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Annotation.

The article is devoted to the critical study of the phenomenon of normative universalism in the historical and modern
perspective — from the 1789 slogan "one law, one weight and measure" to the global compliance regimes of the XXI century
(GDPR, ESG, ISO 37301, AI Act).

The central problem of the paper is to identify the limitations of normative models that assume that uniformity of rules
automatically creates fair and just behavior.

In the course of the study, a comprehensive interdisciplinary analysis is performed: (1) a historical and political review of
normative reforms from the period of the French Revolution; (2) an analytical review of contemporary publications on compliance
management, organizational ethics and digital regulation; (3) a comparison of normative approaches with the concepts of E.
Deming, P. Senge and O. Scharmer; (4) a comparative analysis of 18th and 21st century normativism in a structured way.

The results show that modern regulatory systems — like the universalist project of the eighteenth century - strive for a unified
field of responsibility, but encounter a fundamental contradiction between the formal equality of norms and actual cultural practices.

Empirical research confirms: formal elements of compliance explain only part of employee behavior, while actual effectiveness
is determined by a culture of fairness, trust, perceptions of procedural integrity, and intrinsic motivation.

A comparison of normative models with the theories of Deming, Senge, and Scharmer revealed that sustainable change is
only possible when moving from control to systemic improvement, from reaction to organizational learning, and from bureaucratic
"downloading" to conscious action from the future. The norm forms the frame, but culture and motivation determine the reality of
behavior.

The conclusions substantiate that normative mechanisms, both in the eighteenth and twenty-first century, cannot deliver
transformation without cultural and systemic work. Modern compliance can avoid the "illusion of order" trap only when integrated
with approaches of organizational development, systems thinking, and ethical maturity.

Keywords: compliance-management, normative universalism, organizational culture, ethical behavior, systems thinking,
motivation, management transformation

HopmaTuBHMii yHiBepcaJIi3M K iJIK03i MOPSAKY: BiJ raciaa
1789 poxy 10 r100aJIbLHUX PEeKUMIB JOTPUMAHHA HOPM 21 cTOJIITTA

IBanoBa Cgitiiana
/Ininposcovkuii nayionanvnuil ynieepcumem imeni Oneca I'onuapa

AHoTanis.

CTarTs NpHUCBAYEHA KPUTHYHOMY JIOCIHI/DKEHHIO ()EHOMEHY HOPMAaTHBHOIO YHIBepcalli3My B ICTOpHYHIl Ta cydacHii
MePCIEeKTUBI — Bif Tacia 1789 poky «OIHMH 3aKOH, OJTHA Bara i Mipa» JI0 TNI00abHUX PEKUMIB HoTpruMaHHsS BUMor XXI cromiTrs
(GDPR, ESG, ISO 37301, AI Act).

LlenTpanbHOIO TPOOIEMOIO CTATTi € BUSBICHHS OOMEKEHb HOPMATHBHHX MOJENEH, sIKi NMPUIYCKAIOTh, IO OXHOPIIHICTH
NPABHJI aBTOMATHYHO CTBOPIOE CIIPABE/UINBY 1 YECHY TTOBEJIIHKY.

VYV xoxmi JOCHiKEHHS MPOBOAUTHCS KOMIUIEKCHHH MDKIUCIUILUTIHAPHUH aHami3: (1) iCTOpHYHMHA 1 MOMITHYHMI ONIsA
HOpMaTUBHUX pedopm 3 mepiony Ppaniy3pkoi peBosionii; (2) aHaNITHYHUA ODIS Cy4acHHMX MyONiKalid 3 yHpaBIiHHS
KOMIITA€EHCOM, OpTaHi3alliifHOT eTHKU Ta HU(PPOBOTO peryimoBaHHS; (3) MOPIBHSAHHS HOPMATHBHUX IMIAXOMIB 3 KoHHemmismu E.
Jewinra, I1. Cenre Ta O. lllapmepa; (4) mopiBHsUIbHUI aHai3 HOpMATHBI3MY 18-10 Ta 21-ro CTONITH y CTPYKTYPOBAaHOMY BHIVISII.

PesynbraTi IOKa3yI0Th, 110 CYYacHI CHCTEMH PETyJIIOBaHH, SK 1 yHiBepcamicTchkuid poekT X VIII cromiTts, mparayTs 110
yHidikoBaHOT cepH BIANOBIJATBHOCTI, ajle CTHKAIOTHCS 3 (yHIaMEHTAIBHOIO CYIEPEUHICTIO MK ()OPMAIIbHOIO PIBHICTIO HOPM
Ta (QaKTUIHIMH KyJIETypHUMH NTPAaKTHKaMU.

EMnipuuHi A0CHIIKEHHS MiATBEPUKYIOTh: (OpMalbHI €IEeMEHTH KOMIUIAEHCY IOSICHIOIOTH JIMIIE YacTHHY MOBEIIHKN
CHiBpOOITHHKIB, TOAI K (haKTHYHA ¢(PEKTUBHICTH BU3HAYAETHCSA KYJIBTYPOIO CITPAaBEIIMBOCTI, JOBIPH, CIPUHHATTS TPOLEITYpPHOT
LTICHOCT] Ta BHYTPILIHBOIO MOTHBALIIEI0.

[MopiBHSHHS HOpPMAaTHBHHUX Mojenel 3 teopisimu [leminra, Cenre ta lllapmepa mokasano, mo CTifiKi 3MiHH MOXJIHMBI JIHIIIE
IIPH [IEPEXO/i Bijl KOHTPOJIIO /10 CHCTEMHOTO BIOCKOHAJICHHSI, Bi/l peaKilii 10 opraHizaliiilHoro HaBuaHHs; Ta BiJ OIOPOKPATHYHOTO
«3aBaHTaKEHHs» JI0 CBIIOMUX Jiif 3 MaitbyTHporo. Hopma dopMye pamkwm, ane KynsTypa Ta MOTHBALlSI BU3HAYAIOTh PEATbHICTh
MOBEIIHKH.

BucHOBKH MiATBEPIKYIOTh, 110 HOpMaTtuBHI MexaHizmu, sk y XVII, tak i B XXI cromiTTi, HE MOXYTh 3a0€3IMEUUTH
Tpancdopmanito 6e3 KylabTypHOT Ta cucTeMHOl poboru. CyuacHe ZOTPUMaHHS HOPM MOXE YHUKHYTH NMAcTKH «iT03i1 OPSIKy»
JIUIIE TOJI, KOJIM BOHO IHTETPOBAHO 3 MiIX0JJAMU OPraHi3aliifHOr0 pPO3BUTKY, CHCTEMHOTO MHCJICHHSI Ta €THYHOI 3piJIOCTi.

Ki11040Bi c/10Ba: KOMIUIaGHC-MEHEPKMEHT, YNPaBIiHHA JOTPUMAHHAM HOPM, HOPMATHBHUI yHIBepcaii3M, OopraHizariiiHa
KyJbTypa, €THYHA MOBEJ[IHKA, CHCTEMHE MUCIICHHS, MOTHBAILLisI, TpaHC(OpPMAIIis yIpaBIiHHI
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Introduction.

- "How do you assess the impact of the French
Revolution of 17892"

(American diplomat's question to Chinese Pre-
mier Zhou Enlai during the visit of a US delegation
to the PRC, early 1970s)

- "It's too early to judge."

(Zhou Enlai)

Contemporary global regulatory regimes —
GDPR, ISO 37301, EU Sustainability Directives,
ESG, Al Act — seek to create a universal space of
accountability and transparency. In their logic, they
reproduce a long-standing idea first institutionalized
during the French Revolution: to create a just social
order through uniform laws, uniform standards, and
unification of rules of conduct.

The slogan of 1789 - "One God, One King, One
Law, One Weight and Measure" — expressed the
belief that the ordering of norms was the basis of
social justice (Gedj, 2000). The parallel with con-
temporary compliance is obvious: standards and
regulation also claim to be universal and rational.

However, social history and contemporary stu-
dies of compliance show: normative equality is not
identical to real equality, and standardization does
not guarantee honesty and ethical behavior.

Analysis of recent publications. Modern publi-
cations on ethics and compliance management in
general show a rather optimistic picture: ethics and
compliance programs can indeed reduce the fre-
quency of violations, increase employee awareness
and support more responsible behavior. Analysis of
works and empirical studies show that the presen-
ce of a formalized program that includes several
complementary components (code, training, lines
of trust, investigations, reporting) correlates with a
lower incidence of unethical behavior and a greater
willingness to report wrongdoing (Kaptein, 2015;
Weaver & Treviio, 1999).

Reviews on ethical culture record a fairly con-
sistent relationship between a strong ethical culture
and the quality of decisions, reduced incidents and
increased trust within an organization (Roy et al.,
2022). New research also highlights the contribu-
tion of compliance culture in specific domains: the
influence of compliance culture on employees' green
behavior and companies' environmental practices,
and the role of ethical culture and internal controls
in improving fiscal discipline (Hair et al., 2023).
In addition, ethical training has been demonstrated
to increase clarity of expectations, transparency of
procedures, and perceived enforceability of norms,
especially at the team level (Cabana et al., 2025).

However, a number of recent works also point
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to significant complexities accompanying the prac-
tice of compliance. First, systematic reviews in the
area of business process compliance and formal me-
thods show that despite the development of power-
ful modeling and monitoring tools, actual business
processes are still often non-compliant, and finan-
cial penalties and reputational losses remain signifi-
cant (Souenjaya et al., 2025)

Second, compliance officers themselves em-
phasize in recent qualitative studies that there is no
"quick solution": measuring program effectiveness,
resource constraints, legal formalism, and employee
fatigue from regulatory burden prove to be persis-
tent obstacles (Soltes, 2022; Frommelt, 2024).

Third, recent work on digital compliance cap-
tures the difficulties of institutionalization: compa-
nies declare a commitment to data protection and
cybersecurity, but in practice are often limited to
partial, project-based solutions, failing to embed re-
quirements into process architecture and corporate
culture (Schiliro, 2024; Schrodter & Weillenberger,
2024).

Finally, conceptual studies also point to fun-
damental limitations of the "purely legal" view of
compliance: programs perceived as a tool of self-
-defense management suffer from a lack of internal
legitimacy and do not change underlying behavio-
ral patterns (Roy et al, 2023; Stansbury et al, 2007;
Ethics and Compliance Programs..., 2023).

When these empirical results are compared with
the theories of E. Deming, P. Senge and O. Schar-
mer, a fairly consistent picture emerges. Deming
pointed out that most failures are due to system de-
fects, not "bad people", and therefore it is necessary
to improve processes and culture, not just to increa-
se control. Contemporary publications support this
thesis: it is the combination of "hard" program ele-
ments (policies, procedures, monitoring) with "soft"
factors — ethical culture, fairness, trust - that produ-
ces more sustainable effects (Kaptein, 2015; Roy et
al., 2022; Cabana et al., 2025).

Senge's logic of the learning organization is re-
flected in works that treat compliance as part of or-
ganizational learning and systemic reflection rather
than as an external supervisory function (Weaver &
Trevifio, 1999). Finally, Scharmer's U Theory reso-
nates with research criticizing the "download level"
of bureaucratic repetition of procedures and calling
for a shift of attention to deeper levels - conscious
system visioning, sensing contexts, and shaping the
future of organizational ethics (Schiliro, 2024; Ethi-
cs and Compliance Programs..., 2023).

Taken together, this suggests that recent publica-
tions are gradually shifting the focus from complian-
ce as a legal compliance technique to compliance
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as a space of cultural and systemic transformation,
which is fully in line with the criticism of norma-
tivism and the human-centered approaches of De-
ming, Senge and Scharmer.

Main text

The French Revolution as a historical precedent
for normative universalism. The decrees of August
4, 1789 abolished feudal privileges, proclaimed uni-
form measures and uniform law. It was an attempt
to create a new social system from above, through
the elimination of legal asymmetries. Formally,
the changes were radical: class divisions disappea-
red, feudal courts and church tithes were abolished
(Ged;j, 2000; Jones, 2006).

However, studies of the socio-political dynami-
cs of the revolution show:

- old power structures disappeared but new
ones emerged,

- social inequalities changed form but did not
disappear,

- corrupt and clientelistic practices have
adapted,

- ideological equality was not transformed
into actual equality (Furet, 1981; Tackett, 2015).

Reform has created an ideology of equality,
but has not created institutions capable of holding
this equality in reality. Such a historical parallel is
suggested when analyzing contemporary complian-
ce programs.

There is a limitation of normative reforms in
which culture acts as an insurmountable factor. And
contemporary research on organizational ethics con-
firms this. Thus, Weaver & Trevifio (2001) found
that:

- formal elements of compliance programs
explain only 20-30% of employee behavior,

- the remainder is determined by culture, per-
ceptions of fairness, levels of trust, moral standards
and leadership.

Also Kaptein (2015) and OECD (2021) confirm:

- normativity creates a structure,

- but behavior is created by culture.

Based on these assertions, the following formula
for organizational maturity can be formulated:

Effective Compliance = (Law as a framework)
X (Culture as a content) x (Motivation as a driver)

Or more compactly:

Effective Compliance =NxCxM,

where

C - effective compliance and ethical behavior,

N - normative frame (law-as-frame),

C - cultural content (culture-as-substance),

M - motivational driver (motivation-as-drive).

And this is where the key parallelism between
the eighteenth and twenty-first centuries emerges.

Modern compliance regimes: a new implemen-
tation of the idea of "one law". Today, modern regu-
lations are striving for global unification. Thus:

- GDPR establishes a single data processing
regime in the EU;

- ISO 37301 sets standards for compliance
systems worldwide;

- ESG-directives introduce universal sustai-
nability requirements;

- Al Act claims to create a unified Al ethics
architecture;

- supply chain due diligence laws require
companies to be equally liable for third parties.

This normative universalism is close to an en-
lightenment logic: the world should be a fairer place
if the rules are uniform.

However, empirical studies show:

- having a code # following the code

- regulation does not eliminate abuses, but
only changes their form,

- corrupt practices adapt faster than standards
are updated (Coglianese & Nash, 2020).

Thus, twenty-first-century normativism repro-
duces a fundamental error of eighteenth-century
normativism: the assumption that standardization
alone ensures moral progress.

Let us examine the key features of eighteenth-
and twenty-first-century normativism through a
comparative blitz analysis (Table 1).

Table 1.

Historical and conceptual parallels of normativism

Parameter

XVIII century (1789)

21st century (compliance and
global standards)

Source of normativity

Revolutionary state

Supranational institutions (EU,
OECD, ISO)

Basis

Reason, equality, universal law

Universal standards, global ethics,
risk management

Mechanism of realization .
tions

Equalization of rights and obliga-

Equalization of procedures, policies,
accountability

Expectations

Fairness through harmonization

Ethics through standardization
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Parameter

XVIII century (1789)

21st century (compliance and
global standards)

Reality practices

New inequalities, adaptation of old

Formalism, circumvention of rules,
adaptation of corruption

Main weakness
culture

Discrepancy between law and social

Discrepancy between norm and
organizational behavior

Key lesson

Structures can be changed quickly
while minds can be changed slowly

Unification without culture # trans-
formation

Source: developed by the author

Naturally, the question arises: Why does the
modern "uniform law" not guarantee change?

It is necessary to realize that even the most per-
fect regulation does not take into account funda-
mental factors, specifically:

- Corruption is adaptive and creative - new
rules generate new schemes.

- Human psychology is stable - motivations,
fears and interests are stable.

- Organizations develop shadow practices -
"regulatory gaming".

Control causes resistance, here we can remem-
ber that the more total regulation, the more sophis-
ticated resistance, the more total control, the more
inventive human behavioral schemes to get out of
control, as evidenced by studies in the field of neu-
romanagement (Jacobs, 2009).

It can be argued that modern compliance sys-
tems show that effectiveness arises only when nor-
ms and culture are combined, rather than norms
alone.

Understanding the nature of modern complian-
ce systems is impossible without referring to the
ideas of Edwards Deming — one of the key theorists
of quality management. His criticism of traditional
management approaches and emphasis on systems
thinking allow us to take a fresh look at the weak-
nesses of normativist models of both the 18th cen-
tury and the 21st century.

At the heart of Deming's philosophy is the thesis
that quality is determined by the system, not by in-
dividual efforts or penalties (Deming, 1986).

It is the system — with its processes, rela-
tionships, motivational mechanisms, and culture
- that shapes people's behavior. According to De-
ming, up to 94% of errors and violations are caused
by defects in processes, work organization and ma-
nagement decisions, not by employee dishonesty.

From these perspectives, modern compliance
programs face a fundamental contradiction. Formal
regulation assumes that norm control and sanctions
can eliminate violations. However, Deming showed
that:

- employee behavior reflects context rather
than intent,
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- trying to " correct" people instead of pro-
cess leads to the illusion of control,

- punishment suppresses intrinsic motivation,

- fear and formalism destroy the ability to
learn and consciously follow rules.

In this sense, compliance based on fear and
monitoring is in direct conflict with a systemic
approach to quality. It reproduces the same mista-
ke as eighteenth-century normativism: the attempt
to achieve social order through external uniformity.

Deming emphasized that sustainable quality is
possible only through understanding the variability
of processes, involving people and developing their
skills, eliminating systemic causes of violations, and
changing culture (not just policies and procedures).

These points fundamentally correspond to con-
temporary research on organizational ethics, confir-
ming that formal elements of compliance explain
only a small portion of employee behavior (Abdul-
lah et al.,2016, Weaver & Treviiio, 2001).

From Deming's point of view, the main
shortcoming of modern compliance is that it often
attempts to correct what is an consequence rather
than a cause. Regulations require compliance but do
not reform the system that generates risks. Therefo-
re, traditional measures — policies, inspections, and
sanctions - seldom produce lasting results.

Deming advocated replacing the "culture of
fear" with a culture of trust and learning, where em-
ployees act not out of fear of punishment but out of
a desire to do their job well. This approach transfor-
ms compliance from a tool of oversight to a tool of
development.

Thus, through the prism of Deming's view, it
becomes evident that modern attempts to create
universal compliance structures are clearly limited
because they do not address the systemic roots of
non-compliance - organizational culture, motiva-
tion, process structure and quality of management
decisions. Like normativism in 1789, 21st century
compliance risks becoming an illusion of order if it
does not focus on system change, but only on stan-
dardizing behavior. Let us consider some divergen-
ces in the views of E. Deming and the compliance
approach (Table 2).
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bility for non-compliance.

continuous improvement.

Table 2.
Compliance vs Deming: coincidences and divergences
Comparison Modern compliance E. Deming's approach (syste- Divergences
parameter (normative approach) mic quality management) g
Divergence: compliance
Mansgement | Mimagement froush | Management trough he | normatic: Daming's
philosophy ’ - Tesp M » P approach is process-o-

riented.

Source of problems
and violations

It is assumed that a signi-
ficant portion of violations
is a consequence of human
behavior.

94% of problems are due to
system, process and manage-
ment defects.

Fundamental divergence:
focus on the person vs
focus on the system.

Main instrument of

Control, monitoring, au-
diting, sanctions, political

Process change, training, em-
ployee engagement, removing

Divergence: external
coercion vs internal im-

sanctions.

influence : :
regulation. barriers. provement.
A mistake is a violation; . . . . . .
Attitude toward requires investigation, A mistake isa signal of a sys- [ Divergence: blaming the
. ; . tem defect; requires variability | individual vs examining
mistakes corrective action, and

analysis.

the system.

Role of culture

Often underestimated;
culture is seen as an secon-
dary factor.

Central: without a quality
culture, the system does not
improve.

Divergence: secondary
importance vs fundamen-
tal importance of culture.

Source of motivation

External: fear of sanctions,
regulatory pressure, formal
requirements.

Intrinsic: pride of labor, excel-
lence, responsibility, improve-
ment.

Divergence: extrinsic vs
intrinsic motivation.

Role of management

Enforces rules and establi-
shes procedures.

Creates a fear-free envi-
ronment, supports learning,
removes barriers.

Divergence: control vs
serving the system.

Expected outcome

Compliance, minimization
of legal risks.

Improved quality, process
stability, reduced variation.

Divergent goals: com-
pliance vs quality.

Attitude towards
standards

Standards are mandatory,
they set employee beha-
vior.

Standards are useful, but must
be developed through training
and PDCA.

Partial overlap: standards
are necessary, but De-
ming's are dynamic.

Mechanism of system
sustainability

Mechanism of external
control.

Mechanism of internal impro-
vement and learning.

Polar difference: control
from outside vs develop-
ment from within.

The role of the indivi-
dual in the system

Potential intruder, object
of observation.

Central value, source of know-
ledge and improvement.

Opposing anthropological
models.

Form of responsibility

Hierarchical, personalized,
sanctioning.

Collective, systemic, learning.

Divergence: punitive vs
learning responsibility.

Understanding of
ethics

Compliance with formal
norms.

Ethical culture as a practical
basis for behavior.

Divergence: formalism vs
culture.

Type of risk

Legal and regulatory.

Operational, qualitative, hu-
man, systemic.

Divergence in risk mo-
dels.

Logic of change

Behavior change through
regulations.

Behavior change through
system improvement.

Opposing mechanisms of
transformation.

Source: developed by the author

Thus, it can be argued that the overlap between
compliance and E. Deming's quality management
system is minimal and is mainly limited to re-
cognizing the need for standards and documented
processes. However, even at this point of overlap
the approaches are fundamentally different: if in
compliance standards are interpreted as rigid nor-
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philosophies.

ms of behavior, fixing the limits of what is accep-
table, Deming's standards act more as operational
hypotheses, which should be constantly checked,
clarified and improved in the course of work. Thus,
instruments that are identical in form are filled with
content that reflects two incomparable management
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The fundamental differences between the two
can be observed in five key dimensions. First, it is
the anthropological model: compliance is based on
the assumption of potential human wrongdoing and
builds the system around monitoring and prevention
of deviations, while Deming considers the emplo-
yee as a carrier of knowledge, meaning and oppor-
tunities for improvement. Secondly, the logic of
management differs: compliance is based on control
and sanctions, while Deming emphasizes process
improvement, eliminating systemic causes of errors
and supporting the conditions in which a person
can perform well. A third difference relates to un-
derstanding the causes of violations. In compliance,
the primary source of risk is more often associated
with individual behavior, while Deming emphasizes
that errors are produced by the system, not by indi-
viduals. The management strategy depends on this:
compliance seeks to correct the individual, while
Deming seeks to change the process. The fourth di-
vergence is the role of culture. For compliance, cul-
ture plays a secondary role to regulations, whereas
for Deming it is culture - motivation, trust, psycho-
logical safety - that is the central condition for sus-
tainable quality. Finally, the fifth key difference is
the mechanisms of sustainability. In compliance,
sustainability is achieved through external coercion,
regulatory pressure, and fear of consequences, whe-
reas in Deming's model, sustainability is born out of
internal maturity, conscious responsibility, and the
pursuit of professional excellence.

These differences combine to explain why com-
pliance, unsupported by underlying cultural change,
often becomes a formality and 'paper compliance',
whereas Deming's approach fosters an environment
in which genuine quality, responsibility and sustai-
nability are possible.

Examining contemporary compliance through
Peter Senge's systems paradigm and Otto Schar-
mer's transformational approach also reveals the
underlying limitations of traditional normative mo-
dels and outlines the contours of a more mature,
evolutionary form of corporate responsibility. Both
thinkers assume that sustainable change in organiza-
tions arises not from external pressure and control,
but from the internal development of consciousness,
collective learning and the ability to see the system
holistically.

P. Senge's ideas suggest that an organization be-
comes effective when it becomes a learning system
capable of becoming aware of its patterns, identi-
fying limiting mental models, and adjusting its own
actions through reflection (Senge, 1990).

With this position, traditional compliance faces
a number of contradictions:
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1. formal control reinforces defensive reactions
and reduces an organization's ability to self-reflect;

2. rules, if not embedded in the culture, beco-
me "dead artifacts";

3. behavioral dysfunctions are more often
symptoms of structural and systemic deficits rather
than individual bad faith;

4. anorganization focused only on compliance
loses its ability to learn in depth.

According to P. Senge, systems thinking
suggests that a violation is the system's message to
itself, signaling dysfunction in processes, motivatio-
nal circuits, or hidden assumptions.

Thus, compliance in P.Senge's logic would have
a diagnostic and developmental rather than a con-
trolling function, helping the organization to identi-
fy root causes rather than just reacting to symptoms.
Instead of the favorite compliance question "who is
to blame?" the key question should be "how does
the system produce this behavior?".

And Otto Scharmer develops the idea that sus-
tainable changes are not possible without changing
the source of attention from which people and orga-
nizations act (Scharmer, 2009). In his conceptuali-
zation, levels of response range from automatic re-
production of old patterns (downloading) to creative
presence and co-creation of the future (presencing).
In such a context, traditional compliance is at the
first, most superficial levels of management:

- Re-acting - responding to violations;

- Downloading - bureaucratic repetition of
formal procedures;

- Controlling - attempting to enforce rules
through fear and sanctions.

These levels clearly do not lead to sustained
behavior change because they are based on fear
rather than awareness. They demonstrate external
manifestations but do not reveal internal causes.
And they reproduce an outdated management logic
- "from the outside to the inside."

Scharmer argues that an organization moves
into a qualitatively different mode when it begins to
operate at levels:

- Seeing - the ability to see the system and its
dynamics;

- Sensing - sensing the interconnections and
impact of one's own actions;

- Presencing - to act out of a future that wants
to manifest itself, not out of fear of punishment.

Compliance in this understanding could become
not a tool of control, but a mechanism for raising
awareness, a kind of process of collective listening
to the system, a platform for making ethically matu-
re decisions, i.e. a tool for building trust rather than
supervision.

WWW. aspects.org.ua



ISSN 2311-6420 (Print) ISSN 2413-8231 (Online)

Public administartion aspects 13(4)2025 ﬂ

In other words, to avoid the illusion of order, it
would be beneficial for compliance to become a part
of organizational development rather than acting as

a bureaucratic control function. The approaches of
P. Senge and O. Scharmer can enrich the worlds of
compliance (Table 3).

Table 3.

Comparison of Senge and Scharmer's approaches with traditional compliance

Measurement Traditional compliance Senge's approach Scharmer's approach
Focus Regulation, norms, risk- System, interconnections, | Understanding, attention,
-minimization learning creating the future
Mechanism Control and sanctions Diagnosis and reflection Awareness and transfor-

mation

Source of problems Individual, violation

Level of consciousness

System and its structures and quality of attention

Logic of change Enforce compliance."

"Create conditions for a
new type of action"

"Understand how to chan-
ge the system"

Result Formal compliance

Ethical maturity and inno-

Systemic improvement :
vation

Source: developed by the author

The table shows that Senge and Scharmer's
approaches shift the focus of compliance from su-
perficial behavior to root causes, from control to
understanding, and from sanctions to creating con-
ditions in which correct behavior becomes natural.

In Senge and Scharmer's interpretation, com-
pliance could play the role of an indicator of organi-
zational maturity. In a company dominated by fear,
formalism and closedness, however, compliance
would be perceived as a limitation. In an organiza-
tion that is evolving as a living organism, complian-
ce could theoretically be a tool for co-creating a
safe, responsible and ethical environment. But whe-
ther a living system needs policies and procedures is
also a big question.

Results.

So, the slogan of 1789 - "One God, One King,
One Law, One Weight and Measure" - expressed
the deep conviction of the Enlightenment era that
the codification of norms could become the founda-
tion of a new public society based on social justice.
Uniform law and standardized rules were expected
to create equality where previously class privileges
and arbitrary practices had dominated. The parallel
with modern compliance is very obvious here: mo-
dern standards, international regulations and corpo-
rate rules also strive for universality, rationality and
manageability of behavior. Both then and today are
based on the same idea - that an orderly regulatory
system is capable of forming a fair social field.

However, as both the historical experience of
the 18th century and modern research show, norma-
tivity has its limits. In considering the role of norms
in organizations, we inevitably come to an impor-
tant conclusion: norms and standards are indeed of
fundamental importance, but their influence is limi-
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ted. They provide structure, set formal expectations,
create the necessary transparency, and delineate mi-
nimum boundaries of responsibility. Norms act as
an architectural framework within which sustainab-
le, ethical behavior can potentially emerge.

But regulations alone do not automatically pro-
duce honesty - just as the single law of 1789 could
not guarantee real equality and sustainable practices
of justice. Ethical behavior is not derived directly
from the existence of a regulation or code. Honesty
arises where a culture of fairness has been establi-
shed (Kaptein, 2019), where there is trust in leader-
ship and a sense of procedural fairness (Weaver &
Trevifio, 2001), where employees feel a sense of
responsibility and belonging, and where complian-
ce is motivated by internal reasons rather than fear
of sanctions.

This is where the key logic of the modern un-
derstanding of compliance comes into play: stan-
dards create opportunity, culture creates reality, and
behavior creates results.

The norm sets the direction, but only culture
determines whether these norms will be lived, inte-
riorized and turned into internal principles of acti-
vity. Thus, modern compliance, like Enlightenment
normativism, can claim to be universal, but its real
effectiveness is determined not by the size of the set
of rules, but by how deeply these rules are integra-
ted into the cultural fabric of the organization.

Conclusions.

Modern corporate and legal standards do indeed
inherit the eighteenth-century dream of a rationally
ordered world where a single law ensures a single
behavior. However, as in 1789, this project faces
the fact that normativity never replaces culture, and
formal uniformity does not lead to real ethical pro-

63



AcnekTu nybnivHoro ynpasniHHA Tom 13 Ne 4 2025 ISSN 2311-6420 (Print) ISSN 2413-8231 (Online)

gress. History shows: without changing behavioral Compliance of the 21st century can be effective
patterns and organizational cultures, any normative  only when it is built not on control, but on culture;
reforms lead only to the reproduction of formalism  not on coercion, but on motivation; not on universa-
and the adaptation of old practices to new condi- lism, but on adaptability and mature responsibility.

tions.
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