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Synopsis

How government is organized shapes

its ability to deliver results. However, in

many countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean, government structures have

grown incrementally, accumulating entities,
functions, and mandates without a systematic,
comprehensive review. The result is a
combination of overlaps, institutional gaps, and
institutional architectures that do not always
reflect the government's strategic priorities. This
publication presents an artificial intelligence-
based methodology to analyze state structure
at scale, identify functional duplications, and
assess the alignment between institutions and
government objectives. It also introduces an
online platform (PlanoEstado) that supports
governments in the prospective analysis of
new organizational structures they plan to
establish. PlanoEstado enables the evaluation

of these units’ alignment with government
priorities, the detection of overlaps with
existing units, and the assessment of the
congruence between assigned functions

and the type and hierarchy of the proposed
unit. It generates concrete recommendations
across three dimensions: alignment, overlap,
and congruence. Based on the results of pilot
applications in five countries in the region, the
document shows that it is possible to generate
systematic, comparable, and actionable
assessments in weeks, not months. The
proposed methodology provides a practical
tool to support institutional reorganization
processes, guide redesign decisions, and
improve public effectiveness without relying
solely on the creation of new structures.



Executive Summary

How government is organized is more than
an administrative choice: it shapes the state’s
ability to deliver results and has direct fiscal
consequences. In Latin America and the
Caribbean, the public sector wage bill represents
about 8% of gross domestic product (GCDP) and
30% of current expenditures, while losses due to
inefficiency are estimated at between 4.4% and
4.6% of GDP. Part of this gap has a structural
explanation. The region's state apparatuses

have generally grown incrementally—"‘issue by
issue,” crisis by crisis—and governments have
faced limitations in reviewing these reforms
from a holistic perspective. As a result, there

are functional overlaps, institutional gaps, and
structures that do not reflect governments'
strategic priorities. This document proposes
deliberately breaking this inertia by using the
urgency of reform as a lever to advance a long-
term, evidence-based vision.

The situation is further exacerbated because
governments face cross-cutting challenges
with institutional structures designed to
provide sector-specific responses that have
accumulated over time. Complex or emerging
challenges such as economic competitiveness,
climate change, or digital transformation require
horizontal coordination among government
agencies (Shostak et al., 2023). However,

fiscal constraints limit the scope for creating
new entities or expanding the bureaucracy.
Creating new structures, therefore, should

be an exceptional measure. It is necessary to
understand how the existing government
architecture functions, where functions overlap,
where capacities are lacking, and where
reorganization would be most effective. A
systematic assessment of this architecture is a
prerequisite for managing complex problems
more effectively.

The Problem and the
Limitations of Its Approach

Every organizational design process must
address two related questions: how to break
down complex objectives into manageable
units, and how to coordinate the work of
those units so that they produce

coherent results.

These two questions correspond to the
dimensions analyzed in this document: strategic
alignment and functional coherence. When
these questions are not addressed systematically,
the likely result is institutional fragmentation—
the cumulative effect of piecemeal reforms that
were not reviewed holistically.

Functional reviews are the standard tool

for addressing this problem. \When they

have political backing and are integrated into
the budget cycle, they yield concrete results.
However, the standard methodology (based

on a “manual” review of large sets of regulatory
documents) faces structural limitations that
restrict its scope. The volume and dispersion

of legal instruments, the ambiguity of their
language, and the problem of scale—for
example, analyzing the similarity among 500
entities requires evaluating more than 125,000
possible pairwise combinations—make it
practically impossible to produce comprehensive
assessments using traditional methods,
especially within the tight timeframes provided
by reform windows or the transition periods

of new administration seeking to reshape the
organizational structure.



The Changes Enabled by
Artificial Intelligence

Recent advances in natural language processing
make it possible, for the first time, to address this
problem at scale, consistently, and efficiently. This
paper presents a methodology that combines
the automated processing of institutional
regulations with the structural analysis of

public functions. It is the first methodology to
comprehensively analyze both the coherence
among organizational units and their alignment
with government objectives. Its application in
five Latin American and Caribbean countries
with distinct contexts demonstrates that it is
possible to generate systematic, comparable, and
actionable assessments in weeks, not months.

Three Contributions for
Specialists and
Decision-Makers

1' Methodology for Analyzing the
Existing Institutional Stock. The

methodology consists of four stages: i)
reconstruction of the universe of entities
based on legal documents; ii) semantic
extraction of institutional functions
through identification and individualized
processing: iii) systematic analysis of
various dimensions of interest, such as
the degree of similarity among functional
mandates and the level of alignment with
government objectives; and iv) generation
of indicators and visualizations that provide
an understanding of the state as a system—
that is, its complete blueprints rather than
partial snapshots of individual components.

The findings from the pilot exercises are
compelling. First, they establish that the
existing institutional architecture does

not always reflect the strategic priorities of
governments, as there are entities without
a direct and substantive link to current
government priorities. Second, they show
that functional overlaps are not marginal
exceptions but rather a structural feature
that can lead to functional duplication.

For example, in several of the cases
surveyed, it was found that more than 60%
of organizational units had at least one
significant functional overlap with
another entity.



PlanoEstado: A Tool for Prospective
Analysis. In most countries in the

region, decisions regarding institutional
reorganization are made without tools to
assess how the proposed reform interacts
with the overall state architecture. Each
new entity, merger, or redefinition of
responsibilities is designed primarily on
the basis of legal analyses conducted by
small teams, often without a systemic
perspective. As a result, a reform that
solves a visible problem may create several
invisible problems.

PlanoEstado, the digital platform
developed by the Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB), addresses this
challenge by applying artificial intelligence
to the prospective analysis of organizational
reforms. The tool combines the current
institutional structure, existing functions
processed semantically, and reform
proposals incorporated as draft regulations
to simulate how a proposed change would
integrate into the state apparatus and
generate indicators of its potential effects
before the proposal is enacted. Specifically,
the prospective analysis includes the
dimensions of alignment with priority
objectives and functional overlap, as well as
an assessment of the congruence between
assigned functions and the type and
hierarchy of the proposed unit.

Framework of Best Practices and
Prioritization Criteria. The greatest value
of having government blueprints is using
them to act strategically. Comparative
evidence from recent reforms and
guidelines in countries across Latin
America and the Caribbean, as well as
within the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), allows
us to identify 12 converging principles

of good organizational design, ranging

from the alignment between government
structure and strategy to the requirement

for technical justification and transparency
for any redesign proposal.

However, defining good design does

not answer the most complex question:
where to begin. To guide this decision, the
document proposes a prioritization matrix
organized around Moore's (1997) strategic
triangle, as adapted by the IDB. The
framework consists of three dimensions:
the public value of the reorganization, the
capacity to implement it successfully, and
political feasibility. A reform that scores
high on all three dimensions is a priority.
In this regard, the evidence generated

by PlanoEstado is particularly valuable

in difficult cases—those with high public
value but low apparent feasibility—where a
robust assessment can highlight the cost
of inaction.

An Invitation

Having a comprehensive map of the state does
not guarantee a good reform, but it makes a bad
reforrn much harder to justify. The IDB offers

this methodology and these tools as part of its
technical assistance to governments in the region.
Governments facing decisions on institutional
reorganization, or seeking to better understand
the structure of the state, can explore how this
approach supports those efforts.

To stay up to date on this and other topics,
government teams in the region can join
Implemental AC, where ideas are transformed
into effective policies.
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Governments in Latin America and the
Caribbean spend more, but not necessarily
more effectively. The public sector wage

bill accounts for about 8% of gross domestic
product (CDP) and 30% of current expenditures,
but this growth has not translated into greater
public effectiveness (Naranjo Bautista et

al, 2025). Losses due to inefficiencies in the
region are estimated at between 4.4% and

4.6% of GDP (Izquierdo, Pessino, and Vuletin,
2018, IDB, forthcoming). Part of this gap has

a structural explanation: the state's capacity

to provide services, implement policies,

and create an environment conducive to
development depends on how it is organized.
The institutional architecture—the distribution
of functions, powers, and responsibilities among
ministries, agencies, and other public entities—
shapes coordination across sectors, the flow

of information, the clarity of mandates, and,
ultimately, the effectiveness of public policies
(Alessandro and Ortiz de Zarate, 2022; Egeberg,
2007; Mulgan, 2024). In a context of fiscal, policy,
and institutional constraints, this architecture
cannot be left to governmental inertia.

This limitation becomes even more critical
because public problems are no longer
resolved within clear sectoral boundaries.
Economic competitiveness, climate

change, digital transformation, and other
multidimensional challenges require horizontal
coordination among government agencies.
However, this demand is increasing precisely at
a time when fiscal constraints are reducing the
scope for creating new entities or expanding

the bureaucracy (Shostak et al,, 2023). With

the same resources—or fewer—governments
must do more: coordinate better, redistribute
functions, and eliminate duplications within a
rigid structure historically designed to respond
vertically to sectoral problems. Therefore,
systematically and holistically assessing the state
structure—not merely through partial snapshots
or analyses of isolated sectors—is a prerequisite

@ [ ) (@) (@) O O O O

for addressing challenges that demand a whole-
of-government approach.

In many countries, the state’s organizational
structures have evolved incrementally over
time. New entities are created to respond to
emerging priorities or sectoral crises, while
existing institutions continue to operate with
mandates inherited from previous reforms. This
cumulative process—addressing issues one by
one and responding to crises one by one—tends
to generate complex structures in which units
coexist with partially overlapping functions,
diffuse responsibilities, or mandates that are

not sufficiently aligned with the government’s
priorities (Naranjo Bautista, Alessandro, and Ortiz
de Zarate, 2025; National Commission on the
Public Service, 2003). Furthermore, institutional
proliferation has a direct cost, since a greater
number of entities requires more staff, and
more staff places greater pressure on a payroll
that already accounts for a significant share of
public spending. The organizational design of
the state and civil service management are not
independent decisions; on the contrary, they are
structurally linked.

In this context, the organizational analysis of
the state must address two central questions.
The first is: Are existing institutions adequately
aligned with the government’s strategic
objectives? The absence of such alignment can
lead to institutional gaps, ambiguous mandates,
or units with functions that do not clearly
contribute to government priorities. The second
is: Are public functions distributed coherently
across the entities of the state apparatus? When
multiple units carry out similar activities or share
equivalent objectives without clear boundaries,
functional overlaps can arise that hinder
coordination, lead to duplication of efforts,
increase internal conflicts and inconsistencies,
and dilute institutional accountability.

10



Historically, it has been very difficult to
answer these questions systematically

at scale. Analyzing a country’s institutional
architecture requires reviewing hundreds

or thousands of regulatory documents
(enabling acts, executive orders, administrative
regulations, and organizational and
functional manuals), whose sheer volume,
scattered nature, and semantic ambiguity
make it practically impossible to produce
comprehensive, comparable, and actionable
assessments using traditional methods.

This limitation is significant: many
institutional reforms are designed
without a complete picture of the
architecture they aim to modify
and, as a result, may unwittingly
reproduce the very problems they
seek to solve.

Beyond the challenge of scale, rigorously
and systematically measuring these key
dimensions of organizational structure

has traditionally been a complex task. For
example, the concept of “coherence” in public
administration—both in policy design and

in the design of institutional structures—has
proven difficult to operationalize for empirical
measurement. The prevailing view in the

specialized literature is that there is no single
instrument capable of identifying and achieving




coherence (Cejudo and Michel, 2016). Similarly,
May, Sapotichne, and Workman (2006) conclude
that, despite their efforts, they were unable to
develop an effective operationalization of the
concept. In turn, Candel and Biesbroek (2016)
argue that, at best, the operationalization and
measurement of coherence are understudied,
and at worst, they are highly controversial.
Although these contributions refer primarily to
policy coherence, the methodological problem
is analogous to that faced by analyses of
organizational structures: translating complex
relationships among multiple dimensions
(objectives, functions, instruments, and

target populations)—defined in various policy
documents, into observable and comparable
criteria that can be measured on a common
scale. In the specific field of institutional design,
Farhang and Yaver (2016) show that phenomena
such as organizational fragmentation have
been subject to “extremely limited" empirical
analysis (authors' translation), despite their
impact on state effectiveness. Similarly, Shaffer
(2022) notes that, in general, such studies

are limited to specific policy areas or even to
individual regulations, and fail to analyze public
administration from a holistic perspective.

This paper proposes an analytical framework
for studying the organizational design of

the state, centered on two fundamental
dimensions. These dimensions are strategic
alignment between institutional structures and
government priorities, and functional coherence
in the distribution of mandates among entities.
Recent advances in artificial intelligence (Al),
particularly in natural language processing make
it possible, for the first time, to conduct this
analysis at scale and within a short timeframe.
Based on this framework, the paper introduces an
Al-based methodology that makes it possible to
operationalize these dimensions by transforming
large volumes of organizational regulations into
structured and comparable evidence.

Applying this approach across
countries in Latin America and
the Caribbean enables the
identification of recurring patterns
of fragmentation, overlap, and
institutional gaps, which provide
new evidence for the analysis of
state capacities.

The document is organized around five
objectives: i) to examine why organizational
design is a strategic variable for state capacity
and the efficiency of public spending; /i) to
discuss the limitations of traditional functional
review approaches and the state of the art in the
use of Al for organizational analysis; jii) to present
the methodology developed and illustrate its
application in recent studies conducted by

the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB)

in countries across Latin America and the
Caribbean; iv) to introduce a digital platform
(PlanoEstado) that enables the prospective
evaluation of organizational reform proposals
prior to their approval; and v) to provide a
framework of best practices and prioritization
criteria to guide decisions regarding institutional
reorganization. Taken together, these tools aim
to enable governments to understand and
redesign their institutional architecture in a
more strategic, systematic, and evidence-based
manner. The ultimate purpose of this document
is to help ensure that future reforms do not
replicate the problems described here.

12
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The organization of the state is not merely an
administrative decision: it is a prerequisite for
public effectiveness. Institutional architecture—
how functions, hierarchies, and responsibilities
are distributed among ministries, agencies,
and public entities—determines who has the
authority to act, who implements policies, who
regulates sectors, and who is accountable for
results (Peters, 1998; Repetto, 2010; Mosqueira
and Alessandro, 2023). When this architecture
is coherent, it facilitates coordination and
implementation. When it is fragmented or
misaligned with the government’s priorities, it
creates friction that reforms to public financial
management, the civil service, or transparency
cannot overcome on their own. Organizational
design is, in this sense, the infrastructure that
underpins everything else.

Furthermore, this infrastructure has a direct

fiscal cost. Institutional proliferation contributes

to the growth of the public sector payroll. A
greater number of entities typically requires
more staff, more hierarchical levels, and more
support functions. When this growth is not
accompanied by greater effectiveness—and
evidence suggests that this is often not the case
in the region—it becomes a fiscal problem that
reduces the fiscal space available for public
investment (IDB, 2025; Naranjo Bautista et
al., 2025). Organizational design and civil
service management are structurally
linked decisions.

The Critical
Dimensions of
Organizational Design

Any organizational design process must
address two related questions: how to break
down complex objectives into manageable
units, and how to coordinate the work of those
units so that they produce coherent results
(Burton, DeSanctis, and Obel, 2012). These two
guestions correspond to the two dimensions
analyzed in this document: strategic alignment
and functional coherence.




Strategic Alignment

Strategic alignment is the degree to

which institutional functions reflect and
facilitate government priorities. This concept
is consistent with the classic principle of
organizational design that structure should
follow strategy (Chandler, 1962). In practice,
however, governments often “inherit”
institutional designs that reflect previous
priorities or preexisting political agreements
(Davis et al., 1999; Sieberer et al,, 2021). This can
result in a mismatch between government
priorities and the configuration and actual
capabilities of the state apparatus. On the one

hand, certain strategic areas lack institutions
with clearly defined responsibilities. On the
other hand, sectors that have lost relevance
contain multiple units with overlapping
mandates. As illustrated in Figure 1, one of
the government's five priorities—the circular
economy—faces an institutional vacuum
because no agencies are dedicated to its
development. In contrast, one existing unit—
the industrial council—is misaligned because
it does not address any of the government’s
priority objectives.

@ Figure 1: Strategic Alignment Between Organizational Units and

Government Objectives
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15



Aligning the state structure with government
strategy does not necessarily imply
reorganizing the state with every change in
government. \When governments create new
institutions rather than adapting existing ones
to respond to new priorities—whether due to

a lack of confidence in existing capabilities,

the need to demonstrate action, or a sense of
urgency—a cumulative pattern is reinforced
that ultimately leads to fragmentation and
overlapping mandates. Therefore, governments
should first seek alignment by redefining
functions, strengthening coordination

among existing structures, and reassigning
responsibilities within them. The creation of
new entities should be a last resort (see the
section “Best Practices and Prioritization Criteria
for Effective Organizational Design”), because of
the associated budgetary costs, the disruption
it causes to administrative processes, and the
time required to consolidate teams (Durrant
and Tetlow, 2019).

The problem of strategic alignment takes
two distinct forms, each with different
causes and solutions. The first is a temporal
mismatch: the inherited structure does not
reflect the current government’s priorities,
either because those priorities have changed
or because they were never properly aligned to
begin with. This type of misalignment can be
corrected through reforms to the institutional
structure or its internal functions. This dynamic
is common during government transitions,
when a new government seeks to leave its
mark on the state apparatus and make its
priorities visible to the public (Alessandro,
Arrieta, and Naranjo Bautista, 2026). In this
scenario, the tool presented in this document
enables the identification, within weeks, of
which structures no longer reflect the new
priorities and which require adjustment or
reassignment of functions. The second cause of
the strategic alignment problem is structural
misalignment, which is characteristic of cross-
cutting or multisectoral priorities. Horizontal

agendas, such as climate change, inequality, or
competitiveness, cut across the state's vertical
sectoral organization and generate ongoing
tensions (Mosqueira and Alessandro, 2023;
Mulgan, 2014). Unlike temporal misalignment,
this phenomenon cannot be resolved through
a single reform but requires structural
interventions and the adoption of medium-
term planning criteria.

IN this scenario, the dilemma
becomes more complex: should
a new entity with a cross-cutting
mandate be created, or should
coordination mechanisms
among existing structures be
strengthened?

Both options entail costs and benefits. While the
proposed PlanoEstado tool enables an analysis of
its organizational implications, the final decision
requires weighing criteria that go beyond a
strictly technical assessment.

Functional Coherence

Functional coherence is the degree to
which functions are distributed clearly and
without duplication across the entities of the
state apparatus. Functional overlap occurs
when two or more units perform functions that
are substantially similar in terms of objectives,
activities, target populations, or territorial
scope, without a clear demarcation of their
responsibilities (Alessandro and Ortiz de Zarate,
2022; GAO, 2015; GAO, 2021). The conseguences
can be significant: (i) inefficiencies in the
allocation of public resources; (ii) inconsistent
policies; (iii) bureaucratic conflicts among
agencies competing for authority, resources, or
political visibility; and (iv) weak accountability.
For citizens, the lack of functional coherence
translates into fragmented and hard-to-access
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services, with equivalent programs operating
under different eligibility criteria.

Distinguishing between problematic overlap
and legitimate functional complementarity
poses a significant analytical challenge.

Two institutions may share objectives but play
distinct roles within the public policy cycle (for
example, when one entity formulates guidelines
and another implements programs, or when

two entities address the same population using
different instruments). In such cases, similarity
does not imply duplication but rather a division
of labor. The analysis must differentiate between
redundancies that reflect inefficiency and
deliberate redundancies that serve as safeguards
when a single entity holds exclusive responsibility
for a critical issue (Wilson, 1989; Freeman and
Rossi, 2012). This distinction is particularly relevant
in complex or cross-cutting areas of public policy,
where multiple institutions may address the
same problem from different perspectives.

Human judgment is indispensable for
interpreting the results generated by artificial
intelligence (Al) when making decisions about
structural realignment. For cross-cutting or
multisectoral priorities, it is to be expected that Al
will identify high levels of similarity among units
addressing the same issue from different sectors.
Although the tool has been refined to distinguish
between complementarities and problematic
overlaps, its results do not replace the technical
interpretation of a trained professional. The
decision on how to proceed remains context-
dependent. In some cases, it is advisable to
consolidate responsibilities within an entity with a
multisectoral mandate; in others, it is appropriate
to strengthen coordination mechanisms that
align the work of various sectoral units.

Accumulation of
Structures: The
Roots of Institutional
Fragmentation

Institutional fragmentation is the cumulative
result of partial reforms that have not been
reviewed holistically. \When a new priority
arises, the institutional response is to create

an entity, a program, or a coordinating unit,
without necessarily redefining the role of existing
structures. Over time, the state apparatus
increasingly resembles a building that has been
successively remodeled without regard for its
blueprints (Naranjo Bautista, Alessandro, and
Ortiz de Zarate, 2025). As a result, functional
overlaps, institutional gaps, or organizational
structures that do not adequately reflect the
government's strategic priorities may arise.

This pattern has identifiable historical roots.
The New Public Management (NPM) reforms of
the 1980s and 1990s promoted the specialization
and decentralization of public services, as well

as the separation of public service provision

from production (Lapuente and Van de Walle,
2020). These changes improved performance

in Many areas, but they also fragmented the
state apparatus, resulting in more specialized
entities, greater institutional autonomy, and less
horizontal coordination. In response to these
limitations, post-NPM approaches emphasized
the importance of coordination, integration,

and diagnostic tools for assessing the functional
coherence of the state; however, they did not
resolve the underlying challenge of analyzing the
institutional architecture as a whole (Lapuente
and Van de Walle, 2020). The renewed interest in
the role of the Center of Government stems from
the urgent need to ensure inter-institutional

1/



coordination. This emphasis is evident both in
recent specialized literature and in the work of
the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB)
(Alessandro, Lafuente, and Santiso, 2014, Shostak
et al, 2023).

Institutional specialization improves
accountability but also creates a trade-off
between fragmentation and overlap. The
NPM reforms were based on the premise
that it is easier to hold targeted entities
accountable for specific results. This logic

is valid, but it comes at a cost: greater
specialization increases the likelihood of
overlap between units. This is a structural
trade-off rather than a problem that can be
completely eliminated. The tool presented

in this publication does not determine the
‘optimal” number of agencies, nor does

it resolve this trade-off, but it does make
fragmentation visible and supports its more
effective management. In this regard, it helps
qguantify functional overlap, identify where it
occurs, and build an empirical basis for making
informed decisions about reorganization,
based on the balance between accountability
and coordination.

The Limitations of the
Standard Tool

Functional reviews constitute the most
established institutional response to the
challenges of government reorganization.
Manning and Parison (2004) define them as
structured assessments of what the government

does—ypolicies and programs—and how it is
organized to do so—ministries, agencies, and
processes. The main objective of functional
reviews is to identify redundancies, capacity
gaps, and misalignment with strategic priorities.

N practice, they are often
conducted in response to fiscal
pressures, although they may
also address demands for greater
effectiveness or better services
for citizens.

Functional reviews have produced tangible
results in contexts where they had political
support and were integrated into the budget
cycle. Canada's 1994 Program Review reduced
direct spending by about 10% in nominal terms
over two years and departmental operating
budgets by approximately 20% (CSPS, 2025;
Tellier, 2022). The United Kingdom'’s Public
Bodies Reform Programme, implemented
between 2010 and 2015, eliminated more

than 290 entities and generated cumulative
administrative savings of approximately £3 billion
(Cabinet Office, 2016; NAO, 2012, 2022).

However, the standard methodology for
functional reviews faces structural limitations
that restrict its scope, especially when applied
to complex institutional architectures. Manning
and Parison (2004) describe an ideal review
cycle of about six months—a timeframe that
may exceed a government's political window

of opportunity—which requires mixed teams
comprising representatives from the Center

of Government, the ministries under review,

and external experts. This process is resource-
intensive, inherently partial or subject to bias,
and difficult to maintain using consistent criteria
when different teams participate over time.

The difficulties of traditional organizational
analysis fall into three categories:

18



1.

Fragmentation and Regulatory
Complexity. The functions of the state
apparatus are defined in thousands of legal
instruments accumulated over several
decades—enabling acts, Executive orders,
administrative regulations, ministerial
resolutions—which have often been
amended without consolidating the existing
regulatory framework. Reconstructing

the full set of current functions of a public
entity may require examining dozens of
overlapping legal documents.

Conceptual Ambiguity and Ambiguity

in Regulatory Language. Institutional
functions are often expressed in broad and
conceptually open terms, which hinders
systematic comparison between mandates.
This vagueness may be deliberate—for
example, to conceal overlaps with existing
structures—or may simply reflect the

inherent characteristics of legal language.

In this regard, two institutions may describe
functionally equivalent activities using
different terminology or present seemingly
different mandates that, in practice, address
the same issues and serve the same
populations. Systematically comparing these
dimensions across multiple institutions
requires a level of analysis that is difficult

to achieve through manual review alone
(Alessandro and Ortiz de Zarate, 2022;
Camacho and Glicksman, 2021; ACUS, 2012).
Except in cases of literal duplication of
functions—which are very rare—overlaps

are usually partial (Figure 2), which
complicates the development of a consistent
classification when comparing hundreds or
thousands of units.

Figure 2: Conceptual lllustration of the Levels of Functional Overlap among

Government Entities

Source: GAO (2021).

Explanatory note: Each circle represents an organizational unit and the scope of its functional mandate. The areas of

intersection indicate shared functions, with varying degrees of overlap.
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3' Scale and Time. Comparing the functional
coherence of an organizational structure
involves examining the possible relationships
between each unit and the rest of the
state apparatus. In a recent exercise, the
analysis of more than 200 organizational
units involved evaluating more than 20,000
possible pairwise combinations of entities
(Figure 3). If the analysis is conducted
manually, the process is slow. Moreover, it is
practically impossible to maintain consistent
criteria when different teams are involved at
different times.

As a result of these limitations, many institutional
reform processes rely on partial assessments

or qualitative evaluations that depend on the
inevitably subjective judgment of technical teams.

Such knowledge is indispensable
but insufficient when it comes

to identifying patterns of
fragmentation or misalignment
across the entire public sector.

@ Figure 3: Scalability Challenges in Functional Reviews of the State Apparatus

Manual Analysis

Ministry
Department Secretariat
DiicciomEia Decentralized
Agency
5 entities

Feasible through manual review

Source: Author's own elaboration.

Analysis Using
Artificial Intelligence

More than 200 entities

More than 20,000 comparisons

Not feasible without automation
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The Role of
Artificial Intelligence

Artificial intelligence (Al) is increasingly
used in public administration, but its
integration into comprehensive functional
reviews of the state remains limited, and
its application continues to be primarily
modular and isolated. Although applications
such as process mining, text analysis, and
administrative data analytics have become
increasingly common, the available literature
does not document cases in which these tools
have been incorporated into a comprehensive
functional review cycle, particularly in

Latin America (see the section “Artificial
Intelligence-Based Methodology for Analyzing
Organizational Structures”).

Their use remains primarily
modular: it focuses on

specific areas—such as

tax administration, public
procurement, or citizen
feedback—and is not integrated
into unified frameworks for
organizational diagnosis.

A recent survey by the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development
(OECD) documents more than 200 cases of
Al use in government functions (including
public financial management, public
procurement, and civil service reform), but
does not include examples of Al applied to
the design and analysis of organizational
structures (OECD, 2025).

Recent advances in large language
models (LLMs) make it possible, for the
first time, to apply Al to the analysis

and design of organizational structures.

Al tools make it possible to automatically
process large volumes of legal documents;
identify semantic patterns in the description
of institutional functions; and transform
qualitative legal information into structured
data. In doing so, they simultaneously
address the problems of volume, ambiguity,
and scale that limit traditional analysis. The
following section presents the state of the art
in the use of Al for organizational analysis and
situates the methodological contribution of
this paper within that context.




Artificial Intelligence-
Based Methodology
for Analyzing
Organizational
Structures



An Innovative
Approach

Artificial intelligence (Al) has been increasingly
incorporated into the analysis of public
administration, but it has not yet been

applied to evaluate the two dimensions

of organizational structure addressed in

this paper. The most widely documented Al
applications operate at the diagnostic level,
including process mining to identify bottlenecks
in workflows; text mining to classify citizen
feedback; and administrative data analytics in
domains such as taxation, public procurement,
and public financial management (OECD,

2025; Wang and Guo, 2022; Zuiderwijk, Chen,

and Salem, 2021). In Latin America and the
Caribbean, the use of these tools is growing in

tax administrations and financial management
systems, with quantifiable gains in efficiency
(OECD, 2025). However, a review of the available
literature does not identify cases in which the
government itself has systematically integrated Al
tools into a comprehensive functional review cycle
for the state; there are, however, documented
examples of its application to identify functional
overlaps in studies conducted by academia or
civil society (Alessandro and Ortiz de Zarate, 2022).
The current use of Al in public administration is
largely modular—useful in specific domains but
it remains insufficiently integrated into unified
organizational diagnostic frameworks that

would allow for an analysis of the institutional
architecture as a whole and across its various
dimensions, including strategic alignment

with government objectives. The methodology
presented in this section addresses this gap and
represents the first systematic implementation—
according to the available literature—of large
language models (LLMSs) for the functional
analysis of state organizational structures, applied
in collaboration with governments in the region

Methodological Design

Advances in Al, particularly in natural
language processing (NLP), enable a

more systematic, comprehensive, and
precise analysis of the state’s institutional
architecture. This methodology uses Al tools
to address the challenges of analyzing public
sector organizational structures.

Specifically, the automated
processing of large volumes
of regulatory text facilitates
comparable, comprehensive,
and actionable assessments.

The methodology combines the automated
processing of legal documents with the
structural analysis of public functions. Its
objective is to systematically reconstruct the
state's organizational architecture and analyze

two dimensions: the alignment of public functions
with the government's strategic objectives and the
existence of functional overlaps among different
entities within the state apparatus. The approach is
organized into four sequential stages (Figure 4): (i)
the construction of an institutional database based
on legal documents; (ii) the semantic extraction of
institutional functions; (iii) the systematic analysis
of the relationships among public entities, and
between these entities and government objectives;
and (iv) the generation of metrics and indicators of
functional coherence and strategic alignment.
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@ Figure 4: Main Stages of the Methodology for Analyzing Organizational Structures

Based on Artificial Intelligence

Stage 2

S Semantic

Institutional
Baseline

Extraction of
Functions

Regulatory

Inventor
Framework M

NLP —» Functions

Stage 3
Relationship
Analysis

Stage 4
Metrics and
Indicators

Across organizational
units and policy
objectives

Actionable Diagnostic

Two Dimensions
Analyzed

Functional Coherence
Which entities have
overlapping functions?

Source: Author's own elaboration.

The methodology focuses on the formal
structures of the state, as expressed in laws,
decrees, and regulations. Organizational
practice may differ from the formal design
because informal dynamics, political leadership,
and existing coordination arrangements can
significantly alter how institutions actually
function. However, the formal architecture
remains fundamental, as it determines the
distribution of authority and resources, defines
mandates, and establishes the framework for
accountability. Accordingly, it constitutes an
indispensable starting point for any organizational
analysis, which should be complemented by an
assessment of actual practice.

Strategic Alignment
Which entities contribute to
which objectives?

Stage 1: Building the
Institutional Foundation

The first step is to reconstruct the full

universe of entities that make up the state’s
organizational structure. The regulatory
instruments that establish the creation, functions,
and hierarchical relationships of the various
institutional units—such as founding laws,
organic decrees, administrative regulations,

and institutional statutes, among others—are
compiled and systematized. When sources

are not consolidated, this stage requires
automated data extraction (scraping) from public
government websites.
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The inventory is constructed using
generative Al models optimized for
information extraction (such as GPT-4.1 Mini,
Claude 4 Haiku, Gemini 2.5 Flash, or any other
equivalent or superior model). Given the nature
of the task—which focuses on the detection and
precise extraction of information—these models
provide context window of up to one million
tokens to process entire documents in a single

batch. This enables efficient, low-cost processing.

The result is a structured database that
represents the organizational architecture
of the state at a specific point in time. The
database records the official name, reporting
ling, relevant regulations, and a textual
description of the responsibilities of each unit.
Depending on the country being analyzed,
this inventory may include ministries, vice-
ministries, directorates, specialized agencies,
decentralized agencies, and public enterprises,
among other units that form part of the
state apparatus. For the analysis purposes,
only the mission-oriented or substantive
units are retained, while those performing
administrative support tasks are excluded
(these can instead be examined through
traditional functional analyses that do not
require Al, such as assessments of oversized
administrative functions).

Stage 2: Semantic Extraction
of Institutional Functions

The previous stage identifies organizational
units and retrieves the text describing their
mandates. This second stage decomposes
that text into individual functions and
characterizes them according to four
dimensions: (i) public policy objectives (what
the unit seeks to achieve); (ii) intervention
activities or instruments (what it does);

(iii) target populations (for whom); and (iv)
territorial scope (where). The model performs
an integrated and contextual interpretation of
these four dimensions. Based on the exercises
conducted, this integrated approach preserves
the substantive meaning of functions more
effectively than an approach that compares
each dimension separately, consistent with
recent evidence (Li et al,, 2026).
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@ Figure 5: Matrix of Institutional Relationships:
Overlap Analysis

Educationsl Quality Accreditation and Cer...
Guarantes Fund for Productive Credit - Fo...
International Cooperation and Projects Ag...
Ministry of Foed Sovereignty and Nutrition
Minlstry of infrastructura and Urban Mobl...
Ministry of Public Security and Risk Mana...
Ministry of science, Technology and Innov...

Ministry of Social and Community Economy

State Rural Telecommunications Enterprise...

Vice-ministry of Basic and aptied science [l [l
Vice-Ministry of Citizen Security and Cri...

National Center for Technical and Technel...
Hational institute for Renewable Energy K....
Natlonal salt and industrizl Minersls Ent...
Hatlonal Urban and Rural Cadastre Service...
Plurinational Agency for Blosafety and He...
Plurinational Human Rights Observatery -...
Plurinational Institute of Mental Heslth ...
Public Agricultural Inputs Enterprise - E...
STATE CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISE - ECODE

STATE ESSENTIAL MEDICINES FACTORY - FEME

Vice-Ministry of Community Economy and Co...
Vice-Ministry of Food Sovereignty

Vice-Ministry of mnovation and Technolog.

Vice-Ministry of Micro and Small Enterpri.

Vice-Minlstry of Nutrition and Supplement..

Vice-Ministry of Risk Prevention and Mana..
Vice-Ministry of Sustainable Urban Maobili...
vice-ministry of urban Read Infrastructure

Water and Water Resources Regulatory Auth...

Dimensions of Functional

How to read the matrix: Each cell
represents the level of functional
similarity between two units,
according to the scale shown below

(0 = no similarity; 5 = almost total
similarity). When you click on a cell,
an explanation of the classification

appears in a white box.

Overlap heatmap:

' ©®000

- S S B D S )
&R RS T e S - s i e L S S
N T T LI AT *ﬁ’) SESHSE N FEE
S e S S S T TS T S S Tl
F T TP @ ST T T EEC & F T
S S P R TS S E T F G T E S ST FE S S
ST ECF o S F LS IR IS TS
il O Rl R I A T i e I S iy
¥ ¥ 3 3 TP S S S o T
S E F T e T E T A F O EF L & & EA
SR P AFE TR TS PP FFTITLCEFF 8 & & &
F R & P S S & o° ot CEF WO
GG o & AT PR A DY S & @
s &8 oF o & o & FF LT LT EFF oS &
F LT TSI TSI TS LT EFEF TS
S T A A S T S T T F T A FF P T E SIS EE
F S T F S T TFS T THOF I T T A
o & o S 0 T 0 T S e e £ o & o T
@,,e"\:‘ ST F TS S b
4

Source: Author's own elaboration.

Stage 3: Analysis of
Institutional Relationships

To analyze functional coherence, the
methodology assesses the degree of
similarity between the mandates of different
entities. Once the functions have been
structured, each institution is systematically
compared with the rest of the state apparatus.
This stage uses models with greater reasoning
capabilities than those used for data extraction.
In the exercises conducted, advanced reasoning
models (such as OpenAl o3, Claude Opus

4, Gemini 2.5 Pro, or any other equivalent

or superior reasoning model) were used to

distinguish more precisely between similar but
nonidentical mandates in contexts where the
risk of overestimating overlaps was high.

The prompt architecture distinguishes between
two types of relationships—hierarchical and
horizontal—through case-specific variations,
thereby capturing institutional nuances that

a single standardized approach might not
interpret consistently. For example, when two
units have a hierarchical relationship, the model
adjusts the assigned “overlap score,” to account
for the degree of functional similarity expected
between them.
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The model assigns an overall overlap score
by jointly considering all dimensions of

the functions (objectives, activities, target
populations, and territorial scope), and
generates a detailed justification for each
comparison. This qualitative component is
essential, as it allows technical teams to validate
the model's logic and distinguish between
complementarity and problematic duplication.

The result is a matrix of
institutional relationships, or heat
map, that classifies functional
overlap by levels of intensity.

The model identifies overlaps
ranging from marginal to nearly
complete duplication between
mandates (Figure 5).

To calibrate the result, specialists in
institutional design review the regulations
governing a sample of units and compare the
classifications generated by the model with
their expert assessment, adjusting the analysis
parameters to ensure that the categories

reflect organizational relevance and not merely
semantic proximity. The calibrated analysis is
then applied to the entire set of units.

The tool distinguishes between problematic
overlaps and functional complementarities
through case-specific examples and

iterative refinement. For example, two units
seeking to increase exports (objective) through
promotional and marketing actions (activities)
at international trade fairs (territory) constitute

a case of functional duplication across multiple
dimensions. In contrast, if both share the

same objective but one designs the policies
and the other implements them (for example,
by booking booths or funding campaigns),

this represents a typical case of functional
complementarity between policy design and
implementation. This distinction can be subtle—
and, because of the wording of regulations,
sometimes ambiguous—so the model has been
iteratively refined with examples that capture
these differences. Furthermore, not all overlap is
problematic, since in some cases it may reflect
deliberate efforts by multiple entities to address
the same issue. Such cases require validation by
the technical team.




The methodological design aims to minimize
classification errors and make them explicit
so they can be reviewed. Before the analysis

is scaled up to the full universe of units, the
process combines the analysis of a sample of
units, expert validation, and iterative adjustment
of the prompt to reduce Type | errors (identifying
overlaps where none exist). For example, the tool
avoids classifying common internal activities—
such as team leadership—as public policy
functions, even if they appear across multiple
entities. Type Il errors (failing to detect actual
overlaps) are more difficult to identify but are
mitigated by reviewing a sample of unit pairs
with medium or low similarity scores, where
relevant relationships may be hidden.

At this scale, no method—whether human or Al-
based—completely eliminates these errors, but
the selected approach enables their systematic
reduction and, above all, makes them visible for
interpretation. Accordingly, overlap estimates
should be interpreted as an initial diagnostic
signal that guides subsequent detailed analysis,
rather than as a definitive verdict.

The strategic alignment analysis follows a
logic similar to that used for the functional
coherence analysis. The methodology assesses
the degree of alignment between institutional
functions and the government’s strategic
priorities. To this end, the objectives defined in
government planning documents—national
development plans, government programs,

and sectoral strategies—are incorporated

into the analysis and semantically compared
with the functions of the organizational units.
This phase generates metrics on functional
alignment between units and strategic priorities,
the institutional concentration or dispersion of
specific agendas, the existence of strategic areas
with limited institutional presence (institutional
gaps), and the clustering of multiple units
around a single government objective. This
analysis can reveal strategic priorities that lack a

defined institutional framework or interventions
duplicated across agencies without coordination.

The central challenge in the strategic
alignment dimension is to capture relevant
indirect contributions without diluting

the concept of alignment. For example, if a
government prioritizes reducing infant mortality,
a maternal and child health unit will show a high
degree of alignment, since its mandate directly
and explicitly targets that objective, whereas a
unit responsible for hospital infrastructure will
show moderate alignment, because its formal
functions do not expressly mention the objective
among its functions but contributes indirectly
and substantially to its achievement. In contrast,
a mental health unit focused on adults will

likely have a low alignment score, as there is no
relevant direct or indirect contribution.

The key criterion is whether the unit's function
contributes directly or makes a substantial
indirect contribution to the priority objective,
even if it does not explicitly mention it. As with
the functional coherence dimension, the iterative
application of Al—through the adjustment of
prompts and examples—helps refining these
distinctions and reducing both Type | and Type Il
classification errors.

Stage 4. Generating Metrics
and Indicators

This stage transforms the results of the
analysis into tools that facilitate a more
intuitive understanding of the organizational
architecture. One of the strengths of using Al
is that it enables the consistent quantification
of comparisons between pairs of units and
between individual units and government
objectives, thereby generating overlap and
alignment metrics for each unit. To focus
attention on the most problematic cases, the
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methodology generates various charts or

other visual formats to visualize these metrics.
These visualizations include functional overlap
matrices, or “heat maps”, (which show the
degree of similarity between organizational
units); clusters or graphs that identify overlaps

in specific sectors or policy areas; and diagrams
showing levels of strategic alignment. These
formats make it possible to move from a
scattered set of administrative regulations to a
structural representation of the state apparatus
that facilitates the identification of systemic
patterns of fragmentation, duplication, or
strategic misalignment in a systemic manner.
Each visualization is accompanied by a
qualitative explanation of the classifications,
also generated by Al. The results can also be
exported to other formats (such as spreadsheets
or text documents) so that analysts can conduct
a more in-depth examination of units exhibiting
low levels of strategic alignment or a high risk of
functional overlap.

Particular Potential
for Latin America
and the Caribbean

Beyond addressing the challenge of scale,
this methodology offers benefits that are
particularly relevant to the region. The tool
makes it possible to extract analytical value from
unstructured information in contexts where
standardized administrative data are scarce,
inconsistent, or difficult to access (Rogger

and Schuster, 2023). In Latin America and the
Caribbean, legal documents—Ilaws, Executive
orders, and regulations—are typically publicly

available, even when data on management,
performance, or budget execution are not.

Natural language processing
enables the conversion of this
textual information into structured
and comparable data, thereby
reducing dependence on
integrated information systems
that are not yet available in

Many countries in the region.
Accordingly, the methodology not
only expands analytical capacity
where high-quality data are
available but also creates new
diagnostic possibilities precisely
where such data are most difficult
to obtain.

The proposed methodology can be applied
across broad institutional frameworks,
encompassing multiple levels of government.
Although the applications presented in

this document focus primarily on central
government institutions, the methodology
enables the analysis of overlaps, gaps,

and complementarities among national,
subnational, and local institutions—particularly
in policy areas where the territorial distribution
of responsibilities and intergovernmental
coordination are of strategic importance.

The following section illustrates the application
of this approach through studies conducted

in countries across the region, illustrating the
type of evidence that can be generated and the
decision-making process it can inform.
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The need to understand how public
functions are distributed is not unique

to any particular type of state or size

of government apparatus. The studies
presented in this section were conducted

in five countries in Latin America and the
Caribbean with distinct characteristics

in terms of the size of the public sector

(with central-level public administrations
ranging from approximately 250,000 public
employees to more than 1 million) as well as
the strength of their public administrations
(the countries included rank between the
2nd and 5th deciles in the latest version of the
World Bank's Government Effectiveness (GE)
indicator). Despite these differences, none of
the governments had a comprehensive and
systematic view of the distribution of functions
within their state apparatus.

There were assessments by
sector, ministry, or specific
reform, but not as a whole.

The lack of a comprehensive assessment

is a direct consequence of the scale

issue described in the first section of this
document. In one of the exercises, the analysis
covered 208 organizational units at the central
government level—ministries, vice-ministries,
decentralized entities, and public enterprises—
which involved evaluating more than 21,000
pairwise combinations. The model assigns

an overall overlap score by jointly considering
all dimensions of the functions (objectives,
activities, target populations, and territorial
scope), and generates a detailed justification
for each comparison. None of these exercises
would have been feasible within the available
timeframes using manual review. In addition to
accelerating the process, artificial intelligence
(Al) made it possible to apply consistent criteria
across thousands of comparisons—something

that is difficult for different human teams
working in parallel to achieve.

Institutional Alignment
with Strategic Priorities

An analysis of the alignment between

the functions of organizational units and
government objectives reveals several
relevant patterns. Given that government
planning instruments generally cover all

areas of public policy, it stands to reason that
most units have some direct and substantive
link to at least some of the plan’s objectives.
Conversely, if the alignment analysis is limited
to a smaller subset of government priorities, the
Al will be able to identify a greater number of
units with a low level of alignment. Therefore,
the way in which these priorities are defined
(their number and scope) influences the type of
analysis and the findings that may emerge.

Among the units with the lowest level of
alignment, different types of situations can
be identified. In some cases, these are entities
that perform permanent functions necessary
for the functioning of the state apparatus, but
whose relationship to policy priorities is indirect.
A good example of this is units responsible for
government coordination or basic transactional
services within the public administration, whose
functions do not necessarily include an explicit
reference to prioritized sectoral objectives. In
these cases, the low level of alignment does

not indicate that these units are unimportant
to the effectiveness of government; it simply
reflects how these functions are defined or

the type of recurring services they provide.
However, there are also cases in which the unit's
substantive functions do not have an explicit
correspondence within the set of priorities
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analyzed. For example, in a recent case, it was
found that a decentralized entity responsible
for intercultural music education did not
correspond to any of the objectives stated in
the government's plan.

The analysis therefore makes it possible to
distinguish at least three situations that
require different responses: institutions
that make a clear and direct contribution
to the priorities; institutions that make
indirect or enabling contributions, whose
connection needs to be made explicit;
and institutions or functions for which

no substantive link is identified. This last
situation indicates the need for an in-depth
review of the unit in question by a qualified
professional, as it suggests that the functions
performed no longer adequately reflect the
objectives set by the government. This may
lead to decisions regarding the redesign of
functions or institutional consolidation.

Finally, the alignment analysis can also

be conducted at the level of individual
public sector positions. In another exercise
not included in this report, staff position
descriptions were compared with the
functions of the organizational units under
review, making it possible to identify cases in
which position descriptions were inconsistent
with the units’ missions.

Functional Coherence:
ldentification of
Overlaps

The second finding is that functional overlaps
are not marginal exceptions but a significant
feature of the state apparatus in the countries
analyzed. In one of the exercises, 160 of 208
institutional units (77%) had at least one
relationship classified as having high functional
overlap with another unit. An all-to-all
comparison of the 208 units generated 21,528




possible pairs. Of these, 13 pairs were classified
as having “very high” overlap and 217 as having
“high” overlap (230 in total). Although these pairs
represent a small fraction of all comparisons,
they are sufficient to focus reform efforts on
specific cases in which overlap is more likely

to be organizationally significant. In other
applications, the proportion of units with at least
one high-overlap relationship was lower but
remained significant, exceeding 60%.

When the number of institutional units is
particularly large, grouping them into sectoral
clusters makes it possible to scale up the
analysis and detect patterns of similarity. In
an exercise involving more than 900 institutional

Box 1t Recurring Patterns of

Functional Overlap

Organizational analysis based on artificial
intelligence not only identifies overlaps
between institutional mandates but also
detects recurring structural configurations,
across countries and state apparatus of
different sizes. The five patterns presented
below were observed in more than one of the
exercises underpinning this report.

Centralized Administration with
Implementation Functions

In several of the cases analyzed, centralized
units (ministries) had mandates not only for
policy formulation and sectoral stewardship
but also for operational functions—direct

units, an algorithmic clustering method was
first used to identify 16 groups of entities with
similar functions. Overlaps were then analyzed
within each cluster, rather than comparing
every possible pair among the more than 900
units. This approach made it possible to identify
61 relationships with high or very high levels of
overlap and to visualize policy areas in which
multiple entities operate in parallel, potentially
indicating insufficient coordination. The main
limitation of clustering is that it may overlook
overlaps between clusters (Type Il errors).
Accordingly, the results should be interpreted as
an initial approximation that prioritizes analytical
efficiency over exhaustiveness. Box 1 summarizes
selected trends identified across different cases.

project implementation, service delivery, and
the execution of sectoral programs—even
though these functions were also carried
out by decentralized agencies or specialized
entities within the same policy sector.

The coexistence of policy formulation and
operational functions within centralized
units creates a management challenge.
When an agency responsible for policy
formulation or sectoral stewardship assumes
implementation tasks, its functions tend

to overlap with those of decentralized or
deconcentrated entities, potentially diverting
attention from its core responsibilities. The
analysis identified numerous cases in which
centralized units and decentralized entities
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within the same sector shared objectives and
activities without a clear delineation of roles.

Fragmentation at the Center
of Government

In one of the exercises, approximately half

of the most significant overlaps involved
units located close to the Presidency: offices
responsible for strategic planning, decision
support, policy monitoring, and intersectoral
coordination. This is a particularly paradoxical
pattern, as the most acute fragmentation
occurs precisely where there should be the
greatest coherence. The result is a large
number of institutional units producing
analyses, plans, and monitoring tools with
partially overlapping objectives. In the
absence of a clear overarching authority,
multiple reporting requirements may emerge,
placing an excessive burden on sectoral
institutions.

Proliferation in
Cross-Cutting Agendas

In certain cases, emerging and cross-cutting
policy areas—digital transformation, gender,
climate change, social development, and
economic competitiveness—include the
largest concentrations of entities with
overlapping mandates. The underlying
dynamic is familiar: when an issue gains
prominence on the government’s agenda,
the institutional response often involves
creating a new body rather than redefining
existing mandates. For cross-cutting issues

)

or population groups with multidimensional
needs, this manifests as the creation of units
with broad mandates that overlap with
traditional “vertical” institutions. For example,
units focused on gender equality or specific
vulnerable populations may have mandates
that overlap with those of the ministry of
education, labor, or health.

Overlap Between Cross-Cutting
Agencies and Sectoral units

In areas such as environmental certification
and oversight, it has been observed that the
existence of an entity with a government-wide
cross-cutting mandate can result in overlaps
with bodies performing similar functions at the
sectoral level (mining, hydrocarbons, fisheries,
etc.), leading to confusion over roles, potential
delays, contradictory decisions, and uncertainty
among citizens and business about expected
government action.

State Owned Enterprises (SOES)

One analysis found that 37 of 43 state-owned
enterprises had at least one relationship
involving significant function overlap. The
analysis identified clusters in sectors such as
mining, transportation, and aviation, including
a group of four airlines with substantially
similar mandates and no explicit differentiation
of roles. Where structures and costs are
duplicated and public enterprises compete

in the same markets, options may include
consolidation, management under a holding
company, or asset rationalization.

_

Note: The examples presented are illustrative and correspond to recurring patterns observed in the analyses conducted. They

do not refer to specific countries or institutions.
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Overlaps do not always imply inefficiency.
Some reflect the need to use diverse instruments
to address the same problem. The tool presented
in this document cannot automatically resolve this
distinction. While it identifies functional similarities
between mandates and differentiates between
complementarity and potentially problematic
overlap, it does not assess whether the institutional
architecture is appropriate for addressing the
problem or how coordination mechanisms
between units operate in practice. Accordingly,
the results should be interpreted as a “risk map”
rather than a definitive diagnosis. High-intensity
overlaps indicate relationships that warrant deeper
analysis. Depending on the findings of that
analysis, they may require structural adjustments,
such as merging or eliminating of units, redefining
functions, or strengthening coordination. This
process does not replace human judgment but
strengthens it by providing more systematic
evidence. For example, in one of the countries
analyzed, the methodology was used to identify
areas with potential problems. A specialized team
subsequently conducted in-depth functional
reviews of those entities and provided the
government with a comprehensive assessment.

The Government
Blueprint: Visualizing
Its Organizational
Architecture

Perhaps the most immediate benefit for
decision-makers is the ability to visualize
the state apparatus as a system. Traditional

organizational assessments produce sector-
specific reports or lists of partial recormmendations.
The methodology presented in this document
provides a visual representation of the institutional
architecture as a whole, including its connections,
concentrations, and gaps. The public sector
management literature often recommends a
systemic perspective or a whole-of-government
approach. However, translating these concepts
into concrete practices for decision-makers
remains difficult. The tool presented here seeks to
address precisely this limitation.

For the first time, it is possible to develop a
comprehensive blueprint of the government
rather than relying solely on partial snapshots
of its constituent parts. The visualization tools
generated in the exercises underpinning this
report include institutional networks or clusters
showing functional connections between
entities, heat maps identifying concentrations

of similar functions in specific sectors, and
hierarchical diagrams illustrating the distribution
of responsibilities within the administrative
structure. Taken together, they enable a shift
from a scattered collection of regulations and
organizational charts to a structural understanding
of the entire state apparatus.

This representation has clear analytical value
because it makes it possible to identify patterns
that do not emerge from a direct reading of the
regulations. For example, visualization tools can
detect clusters of institutions with similar functions
(Figure 6), pinpoint areas where multiple entities
address the same issue, and identify public
policy areas with limited institutional presence.
This is particularly useful for analyzing complex,
multidimensional public problems that require
interinstitutional coordination.
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@ Figure 6: Functional Analysis: Institutional Network Map and Entity Clusters
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Visualization tools also have a less obvious
but equally important strategic value: they
facilitate interinstitutional dialogue among
public authorities. \When officials responsible
for organizational design can visualize the state
architecture as a whole—rather than adopting a
fragmented or sectoral perspective—the nature
of the dialogue changes.

A shared map can reduce
methodological disputes
and focus the discussion

on strategic decisions.
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From Assessments
to Decisions

The assessments generated using the
methodology presented in this document

did not remain merely academic. They
informed concrete government decisions within
timeframes that traditional methods cannot
match. In all cases, the assessments were
developed in direct collaboration with the public
authorities responsible for organizational design,
and their results were used to inform discussions
on institutional adjustments, prioritize areas for
review, and strengthen governments' capacity to
understand their own institutional architecture.
In one case, for example, the artificial intelligence
(Al)-based analysis informed the drafting

of a bill on state reform and administrative
reorganization. The methodology does not
replace the expert judgment needed to interpret
the results or the political will essential to act

on them, but it provides a stronger empirical
foundation than has historically been available
for institutional reform processes in the region.

The following section extends this capability to
prospective analysis. The goal is no longer to
diagnose existing structures but to evaluate the
feasibility and technical soundness of reform
proposals prior to their approval

and implementation.
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Assessing existing structures is essential, but
the platform's strategic value lies in evaluating
the feasibility and technical soundness of
proposed reforms before they are approved
and implemented. The exercises presented in the
previous section revealed patterns of overlap and
misalignment that have accumulated over years or
decades. These inconsistencies are not necessarily
the result of poor management but may instead
stem from reasonable decisions made without

a holistic view and on the basis of fragmented
information. This is due in part to the absence of
tools that support comprehensive analysis.

Changes to the state’s organizational structure—
such as creating a new entity, merging institutions,
redefining responsibilities, or modifying
hierarchical relationships—are planned primarily
on the basis of legal and administrative analyses
conducted by relatively small technical teams.
These teams possess valuable institutional
experience and knowledge of the political
context, but they often lack comprehensive
information and a system-wide view of the
state's organizational architecture. This limitation
becomes even more critical during government
transitions. New administrations have little time
to manually review functions, mandates, and
institutional relationships while facing intense
pressure to quickly leave their mark on the
organizational structure. The result is that reforms
are designed under political pressure and with
incomplete information, potentially altering one
part of the state without a full understanding

of the effects on the whole. A reform that solves

a visible problem may create other invisible
problems. For example, a new entity created to
address an emerging priority may overlap with
existing entities that have related mandates. A
merger intended to improve efficiency may create
ambiguity about responsibilities if the functions
of the merged units are not reviewed in relation
to the rest of the state apparatus. The redefinition
of responsibilities within a ministry may disrupt
the complementary functions previously carried

out by other institutions. These effects may not
be apparent at the design stage, but they can be
costly once reforms have been implemented.

The opportunity cost of maintaining
methodological inertia is high. Reforms
designed without prior systemic analysis risk
reproducing the patterns documented in

the preceding section: unintended overlaps,
institutional gaps, and fragmentation in cross-
cutting policy areas. Consequently, administrations
may invest significant political and technical
resources in reforms that ultimately replicate the
very problems they were intended to solve, thereby
perpetuating the cycle.

From the Status Quo to
Prospective Design

To address this challenge, the Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB) developed
PlanoEstado, a digital platform that applies
artificial intelligence to the analysis of the state's
organizational structures. Its main contribution is
not to automate reform decisions but to expand
the evidence base available to inform them. The
platform transforms scattered regulations (laws,
decrees, regulations, and other institutional
documents) into a structured database of units,
agencies, and functions. On that basis, it can
analyze both the existing institutional architecture
and reorganization proposals that have not yet
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been approved. Conceptually, PlanoEstado
connects three levels of analysis that are
typically considered separately. First, the
current institutional landscape: which units
exist, to whom they report, what functions
are formally assigned to them, and where
potential overlaps may arise. Second, the
government's strategic priorities: which
objectives the government seeks to advance

and to what extent existing units contribute to
those objectives. Third, proposals for change:

what new units, functions, or reassignments
are being considered and how they would
relate to the existing structure. The platform
then generates concrete recommendations
to improve alignment with government
objectives, avoid duplication with existing
units, and ensure congruence between the
proposed unit's type and hierarchy and its
assigned functions.

PlanoEstado’s prospective
analysis is particularly valuable
when new organizational units
are being considered. Without
such a tool, the question “Is

It Nnecessary to create a new
organizational unit?” is often
answered based on the political
iImportance of the issue, the
urgency of the policy agenda,
or the need to highlight a
government priority.

However, while these criteria are important,
they are incomplete. PlanoEstado allows

decision-makers to consider additional
guestions: Does the proposed function already
exist within another entity? Is there a genuine
gap in institutional responsibilities, or is the
issue primarily one of coordination? Does

the new unit strengthen state capacity or
simply create additional parallel structures?

Is its mandate aligned with the government'’s
strategic priorities? Which institutions should
coordinate with it to avoid duplication? Is the
proposed type of structure appropriate for the
functions it will perform? The platform does not
replace the political and technical judgment
required to answer these questions, but it
changes the context in which those judgments
are made. Instead of relying exclusively on
institutional memory, sectoral negotiations,

or manual reviews of regulations, teams can
begin with a structured view of the institutional
architecture as a whole. This does not guarantee
that the final decision will be optimal, but it
reduces the likelihood that it will be made
without sufficient information.

A typical workflow begins with uploading
regulatory documents (laws, decrees,
resolutions, or regulations that establish
organizational units), from which the platform
reconstructs the current organizational
structure. In some countries, this step makes it
possible to organize and visualize the complete
organizational architecture (the “Government
Blueprint”), which is often not available in

a standardized format. PlanoEstado also
allows users to upload government planning
documents (government plans, national
development plans, or similar) that define
government objectives, in order to measure
each unit's alignment with those objectives
(Figure 7).

1. Congruence refers to the fit between the functions assigned to a unit and the organizational form and hierarchical

rank proposed for it (form-function fit). For example, PlanoEstado assesses whether the proposed hierarchical level

of a unit is congruent with the tasks assigned to it and whether the type of unit (centralized, decentralized, or public

enterprise) is appropriate for its primary objectives and functions. Based on this assessment, the platform generates

recommendations to improve that congruence
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@ Figure 7: Uploading Organizational Regulations to PlanoEstado for Structured Data Extraction.
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Based on the documents uploaded to the platform, PlanoEstado assesses both strategic alignment
and functional overlap within the current institutional architecture. For both dimensions, PlanoEstado
generates a score for each organizational unit (or pair of units), together with an explanation of the
resulting classification, which facilitates its interpretation and validation by users (Figures 8 and 9).

@ Figure 8: Analysis of the Alignment Between Existing Organizational Units
and Government Objectives
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@ Figure 9: Analysis of Functional Overlaps Between Pairs of Organizational Units.
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Users can also search for and export results for specific organizational units of particular interest. This
functionality provides a comprehensive assessment of the strategic alignment and functional overlap
of the units under review by public authorities (Figure 10).

@ Figure 10: Analysis of Specific Organizational Units.
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Finally, the platform allows users to upload draft regulations for proposed new organizational units
(Figure 11). In these cases, PlanoEstado assesses the proposed units' alignment with government
objectives, potential functional overlap with existing organizational units, and congruence between the
unit's type and hierarchical level and its assigned functions, and generates specific recommmendations to
improve the draft regulation.
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@ Figure 11: Analysis of a Proposed New Organizational Unit.
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PlanoEstado includes a user manual summarizing the main steps for uploading documents,
updating the database, viewing visualizations, testing draft regulation, and exporting data to
facilitate its use by teams responsible for reviewing organizational structures.

implemented. Organizational design would cease
to be a one-time exercise and instead become an
ongoing strategic management capability.

Toward a Permanent
Capacity for Analysis

and Monitoring

Beyond supporting individual reform efforts,
these tools pursue a broader objective: for
governments to develop a permanent capacity
to analyze and monitor their own institutional
architecture. Instead of relying on occasional
reviews—which are often costly, time-consuming,
and inherently incomplete—governments could
periodically update information on institutional
functions, continuously monitor changes in

the state's architecture, and systematically
evaluate reorganization proposals before they are

The IDB offers these tools as part of its
technical assistance to countries in the region.
Governments facing decisions on institutional
reorganization or seeking to better understand
their institutional architecture can use this
methodology to support those processes.
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Best Practices

and Prioritization
Criteria for Effective
Organizational Design
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The greatest value of government
maps lies in using them to overcome
institutional inertia and support strategic

decision-making. The a;sessmgnts prl N C| p I es Of GOOd

presented in the preceding sections reveal

cumulative patterns that have persisted over O rg an izationa I DeSig N

time (overlaps, gaps, fragmentation within
the Center of Government, proliferation of

units across cross-cutting agendas, among Twelve convergent best practices
others). Governments generally sense are proposed to guide the process of
this intuitively, but they are rarely able to organizational design within the state. A
document them with sufficient precision to comparative review of guides, guidelines, and
address these issues. PlanoEstado transforms standards on organizational design in the
that intuition into evidence. However, public sector—including experiences from Latin
evidence alone does not produce reform. To America and the Caribbean, as well as reference
translate evidence into reforms, it requires frameworks from Germany, Australia, and the
a framework to guide what to do with it, in OECD—identifies 12 convergent best practices.
what order, and according to what criteria. Despite differences across institutional

context, these best practices converge on a
This section presents that framework to single principle: an efficient organizational
guide the next step—not as a one-size-fits- architecture must be deliberate, proportionate,
all model applicable to all contexts, but as a reviewable, and strictly aligned with the
set of converging principles that comparative government's priorities.

experience across Latin America and the
Caribbean and Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development (OECD)
member countries has identified as pillars

of sound organizational design (APSC, 2023;
BMI, 2020; Johnsgn, Marcinkowski, and
Szescito, 2021; Legislative Branch of Paraguay,
2024; Office of the President of the Republic
of Peru, 2018; Government of the Province

of Buenos Aires, 2020). The section also
presents a prioritization matrix
to support decision-making
when political and administrative
resources are, inevitably, limited.

|
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The 12 best practices are presented below
(see Table ).

1.

Align structure and strategy.
Organizational design must overcome
historical inertia and the incremental
accumulation of units. Its structure
should respond directly to the
government’'s mission and objectives
and should be revised when these
change. Structure is a means, not an
end; it must follow strategy, not the
other way around. However, aligning
structure with strategy does not mean
reorganizing the state apparatus

with every change in leadership.
Consistency should be sought, first and
foremost, by readjusting the functions
of existing units or strengthening
coordination mechanisms. The creation
of new organizational units should
remain an exceptional measure.

Clearly assign mandates, functions,
and responsibilities. Each function
assigned by law must have a clearly
identified responsible organizational
unit. Functional clarity not only facilitates
internal operations but also strengthens
accountability by clearly identifying
which organizational unit makes
decisions, which implements them,
which coordinates activities, and which
is accountable for results.

Group related functions together.
Functions that share a close substantive
relationship—the same policy objective,
the same target population, the same
value chain—should be grouped within
a single organization unit or chain of
command. This reduces fragmentation,
prevents overlaps, and allows
coordination to flow smoothly without
relying on informal arrangements.

4.

Distinguish substantive functions from
support and management functions.
The structure must clearly distinguish
between areas that directly produce
public value—regulation, service delivery,
policy implementation—and those

that perform internal administrative or
advisory functions. An appropriate balance
between these two types of areas prevents
mission-critical functions from being
diluted by administrative tasks.

Design with simplicity and
proportionality in mind. Structural
complexity should be proportional to the
functions to be performed. Unnecessary
hierarchies, redundant reporting lines,
and excessively long approval processes
slow down decision-making, duplicate
responsibilities, and hinder accountability.

Design the institutional form according
to the type of function. Not all tasks
require the same organizational
arrangement. The choice between a
ministry, agency, regulatory body, or
decentralized entity should be based on
the nature of the function, the degree of
specialization required, and the available
accountability mechanisms—not on
institutional inertia or short-term
political considerations.

Place decision-making at the
appropriate operational level.
Decision-making authority should be
located close to where information is
generated and where problems arise.
Escalating decisions unnecessarily creates
bottlenecks, slows down responses, and
reduces the autonomy of the teams with
the knowledge to take action.
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Avoid duplication and ensure formal
coordination. When functions are
shared or interdependent across
organizational units, coordination should
not be left to informal arrangements; it
must be formally established. Preventing
duplication and formal coordination are
two sides of the same principle.

Create new units only in exceptional
cases. Every proposal to create a new
organizational unit should undergo

an ex ante assessment: Is the function
truly necessary? Is there an existing
unit that performs a similar function?
Are there more efficient alternatives?
Organizational expansion should not be
the default response to new priorities;
that is precisely the mechanism that
generates the problems documented in
this report.

Periodically review organizational
design and streamline institutional
structures. Organizational design is

not a one-time decision. Structures

must be reviewed when priorities,

the environment, or implementation
experience change, and they must
include effective mechanisms for
merging, simplifying, or eliminating units
that have become redundant or have lost
strategic alignment.

Establish central leadership and
define common rules. Changes to the

structure should not depend exclusively
on isolated decisions made by individual
agencies. A governing body that reviews
the technical, legal, and functional

consistency of proposals and coordinates
the organizational and budgetary decisions
is an essential condition for preventing the
uncontrolled proliferation of units. To this
end, PlanoEstado can serve as a key tool for
exercising this governing function.

1 Require technical justification,

guarantee financial viability, and ensure
transparency. Every organizational design
proposal must include a justification of

its necessity, a functional analysis, an
assessment of potential duplications, cost
estimates and fiscal implications, and a
guarantee of public access to the approved
structures. Without these elements,
organizational reforms are reduced to
political decisions lacking technical rigor.
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Best practice

Align structure and strategy

Clearly assign mandates,
functions, and responsibilities

Group related functions together

Distinguish between substantive,
support, and management
functions

Design with simplicity and
proportionality

Design the institutional structure
according to the type of function

Place decision-making at the
appropriate operational level

Avoid duplication and ensure
formal coordination

Create new units only in
exceptional cases

Periodically review the
organizational design and
streamline institutional structures

Establish central leadership and
define common rules

Require technical justification,
guarantee financial viability, and
ensure transparency

Source: Authors’ own elaboration.

What it entails

The organizational structure derives from the government's mission and
objectives and should be reviewed when priorities change.

Each statutory or function assigned by law has a clearly identified unit in charge.
This makes it clear who makes decisions, who carries them out, who coordinates,
and who is accountable for the results.

Functions with a close substantive relationship (shared objective, sector, value
chain, or daily interaction) should be grouped within the same organizational
unit or chain of command.

Separate mission-critical functions from administrative and advisory functions.
Maintain a balanced ratio between substantive and support units.

Avoid unnecessary hierarchies and excessive approval processes; structural
complexity should be proportional to the functions to be performed.

Choose between a ministry, agency, regulatory body, or other form
depending on the nature of the function, the degree of autonomy required,
and the accountability mechanisms.

Place decision-making authority close to where information is generated, with
explicit delegation, defined roles, and accountability mechanisms.

Minimize similar functions without justification. Where functions are shared or
interdependent, coordination must be formally established.

Every proposal to create a new organizational unit should undergo an ex ante
assessment of necessity, duplication, and alternatives. Structural expansion
should not be the default response to new priorities.

Organizational design is subject to review: this includes the possibility of merging,
simplifying, or correcting structures that have become redundant, fragmented, or
misaligned with strategic objectives.

A governing body reviews the technical, legal, and functional consistency of
changes; coordinates organizational and budgetary decisions; and prevents the
uncontrolled proliferation of units.

Every organizational design proposal must include a justification of its necessity, a
functional analysis, an assessment of potential duplications, cost estimates, fiscal
implications, and public access to the approved structures.



Prioritization Criteria:
The Strategic Triangle

Defining a sound organizational design

does not answer the most difficult question
governments face: where to begin. Political,
technical, and administrative resources are limited,
and not all necessary reforms are equally feasible
or equally urgent. The evidence generated by
PlanoEstado may identify dozens of functional
overlaps and strategic misalignments; however,
addressing all these challenges simultaneously is
neither feasible nor advisable.

To support decision-making, this report proposes
a prioritization matrix organized around three
dimensions derived from Moore's (1997) strategic
triangle, as adapted by the Inter-American
Development Bank (IDB) (Naranjo Bautista et al,,
2026; Naranjo Bautista, Trivelli, and Gil, 2025; Lanza
Robles, Naranjo Bautista, and Mosqueira, 2024).
The matrix evaluates three criteria: the public value
of the reorganization, the capacity to implement

it successfully, and political feasibility (Figure 12). A
reform initiative that scores highly across all three
dimensions should be prioritized, whereas one
with consistently low score should be deferred.
The most complex cases are those with high value
but low feasibility. This is where evidence-based
assessment becomes particularly valuable, as it
highlights the cost of inaction.

@ Figure 12: Decision Prioritization Matrix Based on the Strategic Triangle.

Public Value
Is it worth doing?

Implementation Capacity
Can it be done effectively?

A

Prioritize cases with
high duplication and low
strategic alignment

Reorganization
Decision

Political Feasibility
Can it be sustained?

Prioritize administratively
straightforward cases

Prioritize if feasible

Prioritize reforms facing
manageable resistance

Source: Prepared by the authors, based on Moore's (1997) strategic triangle.
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Public value:
Is it worth doing?

This dimension evaluates the strategic
contribution of institutional reorganization.

It examines the extent to which the entity or
function in question contributes to government
priorities, the extent of functional overlap that
reduces efficiency and organizational coherence,
and what the potential is for generating savings
or improving the quality of spending. Entities with
outdated mandates, low strategic contribution, or
a high level of duplication are natural candidates
for reorganization or consolidation.

Implementation Capacity:
Can It Be Done Right?

This dimension assesses the legal and
administrative feasibility of the change, the
availability of leadership and teams capable
of managing the transition, and the ability to
integrate functions—not just structures—without
disrupting critical services. Administratively
simple reforms, where there is proven
implementation capacity, should be prioritized
over those that are necessary but require
institutional conditions that are not yet in place.

Political Feasibility:
Can It Be Sustained?

This dimension assesses foreseeable
resistance—from labor unions, public
managers, and interest groups—the public
sensitivity surrounding the affected service,
and the available political window of
opportunity. Reforms with manageable or
mitigable resistance, or those in which the
political cost of inaction is higher than the cost
of reform, are more likely to be sustained over
time. For reforms that are necessary but not
yet politically viable, it is essential to conduct
a political economy analysis and evaluate
options to make them feasible or ways to
implement them gradually.

The deliberate use of this framework,
combined with the evidence generated by
PlanoEstado, enables governments to move
from diagnosing known but poorly understood
problems to developing a concrete, sequenced,
and sustainable reform agenda. That is the
difference between having a blueprint of the
state and knowing how to use it.
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The institutional architecture of the state
does not change on its own, and when

it changes without strategic direction, it
deteriorates. The documented pattern is
consistent across five countries and hundreds
of institutions. In Latin America and the
Caribbean, organizational structures grow
incrementally, “issue by issue,” crisis by crisis,
in the absence of an institutional mechanism
capable of evaluating the cumulative effects
of those decisions as a whole. As the data
presented in the Introduction show, the result
can be costly for countries in the region,
and—as observed in a functional coherence
exercise—functional overlap in at least one
institutional mandate function may affect
more than 60% of the units within the state
apparatus, constituting an urgent call to action.

This document proposes overcoming that
inertia strategically, with a long-term vision
and evidence-based approach. Governments
in the region face two related problems that
have reinforced each other for decades: (i)
structures that grow without fiscal control
and without functional coherence, and (ii) the
lack of tools to systematically diagnose that
growth. The first leads to inefficient spending
and fragmentation in public management.
The second results in reforms being designed
without a comprehensive understanding

of the institutional architecture and, as a
consequence, reproducing the very problems
they aim to solve.

Until now, there has been no
practical way to address both
problems simultaneously. Artificial
intelligence (Al)—specifically,
large-scale language models
applied to policy analysis—opens
up this possibility for the first time.

For experts and decision-makers working

on institutional design and state reform, this
document offers three concrete and practical
contributions to move from diagnosis to action.
The first is a methodology for analyzing

the existing institutional architecture: a
systematic and reproducible approach to
reconstructing the state's organizational
architecture (its blueprint), assessing alignment
with the government's strategic priorities, and
identifying functional overlaps—at a scale and
speed that traditional methods cannot match.

The second is a tool for prospective analysis:
PlanoEstado allows for the evaluation of

the technical soundness and feasibility of
reform proposals prior to their approval

and implementation, thereby anticipating
unintended consequences and reducing

the risk of replicating the same patterns of
fragmentation revealed by the diagnosis. The
third is a prioritization framework for action:
the principles of good organizational design
and the strategic triangle presented in the
section “Best Practices and Prioritization Criteria
for Effective Organizational Design” provide
valuable criteria for deciding where to start
when political and administrative resources are,
inevitably, limited.

Having a comprehensive overview of the state
does not guarantee successful reform, but it
makes it much harder to justify a failed reform.
In a context of fiscal constraints, growing

public demands, and limited windows of
political opportunity, that difference matters.
This also illustrates how Al can complement
and expand the scope of human judgment

in complex public policy decisions. It does

not automate decisions, replace institutional
expertise, or eliminate the need for political will,
but it enhances the ability to identify patterns,
highlight areas of concern, and build a more
solid empirical basis for action. Ultimately, it is
up to governments and public officials to decide
how to act on that information.
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The Inter-American Development Bank
(IDB) supports governments in the region
in this process as part of its technical
assistance. Governments facing decisions on
institutional reorganization or seeking more
precise understanding of their institutional
architecture can use this methodology to
support those processes

Moving in this direction is not a
technical goal in and of itself; it
IS a means for the state to more
effectively fulfill the commitments
it makes to its citizens.

Government teams interested
in learning more can access
additional information through
ImplementalAC.




References

o4



ACUS (Administrative Conference of the United States). 2012. Recommendation 2012-5: Improving Coordination of Related

Agency Responsibilities. Washington, D.C.: ACUS. Available at: https:/Wwww.acus.gov/projects/improving-coordination-

related-agency-responsibilities.

Alessandro, M., and J.M. Ortiz de Zarate. 2022. Fragmentation and Overlaps in State Structures: An Analysis Using Artificial
Intelligence. Buenos Aires: Fundar. Available at: https:/fund.ar/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Fundar_Fragmentacion.
pdf.

Alessandro, M., M. Lafuente, and C. Santiso. 2014. Governing to Deliver: Reinventing the Center of Government in Latin America
and the Caribbean. Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: https:/dx.doi.org/10.18235/0012795.

Alessandro, M., D. Arrieta, and S. Naranjo Bautista. 2026. Managing and Communicating Government Transitions: A Toolkit.
Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: https:/doi.org/10.18235/0013988.

APSC (Australian Public Service Commission). 2023. Optimal Management Structures Guidance 2023. Canberra: APSC.

Available at: https://www.apsc.gov.au/initiatives-and-programs/aps-workforce-strategy-2025/workforce-planning-

resources/optimal-management-structures-guidance-2023.

IDB (Inter-American Development Bank). 2025. Institutional Capacity and Rule of Law for State Effectiveness: Thematic
Framework Document Proposal 2025-2030. Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at_https./www.iadb.org/document.cfm?id
=EZIDBO0O00577-1646886943-2481.

BMI (Federal Ministry of the Interior, Building, and Community). 2020. Joint Rules of Procedure of the Federal Ministries (CGO).
Berlin: BMI. Available at: https:/mwww.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/downloads/EN/themen/moderne-verwaltung/ggo_

en.html

Burton, R.M., G. DeSanctis, and B. Obel. 2012. Organizational Design: A Step-by-Step Approach (2nd ed.). Cambridge, England:

Cambridge University Press.

Cabinet Office. 2016. Public Bodies 2015. London: Cabinet Office. Available at: https:/www.gov.uk/government/publications/
public-bodies-2015.

Camacho, A.E, and R.L. Glicksman. 2021. “Designing Regulation Across Organizations: Assessing the Functions and
Dimensions of Governance.” Regulation & Governance, 15(S1), S102-S122. Available at: https:/doi.org/10.1111/rego.12420.

Candel, J.J., and R. Biesbroek. 2016. Toward a Processual Understanding of Policy Integration. Policy Sciences, 49(3), 211-231.

Cejudo, G.M.,, and C.L. Michel. 2016. Public Policies and Policy Coherence: Goals, Instruments, and Target Populations. Gestion

v politica publica, 25(1), 03-31. Available at: https://mww.researchgate.net/publication/298707814_Public_Policies_and_

Policy_Coherence_Goals_Instruments_and_Target_Populations.

Chandler, A.D.1962. Strategy and Structure: Chapters in the History of the Industrial Enterprise. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

CSPS (Canada School of Public Service). 2025. Canada's Federal Spending Reviews: 50 Years of Facts, Figures, and Lessons.

Ottawa: CSPS. Available at: https:/Mwww.csps-ef pc.gc.ca/tools/jobaids/spending-reviews-eng.aspx.

@ooooooo 55


https://www.acus.gov/projects/improving-coordination-related-agency-responsibilities
https://www.acus.gov/projects/improving-coordination-related-agency-responsibilities
https://fund.ar/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Fundar_Fragmentacion.pdf
https://fund.ar/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Fundar_Fragmentacion.pdf
https://dx.doi.org/10.18235/0012795
https://doi.org/10.18235/0013988
https://www.apsc.gov.au/initiatives-and-programs/aps-workforce-strategy-2025/workforce-planning-reso
https://www.apsc.gov.au/initiatives-and-programs/aps-workforce-strategy-2025/workforce-planning-reso
https://www.iadb.org/document.cfm?id=EZIDB0000577-1646886943-2481
https://www.iadb.org/document.cfm?id=EZIDB0000577-1646886943-2481
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/downloads/EN/themen/moderne-verwaltung/ggo_en.html
https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/downloads/EN/themen/moderne-verwaltung/ggo_en.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/public-bodies-2015
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/public-bodies-2015
https://doi.org/10.1111/rego.12420
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/298707814_Public_Policies_and_Policy_Coherence_Goals_Instru
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/298707814_Public_Policies_and_Policy_Coherence_Goals_Instru
https://www.csps-efpc.gc.ca/tools/jobaids/spending-reviews-eng.aspx

Davis, G., P. Weller, E. Craswell, and S. Eggins. 1999. What Drives Machinery of Government Change? Australia, Canada, and the
United Kingdom, 1950-1997. Public Administration, 77(1), 7-50. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9299.00142.

Durrant, T,, and G. Tetlow. 2019. Creating and Dismantling Government Departments: How to Handle Machinery of

Government Changes Well. London: Institute for Government. Available at: https://instituteforgovernment.org.uk/sites/

default/files/publications/creating-and-dismantling-government-departments.pdf.

Egeberg, M. 2007. “How Bureaucratic Structure Matters: An Organizational Perspective.” In B.G. Peters and J. Pierre (eds.),

*Handbook of Public Administration* California: Sage Publications.

Farhang, S., and M. Yaver. 2016. “Divided Government and the Fragmentation of American Law." American Journal of Political
Science, 60(2), 401-417. Available at: https:/doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12188.

Freeman, J.,, and J. Rossi. 2012. “Agency Coordination in Shared Regulatory Space.” Harvard Law Review, 125(5), 131-1211.
Available at: https:/Awww.jstor.org/stable/41349912.

GAO (Government Accountability Office). 2015. Fragmentation, Overlap, and Duplication: An Evaluation and Management
Guide. Technical Report GAO-15-49SP. Washington, D.C.: GAQ. Available at: https:/apps.dtic.mil/sti/trecms/pdf/
AD1175555.pdf.

————— .2021. 2021 Annual Report: New Opportunities to Reduce Fragmentation, Overlap, and Duplication and Achieve Billions in
Financial Benefits. Technical Report GAO-21-455SP. Washington, D.C.: GAQ. Available at: https:/apps.dtic.mil/sti/trecms/
pdf/AD1174793.pdf.

Government of the Province of Buenos Aires. 2020. Decree No. 770/2020. Approves the Regulations for the Formulation,
Processing, and Approval of Organizational Structures within the Provincial Public Administration and the Model
Decree for the Approval/Modification of Organizational and Functional Structures. September 9, 2020. Official Gazette
of the Province of Buenos Aires No. 28849. Available at: https:/normas.gba.gob.ar/ar-b/decreto/2020/770/216328.

Izquierdo, A, C. Pessino, and G. Vuletin. 2018. Better Spending for Better Lives: How Latin America and the Caribbean Can Do
More with Less. Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: https://doi.org/10.18235/0001217-es.

Johnsgn, J., L. Marcinkowski, and D. Szescito. 2021. Organization of Public Administration: Agency Governance, Autonomy, and
Accountability. Support for Improvement in Governance and Management, Document No. 63. Paris: OECD. Available at:
https://doi.org/10.1787/07316cc3-en.

Lanza Robles, V., S. Naranjo Bautista, and E. Mosqueira. 2024. Digitalization of the Government of the Autonomous City
of Buenos Aires: Three Elements for Effective Implementation. Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: https:/doi.
0rg/10.18235/0012946.

Lapuente, V., and S. Van de Walle. 2020. “The Effects of New Public Management on the Quality of Public Services."
Governance, 33(3), 461-475. https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12502.

Li, Z, H. Zhang, C. Wei, P. Lu, P. Nie, Y. Lu, et al. 2026. Beyond Semantic Similarity: Rethinking Retrieval for Agentic Search via
Direct Corpus Interaction [Preprint]. Available at:_https://arxiv.org/abs/2605.05242

@ooooooo 56


https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9299.00142
https://instituteforgovernment.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/creating-and-dismantling-gove
https://instituteforgovernment.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/creating-and-dismantling-gove
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12188
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41349912
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/trecms/pdf/AD1175555.pdf
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/trecms/pdf/AD1175555.pdf
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/trecms/pdf/AD1174793.pdf
https://apps.dtic.mil/sti/trecms/pdf/AD1174793.pdf
https://normas.gba.gob.ar/ar-b/decreto/2020/770/216328
https://doi.org/10.18235/0001217-es
https://doi.org/10.1787/07316cc3-en
https://doi.org/10.18235/0012946
https://doi.org/10.18235/0012946
https://doi.org/10.1111/gove.12502
https://arxiv.org/abs/2605.05242

Manning, N., and N. Parison. 2004. Determining the Structure and Functions of Government: Program and Functional Reviews.
World Bank. Working Paper No. 36135. Washington, D.C.: World Bank. Available at;_http:/documents.worldbank.org/
curated/en/986341468093279760.

May, P.J., J. Sapotichne, and S. Workman. 2006. Policy Coherence and Policy Domains. Policy Studies Journal, 34(3), 381-403.
Available at: https://doi.org/10.1111/J.1541-0072.2006.00178 x.

Moore, M.H.1997. Creating Public Value: Strategic Management in Government. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Mosqueira, E., and M. Alessandro. 2023. State Capacities and Complex Public Policy Problems: How to Address Vulnerabilities
Affecting Human Development. Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: https://dx.doi.org/10.18235/0005052.

Mulgan, G. 2014. Rewiring the Brain: A Rough Blueprint for Reforming Centers of Government. London: Nesta. Available at:

https:/media.nesta.org.uk/documents/rewiringthebrain.pdf.

—————— .2024. Designing New Public Institutions for the UK in the 2020s and Beyond. Helsinki: TIAL. Available at: https://tial.org/
wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Designhing-new-public-institutions-v03062024.pdf.

NAO (National Audit Office). 2012. Efficiency and Reform in Government Corporate Functions Through Shared Service Centers.

London: NAO. Available at: https:/Mmwww.nao.org.uk/reports/efficiency-and-reform-in-government-corporate-functions-

through-shared-service-centres/.

————— .2022. Government Shared Services. Report — Value for Money 2022. London: NAO. Available at: https://www.nao.org.uk/

reports/government-shared-services/.

Naranjo Bautista, S., M. Alessandro, and J.M. Ortiz de Zarate. 2025. Artificial Intelligence for More Effective Governments.
Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: http://dx.doi.org/10.18235/0013786.

Naranjo Bautista, S., E. Mosqueira, P. Keefer, and M. Paz. 2026. How to Improve State Effectiveness in Latin America and the
Caribbean. Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: https://doi.org/10.18235/0013965.

Naranjo Bautista, S., E. Mosqueira, M. Lafuente, R. De Michele, J. Fuenzalida, P. Keefer, et al. 2025. Better Governments for
Better Lives: Strengthening State Capacities for Strategic, Merit-Based, and Inclusive Civil Service Management in Latin
America and the Caribbean. Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at;_https:/doi.org/10.18235/0013424.

Naranjo Bautista, S., C. Trivelli, and R. Gil. 2025. The Art of Coordination: How to Break Down Silos in the Public Sector.
Washington, D.C.: IDB. Available at: https:/doi.org/10.18235/0013612.

National Commission on the Public Service. 2003. Urgent Business for America: Revitalizing the Federal Government for

the 21st Century. January 4. Partnership for Public Service. Available at: https:/fourpublicservice.org/know-the-facts/

resource-library/reports/urgent-business-for-america-revitalizing-the-federal-government-for-the-21st-century.

OECD (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development). 2025. Governing with Artificial Intelligence: The State of
Play and Way Forward in Core Government Functions. Paris: OECD. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1787/795del42-en.

Peters, B.G.1998. Managing Horizontal Government: The Politics of Coordination. Canadian Centre for Management

@ooooooo 5/


http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/986341468093279760
http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/986341468093279760
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0072.2006.00178.x
https://dx.doi.org/10.18235/0005052
https://media.nesta.org.uk/documents/rewiringthebrain.pdf
https://tial.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Designing-new-public-institutions-v03062024.pdf
https://tial.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/06/Designing-new-public-institutions-v03062024.pdf
https://www.nao.org.uk/reports/efficiency-and-reform-in-government-corporate-functions-through-share
https://www.nao.org.uk/reports/efficiency-and-reform-in-government-corporate-functions-through-share
https://www.nao.org.uk/reports/government-shared-services/
https://www.nao.org.uk/reports/government-shared-services/
http://dx.doi.org/10.18235/0013786
https://doi.org/10.18235/0013965
https://doi.org/10.18235/0013424
https://doi.org/10.18235/0013612
https://ourpublicservice.org/know-the-facts/resource-library/reports/urgent-business-for-america-rev
https://ourpublicservice.org/know-the-facts/resource-library/reports/urgent-business-for-america-rev
https://doi.org/10.1787/795de142-en

Development, Research Paper No. 21. Ottawa: CCMD. Available at: https://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/
SC94-61-21-1998E.pdf.

Legislative Branch of Paraguay. 2024. Law No. 7278 of 2024: Regulating the administrative organization of the State. May 3],
2024. Official Gazette No. 105. Available at_https:/mwww.mef.gov.py/sites/default/files/2025-09/ley%20n%207278_2024.

pdf.

Office of the President of the Republic of Peru. 2018. Supreme Decree No. 054-2018-PCM: Approving the Guidelines for the
Organization of the State. May 18, 2018. Official Gazette El Peruano. Available at:_https:/www.gob.pe/institucion/ocm/
normas-legales/3104-054-2018-.

Repetto, F. 2010. Coordination of Social Policies: A Conceptual Approach and Review of Latin American Experiences. In C.H.
Acufa (ed.), The Challenges of Coordination and Comprehensive Approaches to Public Policy and Management in
Latin America. Buenos Aires: Office of the Chief of the Cabinet of Ministers of the Nation. pp. 47-84. Available at: https.//
cdi.mecon.gob.ar/bases/docelec/fcl175.pdf.

Rogger, D., and C. Schuster. 2023. The Government Analytics Handbook: Leveraging Data to Strengthen Public
Administration. Washington, D.C.: World Bank. Available at: https:/doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-1957-5.

Shaffer, R. 2022. “Power in Text: Implementing Networks and Institutional Complexity in American Law.” The Journal of Politics,
84(1), 86-100. Available at: https:/doi.org/10.1086/714933.

Shostak, R, M. Alessandro, P. Diamond, E. Mosqueira, and M. Lafuente. 2023. The Center of Government, Revisited: A Decade of
Global Reforms. Washington, D.C:: IDB. Available at: https://doi.org/10.18235/0004994.

Sieberer, U, TM. Meyer, H. Back, A. Ceron, A. Falco-Gimeno, |. Guinaudeau, et al. 2021. The Political Dynamics of Portfolio
Design in European Democracies. British Journal of Political Science, 51(2), 772-787. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1017/
S0007123419000346.

Tellier, G. 2022. The Canadian Federal 1994-1996 Program Review: Appraising a Success 25 Years Later. In: E. Lindquist, M.
Howlett, C. Skogstad, C. Tellier, and P. t' Hart (eds.), Policy Success in Canada: Cases, Lessons, Challenges. Oxford: OUP.
pp. 416-437. Available at: https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780192897046.003.0021.

Wang, D., and J. Guo. 2022. The Big Data Analysis and Visualization of Mass Messages under “Smart Government
Affairs” Based on Text Mining. Mathematical Problems in Engineering, 2022(1), 8594233, Available at: https:/doi.
org/10.1155/2022/8594233.

Wilson, 3.Q.1989. Bureaucracy: What Government Agencies Do and Why They Do It. New York: Basic Books.

Zuiderwijk, A, Y.C. Chen, and F. Salem. 2021. Implications of the Use of Artificial Intelligence in Public Governance: A Systematic
Literature Review and a Research Agenda. Government Information Quarterly, 38(3), 101577. Available at: https:/doi.
0rg/10.1016/j.9iq.2021101577.



https://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/SC94-61-21-1998E.pdf
https://publications.gc.ca/collections/Collection/SC94-61-21-1998E.pdf
https://www.mef.gov.py/sites/default/files/2025-09/ley%20n%207278_2024.pdf
https://www.mef.gov.py/sites/default/files/2025-09/ley%20n%207278_2024.pdf
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/pcm/normas-legales/3104-054-2018-
https://www.gob.pe/institucion/pcm/normas-legales/3104-054-2018-
https://cdi.mecon.gob.ar/bases/docelec/fc1175.pdf
https://cdi.mecon.gob.ar/bases/docelec/fc1175.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-1957-5
https://doi.org/10.1086/714933
https://doi.org/10.18235/0004994
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000346
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123419000346
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192897046.003.0021
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/8594233
https://doi.org/10.1155/2022/8594233
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2021.101577
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2021.101577

O IDB

Improving lives




