the devel-

oping world who were never formally colonized by a Western 

power: Iran, Russia, and Saudi Arabia. What predictions 

might we have about the level of liberalization in these 

countries? While Russia (via the Soviet Union) was itself a 

colonial power, the other two were far from immune to for-

eign influences when their oil sectors started to take off.

Consider Iran’s historical experiences with foreign 

powers. During the 1800s, Britain and Russia started to 

make inroads into Iran’s economy. Researchers maintain 

that both Britain and Russia “considered their presence in 

Iran to be absolutely vital to the pursuit of their respective 

imperial aims” (Paine and Schoenberger 1975, 3).26  

After oil was discovered in 1908, it was initially con-

trolled by the Anglo-Iranian Oil Company (the company 

that later became British Petroleum), and the government 

received a limited share of profits until a nationalization 

crisis in the early 1950s. The nationalization movement 

was led by Prime Minister Mohammed Mossadegh, and a 

rivalry ensued between Mossadegh and Iran’s monarch, 

Mohammed Reza Shah. This culminated in a U.S./

British-orchestrated coup that removed Mossadegh and 

placed the Shah firmly in power (Abrahamian 2013). 

Until his overthrow in the 1979 revolution, the Shah 

defined himself as a pro-Western leader with strong ties 

to the United States. Many described the revolution as an 

effort to liberate the country from a pro-Western monarch 

who had wasted the country’s oil revenue on military 

toys, a massive internal security apparatus, and a lavish 

royal lifestyle (Parsa 1989). The preamble of Iran’s new 

constitution adopted in 1979 described the revolution as a 

victory of the “oppressed” [mostazafin] over the “oppres-

sors” [mostakbarin].

Table 5. Oil, Colonial Legacies, and Investment and Financial Liberalization, 1995–2010.

Investment (1) Finance (2)

Income 0.125*** (0.045) 0.24*** (0.049)

Democracy 0.036*** (0.007) 0.042 *** (0.007)

Left government −0.179* (0.092) −0.279** (0.106)

Regime duration −0.009** (0.003) −0.01** (0.004)

Former British colony 0.389*** (0.126) 0.326** (0.122)

Former French colony 0.42*** (0.10) 0.314* (0.173)

Former Soviet Republic 0.112 (0.17) −0.046 (0.166)

Years Independent 0.001** (0.0005) 0.001** (0.0007)

Violent Independence 0.1 (0.07) −0.034 (0.128)

Decolonization 0.16 (0.17) 0.099 (0.129)

Constant 2.639*** (0.374) 1.721*** (0.383)

Sample population Oil producers, former colonies only Oil producers, former colonies only

Regions of the world Non-OECD Non-OECD

Number of countries 43 43

Observations 483 483

R2 0.45 0.56

The results are from OLS regressions with clustering by country, robust standard errors, one-year lags on independent variables, and year 
dummies (not reported). Region dummies are omitted when colonial ruler variables are added due to multicollinearity. The main findings do not 
change when FDI, Merchandise Exports, and Terms of Trade are added to the model. Robust standard errors are indicated in brackets. OECD = 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development.
*Significant at 10 percent. **Significant at 5 percent. ***Significant at 1 percent.
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Consequently, we might expect Iran to follow a similar 

path as other long-term oil producers and be an unlikely 

candidate for financial and investment liberalization. In 

fact, Iran’s mean values for Invest and Finance over the 

period 1995 to 2010 are more than one standard deviation 

below the mean of all other long-term oil producers. To 

date, few reforms in these policy areas have taken place.

Saudi Arabia’s historical experience with foreign pow-

ers shares some similarities with Iran’s prior to 1979. 

Although Saudi Arabia was never formally colonized by 

a Western power, parts of the country were under the 

influence of the Ottomans prior to World War I. Britain 

then exercised influence over Saudi Arabia after the war, 

and its protection helped to facilitate Ibn Saud’s eventual 

consolidation of power. After 1945, the United States 

became Saudi Arabia’s primary protector through mili-

tary support, and intimate ties were cultivated with the 

Saudi royal family (Vitalis 2009). To be sure, there are 

parallels between pre-1979 Iran and the current Saudi 

state. While many are critical of the family’s close rela-

tionship with the United States, there is no sense that 

policymaking in Saudi Arabia has a goal of “righting the 

wrongs of the past.”

Thus, we might expect Saudi Arabia to be a better can-

didate for financial and investment liberalization—which 

the data suggest that it is. Over the period 1995 to 2010, 

Saudi Arabia’s mean value for Invest is marginally lower 

than the mean of other long-term oil producers. Its mean 

value in Finance, however, is higher.

Overall, the article’s findings provide us with a better 

understanding of why certain types of economic liberal-

ization are a challenge in some countries. In spite of pres-

sures to liberalize due to increased market competition or 

the recommendations of multilateral lending agencies, the 

article demonstrates that oil wealth is associated with less 

liberalization in the areas of finance and the investment 

climate. Furthermore, among postcolonial developing 

countries, long-term oil producers are especially unlikely 

candidates for financial and investment liberalization.
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Notes

 1. Throughout the article, “oil” refers to both oil and natural 

gas. I use the terms oil wealth, oil income, and oil and gas 

income interchangeably.

 2. I use the terms developing world and developing coun-

try to refer to the approximately 150 countries located in 

Africa, Asia and the Pacific region, the Caribbean, Eastern 

Europe, Latin America, and the Middle East who are not 

members of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation 

and Development (OECD). While there is no generally 

accepted way of classifying a country as “developing,” 

OECD membership is often used by international organi-

zations as a way of separating “advanced economies” from 

“developing economies.”

 3. Recent work highlights a range of policies that oil and nat-

ural resource producers need to address if they are to avoid 

negative economic, political, or social outcomes (Barma 

et al. 2012; Humphreys, Sachs, and Stiglitz 2007; Kolstad 

and Wiig 2009; Ross 2012, chapter 7).

 4. On fiscal issues, see Auty (2001) and Jones Luong and 

Weinthal (2010). On trade, see Sachs and Warner (1995).

 5. Per the definition by Ross (2012, 22), a long-term oil pro-

ducer is a country that has produced at least one hundred 

dollars per capita in oil and gas income for at least two-

thirds of the time since 1960 (or two-thirds of their sover-

eign years after independence). In the developing world, 

twenty-seven countries are classified as long-term oil pro-

ducers: Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, 

Brunei, Republic of Congo, Ecuador, Gabon, Iran, Iraq, 

Kazakhstan, Kuwait, Libya, Malaysia, Nigeria, Oman, 

Qatar, Romania, Russia, Saudi Arabia, Syria, Trinidad and 

Tobago, Turkmenistan, United Arab Emirates, Uzbekistan, 

and Venezuela. Among these countries, the only ones that 

were never formally colonized by a Western power are 

Iran, Russia, and Saudi Arabia (see the conclusion for brief 

discussions of Iran and Saudi Arabia).

 6. Oil Income is calculated by subtracting a country’s per unit 

cost of extraction from the global price of oil and then multi-

plying this number by the quantity of oil produced in a coun-

try. This value is then divided by the country’s total population 

and log transformed. Oil and gas data are from Ross (2013).

 7. See http://www.heritage.org/index/book/methodology. 

An alternative measure of liberalization is found in the 

Economic Freedom of the World dataset by the Fraser 

Institute. The Heritage/WSJ dataset is preferred because 

it has more annual data going back in time and, unlike the 

Fraser Institute dataset, is not disproportionately missing 

data on many oil producers in the developing world.

 8. This measure is the number of procedures to legally open a 

business multiplied by the number of days it takes to com-

plete a procedure.  For consistency, I reversed this measure 

so that higher values indicate fewer regulatory barriers 

(greater ease of opening a business).  Data are available at 

http://www.doingbusiness.org.

 9. This equals the sum of foreign equity assets/liabilities and 

foreign direct investment (FDI) assets/liabilities divided 

by gross domestic product (GDP).

10. GDP per capita is measured in international dollars (2000 

constant prices). Data are taken from Haber and Menaldo 

 at TUFTS UNIV on September 30, 2014prq.sagepub.comDownloaded from 

http://www.heritage.org/index/book/methodology
http://prq.sagepub.com/


12 Political Research Quarterly 

(2011), which I update using data from the World Bank 

(2014) and the authors’ approach (see Haber and Menaldo’s 

“Appendix on Sources and Methods,” page 28).

11. This is equal to the percentage ratio of the export unit value 

indexes to the import unit value indexes, measured relative 

to the base year 2000.

12. Data are taken from the Database of Political Institutions 

(Beck et al. 2001).

13. Data for Democracy and Regime Duration are from the 

Polity IV dataset (Marshall and Jaggers 2005).

14. Data for the colonization variables are taken from Treisman 

(2007) and Hensel (2009).

15. List-wise deletion is used to deal with missingness given 

that the dataset is almost complete, and there is no gener-

ally accepted way of dealing with missing data in politi-

cal economy studies. The dependent variables are missing 

11.5 percent of the observations over the time period. The 

most missing data occurs with Terms of Trade (21% miss-

ing). Removing Terms of Trade from the models does not 

change the main findings or increase the number of coun-

tries in the sample. Note that Terms of Trade emerges as an 

important predictor of financial liberalization.

16. The time-invariant nature of oil wealth during the period 

of analysis can present a problem when analyzing the data. 

The use of fixed effects eliminates comparisons across 

countries, and the use of random effects leaves the pos-

sibility of time-invariant heterogeneity. In Bartels’s (2008) 

“unified” approach, all of the independent variables are 

separated into between-unit and within-unit components 

and used in an ordinary least square (OLS) regression with 

random effects. The between-unit aspect is estimated by 

taking the mean of the variable. The within-unit aspect 

subtracts the mean level of a variable over all years from 

the level of the variable at year t. When this model is esti-

mated, the oil wealth variable always emerges as a nega-

tive and statistically significant predictor of financial and 

investment liberalization for the between-unit estimates. 

However, oil is not a significant predictor in the within-

unit estimates. Given that 96 percent of the cases in the full 

sample do not alter their status as an oil producer or non-

producer during the period of analysis, it may be difficult 

to test for within-unit effects using the dataset.

17. Throughout the robustness checks, certain control vari-

ables (often region dummies) were removed if multicol-

linearity was detected or when the substituted variable is 

composed of other controls (as in the case of Fuel Exports/

Merchandise Exports and Merchandise Exports). The 

selection of robustness checks follows many of the exam-

ples established in Ross (2012).

18. It would be useful to control for oil sector nationaliza-

tion, an important conditioning factor in Jones Luong and 

Weinthal (2010). However, Oil Income and a dummy indi-

cator of nationalization are strongly correlated in the data-

set (.68). Including this variable greatly increases the risk 

of multicollinearity and renders it difficult to separate out 

each association with the outcome variables.

19. This is the annual, unweighted average of the daily clos-

ing spot price (FOB, dollars per barrel) for West Texas 

Intermediate crude oil, a common benchmark for oil pricing. 

Data are provided by Thomson Reuters and available from 

the U.S. Energy Information Administration: http://www.

eia.gov/dnav/pet/pet_pri_spt_s1_d.htm. Note that oil price is 

used to calculate the Oil Income variable (see footnote 6), but 

the two are very weakly correlated in the dataset (.1).

20. As another test, I run regressions on separate datasets for 

“low oil price” era (1995–2002) and “high oil price” era 

(2003–2010). The results do not change for investment 

liberalization in either era and are consistent for financial 

liberalization in the low price era. In the high price era, Oil 

Income is a negative but insignificant predictor of financial 

liberalization. However, when Long-Term Oil Producer is 

substituted, it emerges as negative and significant. This 

suggests that, during a period of increasing oil prices, a 

country’s level of oil income is less useful a predictor of 

financial liberalization than if the country has a history of 

being a major oil producer.

21. Given that I am interested in colonialism’s legacy in 

developing countries, I restrict the sample population 

to the developing world. One option is to then include 

interaction terms such as Oil Producer × Colony as an 

independent variable. However, this model has very low 

inferential power because 92 percent of oil producers in 

the developing world were colonized, and there is near 

perfect multicollinearity. Centering variables or omit-

ting constitutive terms is generally not recommended 

(Brambor, Clark, and Golder 2006, 71). Thus, I restrict 

the sample population to only postcolonial developing 

countries and include each oil producer variable on the 

right-hand side of the regression equation. This allows 

me to make inferences about oil-producing (and non-

producing) countries in the developing world that are for-

mer colonies. Of the 113 postcolonial states in the sample 

population, 46 are oil producers (23 of which are long-

term oil producers). Note that the findings do not change 

if Mexico and Chile (OECD members) are added to the 

sample population.

22. These findings are robust to alternative specifications and 

the inclusion or exclusion of additional control variables.

23. Only five long-term oil producers achieved indepen-

dence before large-scale oil production started (Argentina, 

Ecuador, Oman, Romania, and Venezuela). Removing 

these cases does not alter the significance of Long-Term 

Oil Producer and the magnitude of the coefficient margin-

ally increases.

24. Note that Middle East and North African (MENA) coun-

tries represent 28 percent of the cases in the dataset.

25. This is after removing Years Independent from the model 

because multicollinearity was detected. Years Independent is 

correlated with Former Spanish/Portuguese Colony at .58.

26. Keddie and Amanat (1991, 181) argue, “It seems legiti-

mate to call Iran a semicolony in which the independence 

of both people and government was strictly limited.”
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