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The Ugly: Energy poverty

Percentage of people without access to electricity in the South
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2010, oil’s share was less than 40 percent while natural gas 

accounted for 30 percent. Coal’s share in the energy mix 

saw a modest increase.

Wood also played a far more prominent role in 1970; 

it was the second most important energy source after 

oil, accounting for 17 percent of the energy mix. It now 

represents around 7 percent. During the same period of 

time, hydroelectricity’s share more than doubled to 8 per-

cent while the share of energy from sugar cane increased 

to 7 percent, from 4 percent. Non-fossil fuels, excluding 

hydroelectricity, make up a modest 4 percent of the region’s 

energy mix. This includes nuclear, geothermal, wind, and 

solar sources. See Figure 5.

Primary energy sources are used in three key areas: 

�O the transportation sector, which consumes the bulk of 

the oil transformed by refineries; 

�O electricity generation which, in addition to hydroelec-

tricity, uses coal, gas, fuel oil, nuclear, geothermal, 

wind, and solar to generate electricity; and 

�O consumption by industrial and residential sectors.

Latin America’s Energy Resources
Latin America is home to the second largest reserves of oil 

outside the Middle East. The region’s natural gas and coal 

reserves are, however, not as large. See Figure 6.

Fossil fuels are not distributed equally in Latin America. 

Oil and gas reserves are concentrated in Venezuela while 

Figure 6: World Fossil Fuel Share of 
Reserves, by Region
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Figure 5: Latin America's Primary Energy Matrix
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provides an electricity mix forecast that reveals continued 

dependency on hydroelectricity but with natural gas tak-

ing a more relevant role. Because of limitations imposed 

on hydroelectric development, Latin America will have to 

significantly increase the share of other renewable sources 

in order to avoid greater dependency on fossil fuel for 

electricity generation. However, a more significant role for 

these sources in the electricity mix implies higher electric-

ity costs for consumers and/or more expensive subsidies 

by governments. 

The region is also seeing rapidly growing demand for 

oil products by the booming transportation sector. Latin 

America’s oil production peaked in 2005 at 10.7 million b/d 

then constantly declined until 2009. Since then, produc-

tion has slowly recovered. Still, Latin America’s demand for 

oil is expected to surpass production by 2025. In order to 

meet that growing demand and retain export potential, the 

region is going to need significant investment in explora-

tion. However, rent-seeking policies have resulted in expro-

priation, nationalization, and changes in contractual terms, 

negatively affecting investment.

In addition to supply side considerations, it is important 

to note the role played by energy policies, as well as the 

benefits of regional energy integration. 

A regional electricity market would reduce generation 

costs at the country level since consumers benefit from 

access to other countries’ larger and low-cost generation 

facilities. Economies of scale could also be achieved, with 

larger projects based on expanded regional (rather than 

national) electricity demand. Meanwhile, instead of allocat-

ing capital to develop smaller and costly generation units, a 

regional electricity market would free that capital for other 

purposes. Regional energy trade also reduces the need for 

costly domestic reserve requirements and enhances supply 

Figure 32: Electricity in the Generation Mix, 2008 and 2030
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Figure 33: Latin America's Electricity Demand, Change per Year, 2001–08 and 2009–30
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The Bad: Privatization in the South

Amounts raised from the privatization of SOEs in the South between
1988 and 2003 (in USD million, per region) 
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Fiscal revenues generated by the privatization of SOEs in the South between 
1990 and 1999 (in USD million, % of the total amount) 
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The Ugly: Privatization in the South



Amounts raised from the privatization of SOEs in OECD countries 
between 1990 and 2001 (in USD million) 

Recent Privatisation Trends in OECD Countries
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Privatisation in selected countries

Over the past decade Germany’s privatisation programme has raised in
excess of USD 25 billion in proceeds. In 2001, the government reiterated its com-
mitment to privatisation of state owned enterprises as an important goal, and a
number of significant transactions involving the governments’ direct and indirect
holdings were undertaken. Privatisations involving the government’s direct hold-
ings included the sale of the federal printer and the federal government share-
holding in Hamburg’s airport. Other notable transactions included some capital
increasing activities: the flotation of Fraport AG (Frankfurt airport) shares on the
stock market was intended to raise funds for the investment in the airport, and it
did not involve the federal government’s 18.4 per cent stake holding in the com-
pany.2 This was the first time that the shares of a German airport were being
offered on the stock market. The other capital increasing activity was Deutsche
Telekom’s issuance of new shares to purchase Voice Stream/Powertel. This trans-
action reduced the government stake to 30.9 per cent down from 42.8 per cent.
Other notable transactions involved sale of shares in the Juris GmbH (information
services) reducing the government stake to just over 50 per cent, as well as the full
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Figure 1. Amounts raised from privatisation
USD million

Source: OECD Privatisation Database.
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The Bad: Privatization in Europe



The Bad legacy of privatization



The Bad: Transnational corporations



The Bad: Transnational corporations

European TNC Country Subsidiary Operations

EDF France Constellation 
Nuclear Plants Nuclear Plants

GDF Suez France LG&E Kentucky
Electricity generation and 
distribution, retail

E.On Germany Suez Energy
SEGNA

Electricity and gas 
generation and distribution

Iberdrola Spain Energy East
Electricity and gas 
generation and distribution

National Grid UK National Grid
LIPA

Electricity and gas 
transmission

European energy companies’s expansion into the USA

Source, Hall (2009)



The Bad: corporatization of power SOEs





The Good: Struggles against privatization



ecological, social and democratic

The Good: Alternatives to privatization



MSP normative criteria        
to evaluate ‘alternatives’:

1. Equity
2. Participation
3. Efficiency
4. Quality of service
5. Accountability
6. Transparency
7. Quality of the workplace
8. Sustainability
9. Solidarity
10. Public ethos
11. Transferability

The Good: Alternatives to privatization



Institutional type Description

Public entity
A state body that is publicly owned, managed, 
and financed, and subject to political control 
and oversight

Non-profit entity A non-state, non-commercial organization 
that operates a service on a non-profit basis

Partnership

A substantial collaboration between two or 
more organizations in the public and/or non 
profit sector for the delivery of a service over 
an extended period of time

The Good: Alternatives to privatization
MSP tipology of alternatives



The Ideal Good
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The good/bad/ugly: national power SOEs
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lending allowed investments in mega hydroelectric proj-

ects. However, utilities’ financial situations deteriorated 

rapidly when inflation eroded their revenues and govern-

ments were reluctant to increase tariffs. The external debt 

crisis worsened the situation, weakening the ability of the 

utilities to invest in new capacity and severely deteriorating 

the quality of the service. 

In 1982, Chile became the first country to deregulate 

and privatize electricity. The following decade most of the 

region moved to adopt structures that ranged from com-

plete market competition to state control. As occurred in 

the petroleum sector, we are now seeing a tendency toward 

“re-nationalization” of the electricity sector. Venezuela 

nationalized its previously privatized electric utilities in 

2007 and, at the time of writing, Bolivia had announced 

nationalization of its electricity grid. 

Electricity coverage in Latin America has increased sig-

nificantly in the last forty years. In the case of Brazil, cover-

age in 1970s was less than 50 percent; by 2010, Brazil had 

achieved more than 90 percent coverage. But there remain 

significant differences in coverage levels among countries. 

Haiti has the lowest level (34 percent) while Brazil has the 

highest (99.6 percent). Coverage is near 100 percent in 

urban centers, yet there are still up to 34 million people 

in Latin America without access to electricity. Peru has the 

largest population without access: 6.5 million people. See 

Figure 25.

If progress has been achieved with coverage, the same 

cannot be said for losses linked to transmission and dis-

tribution of electricity. Latin America’s loss level averages 

16.7 percent of total output, twice the world average. A 

high level of loss carries significant cost for the region’s 

economies. In fact, if distribution losses could be reduced 

to the levels of the best performers in the region over the 

next 20 years, annual electricity savings from distribution 

improvements alone could reduce demand by about 78 

TWh (6 percent of the incremental demand of 1,325 TWh) 

by 2030.19 Venezuela has the highest average level of losses 

(27 percent) while Chile has the lowest (6 percent) in Latin 

America. Most of the electricity generation is concentrated 

in two countries: Brazil and Mexico combined produce 57 

percent of the region’s electricity. See Figure 26.

Electricity generation

Since 1970, Latin America’s electricity production has 

increased an average 5.6 percent per year. That exceeds 

global electricity-generation growth, which averaged 4.2 

percent annually during the same period. However, Latin 

America’s growth rate has not been consistent. See Figure 27.

19 Rigoberto Ariel Yépez-García, Todd M. Johnson, and Luis Alberto 
Andrés, Meeting the Balance of Electricity Supply and Demand in Latin 
America and the Caribbean, (Washington, D.C.: The World Bank, 
2011). 

Figure 25: Electricity Coverage in Latin America, 2010
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The good/bad/ugly: regional power SOEs



The good/bad/ugly: (re)nationalization

Argentina, 2012

Bolivia, 2012
Venezuela, 2007



The good/bad/ugly: (re)nationalization



The unknown: non-state actors



Some useful links on alternatives 

• Municipal Services Project: 
www.municipalservicesproject.org

• Public Services International Research Unit 
(PSIRU): www.psiru.org

• Transnational Institute: www.tni.org

http://www.psiru.org
http://www.psiru.org
http://www.waterjustice.org
http://www.waterjustice.org

