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Abstract. The legislative framework in the field of health and safety at work is
a key segment in the effective management of legislative requirements for busi-
ness safety. Although this regulation aims to protect employees and preserve
safety in organizations, critics point out that it can limit innovation and slow in-
dustrial development, which has led to proposals to reduce the regulatory bur-
den when possible. The aim of this paper is to explore the challenges that or-
ganizations face in trying to meet legal requirements and to effectively manage
the process of implementing regulations in the context of business security. A
systematic literature review was conducted that analyzes the relationship be-
tween the management of legislative requirements and the day-to-day manage-
ment of security in companies. The search for relevant publications was carried
out through international bibliographic databases and scientific search engines,
with an additional analysis of quotes from other authors. The results of the liter-
ature review show how compliance or non-compliance with legislation directly
affects the effectiveness of the management of security systems in companies.
The analysis highlights successful regulatory strategies, as well as key chal-
lenges, weaknesses and limitations that organizations face when implementing
regulations. The study emphasizes that the effective management of legislative
requirements in the area of business security, especially in small and medium-
sized enterprises, is a complex and demanding process. The management of se-
curity systems should not only be based on strict enforcement of regulations
and detection of non-compliance, but also on proactive approaches that include
analysis of how legal compliance affects day-to-day operations and perfor-
mance.

Keywords: Occupational Health and Safety Management, Legislation, Inspec-
tion Practices, Europe.
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Legislation in the area of occupational health and safety (OHS) represents the basic
mechanism for ensuring safe working conditions in organizations [1]. Although the
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relationship between the work environment and employee health outcomes is well
established [2, 3], the path from legal requirements to concrete workplace practices
involves complex organizational processes that are still not sufficiently elucidated [4].
As stated by authors [5] in their comprehensive review of European research, the
steps between OSH legislation and outcomes in the work environment are complex,
and the impact of various conditions, both internal and external to the workplace,
requires further clarification.

Fulfilling legal requirements is the primary responsibility of every organization and
a basic preventive step in safety management [1]. However, critics have pointed out
that regulation in the area of OHS can limit innovation and industrial development,
while encouraging bureaucratic cultures [6]. This tension between regulatory compli-
ance and organizational flexibility creates challenges for businesses striving to effec-
tively manage security. Understanding these tensions is crucial, as managing legal
compliance in companies, especially SMEs, has become a complex task that requires
careful examination of both successful strategies and persistent difficulties [7].

The European context provides a particularly relevant setting for examining these
dynamics. The European Union Framework Directive 89/391/EEC [8] establishes
common requirements for member states, but there are significant differences in the
way these requirements are transposed and applied, due to different regulatory tradi-
tions, industrial relations systems and economic conditions [9, 10]. The analysis of
European workplaces is particularly relevant due to the combination of relative legis-
lative coherence and variation across national contexts [5].

The aim of this review is to synthesize existing research on how organizations
manage regulatory requirements in the area of occupational health and safety compli-
ance, with a focus on the conditions that facilitate or hinder effective implementation.
The research question is: What organizational conditions influence the effective man-
agement of regulations in the field of occupational health and safety?

2 Methodology

This review follows the systematic literature review methodology as defined by [11]
and [12], including techniques for identifying, evaluating, and synthesizing existing
research. The review integrates findings from two complementary approaches: a rapid
review of European research by authors [5] and a systematic review of the interna-
tional literature on legal compliance in the field of OHS conducted by authors [7].

Authors [5] applied a rapid review methodology, systematically searching six gen-
eral databases (Scopus, Web of Science, PsycInfo, ASC, BSP, PubMed), one thematic
database (Safety Lit) and one specialist journal (Journal of Safety Research). Their
search generated 16,284 references, of which 339 full texts were reviewed, and 56
studies were finally included in the analysis. Studies were included if they related to
the European work context, examined legislation or workplace inspection practices,
and investigated how organizations accept and implement regulations.

Authors [7] conducted a systematic review covering publications from the period
1987-2018, searching four international bibliographic databases: Science Direct,
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Scopus, ISI Web of Science, and Google Scholar. Their search used 24 key word
combinations and generated 1,164 publications, which after removing duplicates and
checking for relevance were narrowed down to 25 final included papers.

Combined search strategies identified studies published in the period 1987-2024,
with a primary focus on peer-reviewed empirical research. Inclusion criteria required
that studies: 1) examine legislation, regulations or inspection practices in the field of
OHS in the working environment; 2) explore how organizations accept and imple-
ment regulations; 3) provide empirical data on the conditions that affect compliance.

After study selection, the methodological quality of all included studies was as-
sessed using the Mixed Methods Assessment Tool (MMAT) [13]. Following this
quality assessment, the synthesized review included findings from more than 70 stud-
ies, ensuring a rigorous and reliable review of the literature.

3 Results

3.1 The Legislative Framework as a System of External Pressure

Legislation functions as an external pressure mechanism to encourage employers to
prioritize occupational safety and health and to develop internal management systems.
Legislation acts as an external pressure on employers to develop routines to establish
a good working environment, where its effectiveness depends on the clarity and rele-
vance of regulations, as well as on inspection practices that have a constructive char-
acter [5].

Authors [14] conceptualized legal frameworks as invisible barrier systems that,
when properly implemented, enable organizations to prevent, control, and mitigate
adverse events. This perspective is consistent with [15] FRAM method (Functional
Resonance Analysis), which views legislation as part of an organization's protective
barrier system. However, [16] later questions the extent to which existing safety and
health legislation provides a truly effective barrier system.

The effectiveness of legislative pressure largely depends on the clarity and en-
forceability of regulations. Research shows that employers experience compliance
difficulties when regulations are perceived as complex, unclear or disconnected from
operational realities [17, 18]. This is particularly visible in areas such as chemicals
regulation, where complex requirements, such as REACH, require local interpretation
that varies significantly across contexts [19]. Understanding legislation can be a chal-
lenge for organizations, sometimes leading to minimalist compliance strategies [7].

The European Directive 89/391/EEC [8] has generally affected the routines of em-
ployers, but its implementation varies considerably between Member States. Authors
[10] compared the Swedish and Spanish approaches and found a weak integration of
OHS management in companies where compliance was reduced to the exchange of
documents, rather than actual practice. EU directives are applied differently, with
Sweden having a more extensive regulatory framework than Spain, and national con-
texts being differently adapted to the harmonization of those directives [5]. Effective
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implementation requires the active participation of safety professionals, workers and
business owners — not just formal compliance [20].

3.2 Inspection practices: Balance between control and advisory work

Labor inspections are a key mechanism for translating legal requirements into practice
at the workplace. Research consistently shows that inspection practices significantly
influence employers' management of occupational health and safety [10, 21, 22].
However, the style and approach in inspections greatly affects how they are received
and what their outcomes are. As authors [5] note, most studies on inspection practices
emphasize the importance of a balance between control and advisory work in order
for employers to change their OHS practices.

A comparative study of German and British inspection practices [23] showed that
the frequency of inspections alone did not predict a reduction in the number of acci-
dents; instead, broader approaches that combine appropriate means with targeted in-
spections have proven to be more beneficial. Author [24] compared inspections in the
construction industry in Denmark and Sweden, finding that Swedish practice is more
focused on advisory work and is perceived by employers as more constructive. Ac-
cording to [5] this comparative study showed that the Swedish inspection practice is
more oriented towards advisory work compared to the Danish one, which was judged
to be more constructive.

The balance between control and advisory work emerges as a central theme. Finn-
ish studies reveal tensions between employers who demand more advisory work [25]
and inspectors who strive for stronger control measures [26]. Research from Great
Britain [27] highlights how resource cuts reduce the capacity of inspectors to conduct
adequate inspections and develop competencies. Multiple studies call for increased
inspection resources to improve regulatory compliance [28, 29].

Authors [30] systematically reviewed the effectiveness of enforcement, finding that
inspections with sanctions produced better health outcomes compared to purely advi-
sory approaches. However, authors [5] note that qualitative evidence from the Nordic
countries suggests that consultative approaches may be better accepted in workplaces
[31], indicating that effectiveness may depend on national regulatory traditions and
workplace expectations. They point out that support for these approaches in the re-
view rests heavily on qualitative evidence and can be context specific, highlighting
the need for stronger national support for participatory and consultative methods.

The public model of accident investigation, carried out by labor authorities, in-
cludes an assessment by experts whose testimony can be used in court [7]. Despite
concerns that fear of lawsuits may hinder open communication during investigations
[32], evidence suggests that regulatory policies have a positive “tractor effect” on
improving health and safety processes and outcomes in companies [30, 33].
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3.3 Organizational Conditions for Regulatory Compliance

Structural Conditions

Organizational size consistently predicts regulatory compliance capacity. Larger or-
ganizations show more developed risk assessments [29], greater risk awareness [34]
and stronger overall compliance [28, 35]. The size of the organization strongly pre-
dicts the level of development of risk assessment, with larger companies usually hav-
ing more favorable conditions for occupational safety and health, including dedicated
resources, specialized personnel and systematized structures for OHS management
[5].

Economic resources are an essential prerequisite for working on the OHS. Studies
repeatedly emphasize that insufficient resources limit the ability of organizations to
devote time and attention to safety issues [28, 36, 37]. Production demands and high
work tempo directly hinder OHS activities and reduce regulatory compliance [38, 39,
40]. Intensive production requirements and fast work rhythms negatively affect occu-
pational health and safety, leading to less compliance with regulations [5].

Integrating OHS practices into organizational routines is another critical structural
condition. Organizations with developed routines show better outcomes in terms of
work environment [41, 42]. Such integration creates internal pressure that, combined
with external regulatory pressure, increases risk awareness and compliance [5]. Au-
thors [41] identified multiple factors that support integration: cross-functional collab-
oration, clear roles, project management, leadership, safety climate, training, and
operational risk management.

Working arrangements also affect compliance. Studies examining work through
temporary employment agencies and subcontracting chains find that complex em-
ployment relationships create challenges for consistent implementation of OHS [36,
43]. Internal systems that transmit pressure through supply chains can improve stand-
ards across organizational boundaries [44].

Management and Leadership

Management commitment appears as a central factor in the effective management of
occupational health and safety. Executive support is correlated with improved safety
culture, safety behaviors and regulatory compliance [45, 46, 47]. Management and
leadership are key structural factors, with the training, skills and commitment of man-
agers being crucial for effectively prioritizing occupational safety and health [5].

Dahl et al. [42] found that operators who received training from OHS had a better
understanding of the positive relationship between a good work environment and
organizational effectiveness. These finding challenges perceptions that safety and
productivity are necessarily in conflict, suggesting instead that well-managed safety
supports operational goals. Managers who received the training also found a good
work environment to be positive for production and efficiency [5].

Leadership styles affect safety outcomes. Authors [47] found that active transac-
tional leadership positively affects regulatory compliance in military operations. Ref-
erence [40] identified multiple factors that influence executives' commitment to safe-
ty, including organizational support, personal values, and perceived responsibilities.
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Knowledge and Competence

OHS competencies and risk awareness at all levels of the organization are essential
for compliance. Lack of knowledge is often cited as a reason for non-compliance [19,
39, 48]. Training interventions can positively influence regulatory compliance [31,
49]. Competencies in the field of health, safety and environment, as well as risk
awareness within an organization are important and among employees, and that train-
ing interventions can have positive effects on regulatory compliance [5].

However, knowledge alone proves to be insufficient. Employees must navigate be-
tween formal requirements and operational reality. Laurence [50] studied the Austral-
ian mining industry's transition from compliance-based to risk-based approaches,
finding that extensive rules and regulations failed to connect with miners. Effective
compliance requires that security knowledge be embedded in practice, not just docu-
mented.

Social Conditions and Safety Culture

Safety culture and climate significantly influence regulatory compliance [41, 51].
Different professional groups can develop distinct subcultures with different perspec-
tives on security. Lofquist et al. [52] identified three such cultures among Norwegian
managers, engineers and workers, each interpreting safety rules differently. Subcul-
tures can develop in different professions and that these cultural differences shape the
way safety rules are interpreted and applied [5].

Roles and responsibilities in the management of the OHS shape the way regula-
tions are implemented. Employee safety representatives often show greater trust in
regulations than managers [25] and prioritize safety more [35]. However, those in
formal positions in the OHS field must navigate a multitude of expectations and may
end up with more responsibilities than anticipated [53]. Authors [5] note that roles in
OHS management are often not very well defined, and those with formal roles may
end up with more responsibility than expected. A clear definition of roles and a suffi-
cient mandate are prerequisites for effective management of the OHS [41, 54].

Gender dimensions remain under-researched in the literature on compliance with
regulations in the area of OHS. Gender issues are rarely included in the reviewed
studies; only two have an explicit gender focus [5]. Available studies indicate that
stereotypical gender cultures at work can prevent the prioritization of OHS by rein-
forcing traditional masculine identities that diminish the importance of risk [55]. Con-
sideration of gender aspects in OHS primarily appears only in relation to risks of sex-
ual harassment [56], indicating significant gaps in understanding how gender dynam-
ics affect security practices.

3.4 The Challenge of Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) face particular challenges in meeting
regulatory requirements. The European Agency for Safety and Health at Work [57]
estimates that EU-15 member states have almost 19 million SMEs employing approx-
imately 75 million people, with these enterprises accounting for 82% of occupational
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injuries and up to 90% of fatal accidents. The majority of problems are found in small
and medium-sized enterprises [7].

Hasle and Limborg [58] documented that small firms are organized differently than
large firms, making it difficult to apply results-based regulations when those results
are not easily measurable. Managers in SMEs deal with multiple issues at the same
time, where health and safety are not always a priority [59]. Many small business
owners see safety as the responsibility of employees and regulatory requirements as a
financial burden [6, 58]. Small businesses are often organizations that focus their
resources on mere survival and that business managers have to deal with different
issues at the same time, and health and safety is not always a priority [7].

Limited material and human resources make it difficult for SMEs to meet all legal
requirements [60, 61, 62]. Research by [23] questions whether compliance manage-
ment brings as many benefits as costs to such organizations. Authors [59] and [63]
argue that future laws in the field of OHS must take greater account of the specifici-
ties of SMEs and develop a better understanding of how owners and managers define
their organizational identity and how this affects security practices. Reference [7]
conclude that their limited economic, human and material resources can make it diffi-
cult to meet the legal requirements to which they must respond.

3.5  Self-Regulation and Management Systems

Self-regulation through voluntary standards and certification systems offers potential
avenues for reducing the regulatory burden while maintaining safety standards. Rob-
bens [64] originally proposed self-regulation through voluntary norms and codes of
good practice, an approach revisited by [65] suggesting its particular relevance to
SMEs.

Certification according to standards such as OHSAS 18001 or 1SO 45001 is an im-
portant tool for implementing and updating the occupational health and safety man-
agement system [66]. Voluntary standards help companies monitor the implementa-
tion of regulations, assess compliance and plan activities [67]. However, [6] and [68]
noted that some organizations, especially SMEs, resist the burden of self-regulation,
initially seeing it as deregulation rather than increased responsibility.

Research on certified OHS management systems reveals mixed findings. Certifica-
tion systems can be useful for improving organizational routines, but they do not
seem to provide enough guidance for employers to improve psychosocial work envi-
ronment practices [69]. Hohnen and Hasle [70] examined third-party audits, identify-
ing challenges in effectively auditing psychosocial factors. Madsen et al. [71] found
that adopters of certified systems show a stronger commitment to OHS, although
questions remain as to whether certification drives improvement or merely reflects
pre-existing commitment.

The effectiveness of self-regulation depends on strong supervision. Regulators re-
quire effective audit tools to determine when organizations can be trusted to self-
regulate properly [65]. Braithwaite et al. [72] argued that innovative regulators that
delay punishment while supporting organizational improvement achieve better long-
term compliance outcomes. The effect of standards-based self-regulation in compa-
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nies on regulatory compliance management poses several challenges, including the
need for regulators and certifiers to be strict yet accountable to provide incentives for
certification [7].

3.6  Resilience Engineering and Regulatory Compliance

New security paradigms challenge traditional compliance-based approaches. Resili-
ence engineering [73] represents a third-generation model of accident causation that
goes beyond linear and epidemiological approaches, recognizing accidents as non-
linear phenomena arising from complex systems.

Resilience engineering recognizes that normal functioning requires variability in
order to achieve everyday successes, suggesting that this variability should not be
limited [74]. Organizations should develop the capacity to respond, monitor, learn and
predict [75]. However, the current governance of OHS is still characterized by pre-
scriptive standards and reactive approaches, with legislation focusing on things that
go wrong rather than things that work right. The current reality of most organizations
and companies, health and safety management is still characterized by the use of pre-
scriptive standards and reaction-based approaches [7].

Regulations must be reviewed to adapt to changing organizational realities while
remaining compatible with operational performance [76]. Grotan et al. [77] highlight
the importance of resilience in the context of regulatory compliance and the creation
of room for manoeuvre, which enables recovery based on the experience and adapta-
bility of workers. Companies and organizations often find it difficult to avoid deviat-
ing from legal compliance, which is the easiest option, creating a dilemma between
operational requirements and legal compliance [7].

Anderson et al. [78] suggest that resilience and legal compliance need not be in-
compatible. While Resilience Engineering focuses on operational variability rather
than strict compliance, both approaches can be combined so that resilience supports
compliance. The best practices for the management of OHS should include not only
prescriptive principles, but also proactive ones, which include assessing the effective-
ness of compliance in predicting, preventing and controlling risks [7]. They empha-
size that companies should include a more accurate assessment of the effectiveness of
compliance with legislation in terms of security programs, as well as their effective-
ness in terms of predicting, preventing and controlling risks.

3.7  Leading Indicators and Predictive Approaches

Traditional safety measurement relies on lagging indicators such as accident rates, but
researchers are increasingly advocating the use of leading indicators that predict fu-
ture safety performance [79, 80]. These proactive measures allow organizations to
identify and resolve problems before incidents occur.

Some authors [81, 82, 83] developed classifications of leading indicators for con-
struction and other sectors. Key predictive indicators include detection of non-
compliance with legal regulations in company audits and procedural violations. Salas
and Hallowell [84] empirically validated leading indicators in the oil and gas sector,
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demonstrating their predictive validity. Alexander et al. [85] identified precursors to
construction fatalities, enabling predictive modeling of serious incidents.

The move towards leading indicators is aligned with proactive regulatory ap-
proaches. Instead of merely sanctioning past violations, organizations and inspectors
can identify emerging risks and take preventive action. This approach requires sophis-
ticated data systems and analytical capabilities that can be challenging for smaller
organizations, but offers the potential for more effective security management.

4 Discussion / Synthesis

The reviewed literature consistently shows that effective management of regulatory
requirements depends on the interaction between external and internal pressures. Ref-
erence [5] provide a comprehensive framework for understanding this interaction,
concluding that legislation functions as an external pressure on employers to develop
routines for establishing a good work environment, while if an internal system is es-
tablished to improve OHS practices, it creates a corresponding internal pressure with-
in the organization to prioritize work environment issues.

This finding is consistent with the holistic compliance model developed by [86]
and [87], which combines external factors (regulations, inspections, social norms,
market structures) with internal factors (organizational characteristics, support struc-
tures, skills, worker organization) to explain compliance behavior. Authors [5] note
that their findings are reminiscent of a holistic model of compliance that similarly
combines external and internal factors to influence compliance behavior.

External pressure acts through at least four levels, according to reference [5]. First,
wider societal factors, including EU regulatory frameworks and national regulations,
set requirements that must be understandable and adaptable to different contexts.
Second, inspection practices require sufficient resources and an appropriate balance
between control and advisory work. Third, the organizational management of OHS
depends on functional internal systems integrated into day-to-day operations. Fourth,
the basic working conditions — production requirements, work pace, safety culture —
shape the way the requirements are implemented.

Internal pressure occurs when organizations establish systems that prioritize work
environment issues. Such systems include routines for risk assessment, incident re-
porting, management commitment, clear roles, cooperation and adequate working
conditions for employees. Authors [5] emphasize that such a system is made possible
by adequate management of OHS, risk assessment systems, integrated routines, suffi-
cient awareness and training, and sufficiently good general working conditions.

When external and internal pressures are effectively combined, OHS becomes a
true priority and work processes support regulatory compliance. Reference [7] simi-
larly conclude that correct application of legislation in companies can prevent and
control an adverse event and even reduce its impact, but emphasize that this requires
going beyond minimalist compliance strategies.

The EU Framework Directive 89/391 [8] is an example of how external factors in-
fluence organizational motivations for engagement in the area of OHS, although the
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effects vary depending on political and economic developments [88]. Current EU
policy combines incentives for voluntary compliance with enforcement where neces-
sary, but optimal support depends on the design of national regulatory and support
systems.

5 Implications for Policy and Practice

5.1 Policy Implications

The literature review brings several implications for policy makers. Regulation and
inspection activities remain central to achieving and maintaining a good working
environment. However, given the differences in the way EU directives are imple-
mented in member states, attention must be focused on national legislative and institu-
tional structures when initiating new policies at supranational levels. Authors [5]
point out that the literature indicates clear differences in regulatory compliance be-
tween countries, where jurisdictions with a stronger national system are likely to facil-
itate the adoption of new requirements.

Jurisdictions with stronger national systems make it easier to adopt new require-
ments. Organizations in such countries show stronger motivations and better internal
OHS systems, which enable compliance with complex directives dealing with psy-
chosocial issues. Policy makers at the supranational level should promote sufficient
support and resources for national authorities to align national systems with interna-
tional requirements. Reference [5] recommend that policy makers at supranational
levels must promote sufficient support and resources for policy makers at the national
level to align national systems with international requirements.

The clarity and relevance of regulations significantly influence compliance. Legis-
lation that fails to connect with operational reality creates resistance and creative in-
terpretation rather than actual safety improvement. Policy makers should involve
stakeholders, including employers and workers, in regulation development processes
from early stages [89]. Authors [7] suggest that researchers should develop scientific
studies on the collaboration between regulators and health and safety management
professionals during the development of legal standards, which would encourage the
adoption of effective implementation and compliance with new regulations.

5.2  Organizational Implications

For workplaces, the review highlights the importance of developing internal structures
that create sufficient internal pressure for compliance. Authors [5] advise that the
review points to the need to develop internal structures within the organization to
ensure sufficient internal pressure for compliance. Organizations should establish
adequate OHS management systems, risk assessment procedures and integrated rou-
tines, while ensuring sufficient awareness, training and general working conditions.
Management commitment is proving to be essential. Organizations should invest in
executive training that builds an understanding of how a good work environment
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supports operational goals. A clear definition of roles and a sufficient mandate for
safety employee representatives enable effective management of the OHS. Authors
[5] note that studies in the review indicate that this is central to the prioritization of
work environment issues, and that this is supported by adequate work requirements,
sufficient training for managers and workers, and risk management systems.

Organizations should assess their specific conditions — size, resources, sector,
working arrangements — and develop alignment approaches tailored to their context.
Although certification to voluntary standards can support improvement, organizations
must ensure that systems capture all relevant risks, including psychosocial factors that
certification processes may overlook.

External support systems, especially occupational medicine services, remain un-
derutilized resources for preventive work [90, 91]. Organizations should integrate
such services into their OHS management, rather than treating them as peripheral.

5.3 Research limitations

This literature review has several significant limitations. First, terminological hetero-
geneity in the field made a comprehensive search difficult, despite the use of broad
terms in multiple databases. Second, the geographical focus primarily on European
research, although justified due to EU directives, limits the global generalizability of
the findings. Third, most of the included studies are cross-sectional in design, making
it impossible to draw firm conclusions about causal relationships. Fourth, the un-
derrepresentation of SMEs in the literature, even though they make up the majority of
the economy and have the most compliance difficulties, is a significant shortcoming.
Finally, the language restriction to English may have resulted in missing relevant
studies published in other languages.

5.4  Future Research Directions

The review identifies several gaps that require further investigation. Reference [5]
specifically recommend that future research can focus more on analyzing how organi-
zations with different gender structures provide different structural and social condi-
tions for OHS work; comparing sectors and countries to study how regulations are
interpreted and applied differently; how safety climate is related to regulatory practic-
es; and how external support systems can be integrated into OSH employer practices.
The gender dimensions of compliance with regulations in the area of OHS remain
insufficiently researched; future studies should examine how organizations with dif-
ferent gender structures provide different structural and social conditions for safety
work. Comparative research across sectors and countries would shed light on how
regulations are interpreted and applied in different contexts.

The relationship between security climate and regulatory practices requires deeper
examination. Although studies confirm that culture influences compliance, the mech-
anisms through which this occurs remain poorly understood. Research should exam-
ine how organizations can intentionally foster cultures that support both compliance
and resilient action.
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The integration of external support systems deserves attention. Studies should ex-
amine how occupational health services, industry associations and other intermediar-
ies can effectively support organizational compliance, especially for SMEs with lim-
ited internal resources.

The compatibility of resilience engineering and regulatory compliance raises both
theoretical and practical issues. While it seems obvious that legislation focuses on
things that go wrong, contrary to what Resilience Engineering suggests, this does not
imply that regulations should be abandoned, but rather revised to adapt to the chang-
ing realities of companies [7]. Research should examine how organizations can de-
velop resilient capacities while maintaining regulatory compliance, and how regula-
tions can be developed to support rather than hinder resilience.

Finally, intervention research should evaluate strategies to improve compliance,
particularly in challenging contexts such as SMEs and complex supply chains. Longi-
tudinal studies that follow organizations over time would illuminate how compliance
develops and what factors support sustained improvement.

6 Conclusion

This literature review investigated how organizations effectively manage occupational
safety and health requirements. The analysis shows that regulatory compliance is the
result of a complex interaction between external pressures — legislation, inspection
practices and the social context — and internal organizational factors, such as re-
sources, management commitment, knowledge and competences, social ties and cul-
ture. Legislation represents a key external pressure, but its effectiveness depends on
the clarity of regulations, their relevance and the constructive approach of inspections.
Organizations should have sufficiently strong internal systems that create appropriate
internal pressure to prioritize work environment issues. Such systems depend on ade-
quate resources, integrated procedures, management commitment, clearly defined
roles and a positive safety culture. If an internal system is established to improve safe-
ty and health practices, it creates additional internal pressure within the organization
to prioritize work environment issues. The functioning of such a system is made pos-
sible by adequate management of the OHS, risk assessment systems, integrated pro-
cedures, a sufficient level of awareness and training, as well as satisfactory general
working conditions.

SMEs face particular challenges in meeting regulatory requirements due to limited
resources and competing priorities. Future policies and research should focus on the
specific needs of these businesses, while maintaining safety standards. The manage-
ment of safety and health systems should not only be based on strict application of
regulations and detection of non-compliance, but also on proactive principles that
examine how compliance with laws affects the day-to-day functioning of the organi-
zation.

New approaches, such as resilience engineering and the use of indicators to predict
risk, offer the potential for more proactive and effective safety management, although
their relationship to regulatory compliance is still under investigation. Effectively
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managing regulatory requirements requires moving beyond a minimalist approach to
compliance and moving toward integrated strategies that treat security as a key part of
an organization's success. When external and internal pressures are successfully com-
bined, regulations help, rather than hinder, organizations' efforts to provide safe and
healthy working conditions.
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