Journal of Advanced Management Science, Vol. 14, No. 1, 2026

Creating Responsible Organizations through
Self-Management

Neeta Baporikar

Consultant & Independent Researcher, Maharashtra, India
Email: neetajb@rediffmail.com

Abstract—Organization can be defined as the phenomenon of
human association to achieve different purposes and goals.
However, since organizations consists of human beings we
end up in ‘crisis’, of low productivity, high turnover,
disgruntled employees, demotivated workforce and worst
fraudulent management, in the absence of a human as a
conscious creator of himself, the organization and also
society. We also notice that as organizations grow and
become big, they become highly bureaucratized, if not a toxic
and risky society. Putting technology, finance and systems
above self or not in accordance with natural principles, is
going to endangering human being and health. New
inventions and technological progress do not bring true
well-being, neither do not develop a person’s inner potential,
which is the greatest potential of a socially responsible
society. Hence, adopting a qualitative approach with in-depth
literature review method, paper deliberates on creating
responsible organizations through self-management.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Organizational progress is in a ‘crisis’, or cycles in the
absence of a human as a conscious creator of himself, the
organization and also society. Every day we can see scenes
that remind us that the organization has become
bureaucratized, if not a toxic and risky society. A human
puts technological processes, robots, Al, and other devices
and substances into systems that are not in accordance with
natural principles, thereby endangering himself and his
health. As a result, we can talk about a ‘crisis of
organizations’, society and the impoverishment of human
potential. New inventions and technological progress do
not bring true well-being, as they do not develop a person’s
inner potential, as the greatest potential of a socially
responsible society.

As an example of developed, open, natural, conscious
functioning, we present the great mind of the genius Tesla
(2013), who equated physical work with mental work and
devoted his entire waking life to thinking. It is deep
thinking that conditions the openness of heart and mind,
which can be linked to people’s love and freedom for
themselves, compassion and solidarity for others and with
the general culture. This was already pointed out by Beck
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(2001): “We act, so to speak, in our own absence...”. But
perhaps it is the presence of a human that is the force that
we are all so immeasurably looking for, and it is precisely
this force that man himself can control with his conscious
presence and action, but with a lot of his own motivation.
We notice a lack of reflection and responsible behavior
in organizations that impoverish our Slovenia and the
entire planet. But we perceive the epochal changes that are
happening today in us, our loved ones, organizations and
in the world in general. And within all these changes are
current transitions in digital, transition to paperless,
transition to process automation. Many organizations run
many projects where they actually want to automate and
control everything, even people! But people are considered
to be involved in the natural evolution of the life cycle, as
they are part of nature and subject to natural laws and
principles of action. Humans too often try to influence
natural laws, but we are not successful in this
transformation, because in practice they result like a
boomerang or a butterfly effect. A human, despite
‘modern’ technology, cannot change Nature. It is given to
the human to be mentally active, and there is his power for
self-reflection, which somehow by nature creates the
consciousness of action, of his production. It is the
conscious behavior of a human that we can posit as our
assumption that this is the key that is being sought for the
organization of the future, which is actually already here.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. Organization Concept

Organization can be defined as the phenomenon of
human association to achieve different purposes and goals.
Different authors define the organization according to their
feeling, understanding and deepening. There are many
definitions. We note that, despite the development, a clear
definition of the phenomenon we call organization has not
yet been developed. When reviewing the literature, we
found many interpretations, but the simple and meaningful
definition given by Ivanko (1982) is very close to us: “The
organization is a whole”. Most organizational problems
cannot be solved by any scientific discipline, so he
suggests that knowledge be combined in interdisciplinary
studies in organization theory. Ivanko (2004) later adds to
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her definition: “Organization is a conscious activity that is
carried out and maintained by the will of people in order
to create a whole out of multiplicity”. The authors note that
organization is a young science with a long past and a short
history (Ivanko, 2015; Ovsenik, 1999).

We are studying a person in an organization, so we
cannot ignore the definition of Lipovec (1987): “An
organization is a composition of mutual relationships
between people”. Mayer (1994) wrote a very
comprehensive and meaningful definition for which I
myself am very enthusiastic: “It is a system in which
people, in the process of creative cooperation, realize their
ideas in the direction of greater spiritual well-being”.
Ovsenik (1999) has been researching organizational
throughout his life. thought and human activity in the
organization and already at the beginning of his studies he
gave a thesis or an equation on which our research is based:
“Organization = relationships between people”. Later, the
definition was upgraded by Bukovec (2009) by adding the
direction of action: “Target-oriented relationships between
people”. In the conclusions of his research, Ovsenik
(1999) distinguishes between “organization” or
“self-organization” as a natural phenomenon and
“Organization” as social or social institutions.

Vila and Kova¢ (1997) find that there is a great
emphasis on definitions and they are aware of the
dimensions of the organization phenomenon, which
enables a gradual entry into the understanding of this field.
However, they very rationally define the organization with
three attributes: “subject, structure and process”. A
comprehensive view of organizational science, with an
attempt to outline the origin and development of
organizational thought, is presented to us by Ovsenik
(1999). He defines the origin of organization from the
Greek word “organon”, which means a tool, and
“organizers”, which means to form something into a
whole, so that it functions as the human organism
functions. Ovsenik (1999) explains meaningfully and
vividly with the definition: “Organization is an analog
circular process that turns again and again in a
circular-spiral process”. “Humane organization should be
understood as a living system”, said Capra (2002). A
flexible organization is necessary in a dynamic
environment, Ambroz and Lotri¢ (2009) also note: “A
modern organization opens up to the environment, is
flexible, encourages risk and is less and less supported by
rules and procedures that inhibit rapid adaptation to new
circumstances”. The above definition aware of the
interconnectedness of organizations, Ovsenik (1999) add
further: “In the modern business world, the image of an
organization that functions as a system is increasingly
present.”

Mali¢  (1976), as a physicist, distinguishes:
“spontaneous and mental (conscious), potential, relative
and absolute organization”. He emphasizes that the
organization is like an organized state and it is necessary
to properly understand all mutual relations. He defines the
mental organization as a highly organized conscious
system that is highly creative and gives a person a full life,
both physically and mentally. It defines formulas for all
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forms of organizations, but unfortunately not for the
mental organization.

Post-modern organization presents Vila (2000) with
defining an undefined organization: “The organization of
the 21st century does not have definite outlines and form.”.
However, we cannot ignore Kljaji¢’s (1994) views on
organization: “Technology, especially informatics, and the
evolution of the human psyche will allow us to go beyond
classical forms of organization.”. On this path, Kljaji¢
(1994) gives us a brilliant guide to thinking: “Minimal
effort maximal comfort.”. By this we understand that we
must pursue simplicity, even though we are researching a
system that we call it ‘Organizational Life’.

Self-management defines Lipovec (1987) as direct
management. With this, a human not only changes the
natural substance, but in this natural process he realizes his
conscious goal and submits his will to it. He emphasis that
in the process of work it is not enough for a person to exert
only his organs, but both attention and will are needed.
Ovsenik (1999) talks about the dynamics that go from
spontaneous self-organization through consciousness to
socio-organization. He points out the lively development
in the world, which brings too much concentration of
content and problems, and as a result enables serious
mistakes and unnoticed (self)-deceptions. A human being
is the only creative creature, if he is socially responsible or
on contrary, destructive if he is not socially responsible
(Mulej, Merhar, Zakelj, Zore, Hrast, Toplak, Slapnik,
Rasi¢, & Ambrozi¢ et al. 2019).

Morgan (2004), however, notes that organizations are
shaped not only by their environment, but also by the
conscious and unconscious forces of members who control
society. Capra (2002) is convinced that people in the
organization resist change, but people do not actually resist
change, they resist the imposition of change, especially if
the change process is directed from a “top-down”
direction, better known as “re-engineering”. He
emphasizes that it is necessary to understand that the
process of change is a natural process. And he goes on to
say that processes can be learned from living systems, and
once we understand them, we begin to change them. It is
an analogy of living systems and their adaptability,
diversity and creativity to organizational practice.

B.  Concept of Connsciousness

We encountered reflection as conscious reflection in the
“The Sine Curve” model (Ovsenik, 1999). We can say that
a person is able to control his activity through a feedback
loop called self-reflection or contemplation. Kant (1999)
was already aware of this fact: “The objects of our
cognition are not things in themselves, but are products,
and in the creation of these only our consciousness plays
an important role.”. Kant (1999) may have wanted to warn
us against Nature. Because man can consciously use his
mind at any moment, which allows him a mental process,
but unfortunately Nature cannot.

Beck (2001) argues that past risks gain power for the
present and act as a cause for the future, warning: “... the
center of risk consciousness is not in the present but in the
future.”. He critically states the spectrum of different
practices of modern society, with different effects,
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blunders, frauds, mistakes that have or will have serious
consequences. These, however, are not in the form of an
open, but in the form of a silent revolution, as a change in
everyone’s consciousness. Capra (1986) also announces a
new vision of the conception of life, spirit, consciousness
and evolution, which corresponds to a holistic approach to
human health and treatment.

What about on a biological, human level, can we change
genes through conscious action? Ridley (2002) gives the
answer: “Genes can be changed by willing, conscious
action, by free will.”. This can also explain free will, which
is not in the ‘mould’ of the genome, but in human
functioning as a whole. The pioneers of the autopoiesis
phenomenon, Maturana and Varela (1998), understand
their knowledge of living systems as the processes that
create them, not just the relationship to the environment.
We understand the message of the power of awareness and
the importance of this uninterrupted simultaneity of being,
doing and knowing. Everything rests on the constant
consciousness of man in the phenomenon of cognition,
which, however, cannot be conceived with solidly
surrounding facts or objects.

Philosopher and anthropologist Trstenjak (1985)
considers a human as a system, and not a statically simple
one, but as a dynamic open system, within which orgasmic
systems operate, which are characteristic of the biological
world and are mutually interdependent. It continues with
the perceptual systems that are characteristic of humans, to
form an internal model of the external world through the
sense organs and act expediently in doing so. Therefore, a
human has a reflex system for perceiving his own
perception, which creates consciousness and also is
capable of conscious action. This is reflected in the social
system, where several individual systems are combined
into an overall social system. Mulej et al. (2019) added,
that the socially responsible economy strongly impacts the
Earth’s ecologically environment. They are becoming
aware of the destructive influences of the neoliberal
paradigm which is solely focused on the economy of the
capitalistic profit of management.

The reference point is in consciousness and in human
reflection, which is set as a fundamental constitutive social
phenomenon (Maturana & Varela, 1980). Pavuna (2017)
discovers and presents his findings that holistic coherence
is a non-local method of energy resonance, which is a
support for a unique person who consciously perceives the
holistic re-centering of himself. Structural changes in the
network are a cognitive process that enables the rise of
conscious experience and conceptual thinking. So that life
is never separated from matter, even though its
fundamental characteristics are immaterial. It assumes that
a systematic understanding of life can also be extended to
the social aspect - that is, to the aspect of viewing the inner
world or the self-reflection of consciousness, which
contains multilayered and inseparable characteristics. He
adds that a systematic understanding of the reflection of
consciousness and the social network can promote an
important elucidation of the dynamics of organizational
learning (Capra, 2002).
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Jantsch (1980) states that the system cannot be
described with the term “self-sustaining” because it is in
constant dependence on the environment, where energy
and information are changing. The exchange can only be
maintained by the system itself, only if the internal state of
the system is in balance, otherwise, all processes would
stop working. He adds that it is information that creates
new information, which is also a motive for consciousness
self-organization. Concern that the organization has not
yet surpassed the mechanistic paradigm of the 17th
century, which can represent a major problem for the
further development and evolution of nature, the world,
man and humanity. He concludes that human
consciousness tries to meaningfully develop itself. In this
way, development would not take place in a spontaneous
evolutionary way, but a person would develop planned,
evaluate himself, in the area of his consciousness and his
own thought (Ovsenik, 1999).

In the light of philosophical thinking, Aristotel (2002)
states that everyone must be co-aware in addition to their
own awareness, and this can only be achieved through
co-existence, which is present during joint reflections and
conversations. The Dalai Lama XIV (2000) adds that inner
peace is the path to genuine happiness that involves a great
deal of compassion and develops a conscious concern for
fellow human beings. Take care for fellow human beings
led to the creation of the definition that life itself manifests
itself in four and possibly more dimensions as “Agape and
Coherent Action” (Balazic Pecek & Bukovec, 2020). The
new definition is given as a challenge to all researchers of
life and human consciousness in the organization to give
feedback if the definition is ripe for practical action to
co-create an autopoietic world or a world of consciousness
socially responsible a human.

C. Concept of Self-Creation in Society

This a natural phenomenon of self-production,
self-functioning or self-organization, which is found in all
biological systems, and also within humans. The Chilean
biologists Maturana and Varela (1980) were the first to talk
about the phenomenon at the beginning of the seventies of
the last century, when they discovered that a self-renewing
balance takes place in the cell, like circular-closed
organizations, which are characteristic of living
organisms. They typically have built-in natural principles
that maintain and self-regulate them. Calling something
autopoietic is like saying ‘it is a living thing’. This concept
was then transferred by analogy to the designation of the

supposed  self-organization of complex business,
ecological, social and other systems.
Autopoietic processes are fundamental to the

functioning of humans and also human organizations,
societies and, last but not least, civilizations, because it is
a circular life principle or the (co)evolution of the life
circle, which is realized in self-organization. However,
scientists investigating this phenomenon in more detail
have discovered that these living processes are inhibited
by a wide variety of molds. Already Maturana and Varela
(1998) perceived that we live in a world of established
cultural traditions and restrictions that direct us to what and
how we see, feel, act and conceal, which limits our natural
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process of creation, so we cannot talk about progress
society, if people are not allowed their natural
endowments.

It is evident that the modern way of life is a system in
which we are embedded as living beings with natural
liveliness and creativity. In the researches and reflections
of Pecek (2019) points out that although we think that there
is liveliness in us, in reality it is often absent. We act like
machines, more or less unconsciously, only according to
the habits and beliefs we internalized in early childhood
and youth. Life is more or less unconscious and represents
the mechanical repetition of learned behavior patterns. We
have distanced ourselves from nature, ourselves, work and
our health, and in doing so we are losing our natural
harmony and alienating ourselves from our own innate
aliveness and from each other.

Many researches have sought and are still researching
not only biological, but also social, organizational and
societal integrity. Lauc (2000) put forward the thesis:
autopoietic a human is socially rational, natural, efficient,
moral, creative, capable of feeling, acting
self-organizingly and also self-referentially. On the other
hand, he presented an allopoietic a human who is born as
an autopoietic being by Nature, but if he lives in a
predominantly allopoietic environment, he becomes more
and more allopoietic: bureaucratic, inhumane, immoral,
uncreative and unfree.

Capra (2002) notes that a key definition of life is that a
living network is constantly creating or rearranging itself
by transforming or shuffling its constituents, thus
experiencing continuous structural change in its network
pattern of organization. While Morgan (2004) adds that
organizational theory has thus become a kind of biology,
with the distinctions between relationships between
molecules, cells, complex organisms, species and ecology
paralleling the individual, groups, organizations,
populations of organizations and their social ecologies. He
notes that many theorists have come up with a new
understanding of the organization’s functioning and
factors influencing the well-being of organizations. Frankl
(2016), in his psychotherapy practice, explains examples
of the loss of meaning in our dehumanized age, in which
man is not taken into account in all his dimensions. While
Maturana and Varela (1980) explain with the theory of
autopoiesis that the cognitive process is crucial for a
person to know and realize that his ability to know depends
on the biological integrity, as well as the mental-cognitive
process.

This is exactly what we can achieve if we look at
quantum systems from which the concepts of mutual
correlations and co-dependencies arise, which are quite
new in business organizations, but very original.
Self-organization in autopoietic systems is a self-emerging
process with an ever-higher consciousness of all
participants and leaders. If we can reach the quantum level
in the organization, we can be successful at a higher level
as well. By focusing on the natural development and
improvement of a human in the internal and external
process, we could improve the environment and,
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as a result, achieve a
(Pecek & Pavuna, 2018).

We found the fantastic solution for humankind in
sustainable socially responsible society concept Zizek,
Mulej, and Poto¢nik (2021), which they named:
“Well-being Society 6.0”. This is new concept supposed to
the ‘Corporate Social Responsibility’, which is new
chance to survive beyond the dangerous neoliberalism.
The concept is autopoietic framework of a “Well-being
society’, inside it is a space for life a consciousness human
and harmony, quality of life into work-balance for the
humans, the leaders, which are tuned with Nature. The
concept brings a big change in terms of organization and
management, which includes holistic management, which
can be a comprehensive approach over a mechanistic
society in which only profit is still ruled.

Research Question: How to consciously create a person
and implement a change of consciousness organization as
a social responsibility concept?

truly ‘green’ society

III. RESEARCH METHOD

With the aim of establishing an ecosystem of a healthy
creative person, relationships, life cycle and closing them
in a conscious organization, where the essence of social
responsibility is created. The natural conditions for
people’s survival must be established and it enforces three
assumptions: responsibility towards everyone for the
impacts on society, interdependence and integrity
(Mulej et al. 2019).

We reviewed the theory of the organization, how this
phenomenon is defined in theory, that in practice it allows
as many irresponsible actions as we have witnessed in the
system of organizations in recent years. We have given the
definitions of various authors to explain the phenomenon
of consciousness, because we assume that the
consciousness of a person in an organization is closely
related to the consciousness in the organization. Ovsenik
and Pecek (2019) highlight the relevance of human
consciousness creation in the fourth industrial
(r)evolution, which, as we see, does not bring quality, let
alone consciousness organization.

We present the sociological phenomenon of
organization and the biological-cognitive phenomenon of
autopoiesis, with the aim of delving into the ‘organization
of a human’ on a biological and conscious level, which
self-creates itself and relationships in the organization and
society. We critically examine natural phenomena and, by
analogy, transfer consciousness to the research of more
resilient, conscious and socially responsible organizations.
Researching the concepts of organizations must be based
on interdisciplinarity, because it concerns abstract
phenomena as well as the functioning of a human himself
and mutual entanglement in various mutual relationships.
From the researched literature, the authors Mesec (1998)
and Ambroz and Colaric-Jakse (2015) note that to
investigate abstract phenomena, it is necessary to follow
the ontological research process. While for scientific
validation and confirmation it is necessary to use primarily
qualitative research methods. Mesec (1998) says that we
use qualitative research if we are interested in the purpose,
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process and relationship between research and theory. He
emphasizes that the holistic view of a human is not only
the study of the organism as a whole, but above all the
practical problems of people in life.

IV. DiscussioN

The phenomenon of organization is presented by many
authors from different points of view and thus ennobles the
understanding of the theory of organization, from
sociological, economic, systemic and also biological and
physical laws. If the organization is a whole, then why is
there so much competition, non-cooperation and
incitement in our organizations and unconscious action
instead of conscious co-creation. Is behind all this a
deep-rooted fear of losing yourself, your position in the
organization and our relationships?

Perhaps one of the reasons is that we have achieved very
important results that are easy to implement in the
organization and are still undesirable in society (Balazic
Pecek, 2018). We found that there is a lack of thinking and
empathy in the modern and the 4.0 organization. We
pointed out that the results show a decline in human
creativity after a very short time since the introduction of
the Industry 4.0. On the other hand, the reduction of the
variety of processes can cause radical changes, which are
reflected in a disharmonized person, organization and,
consequently, society. Instead of our primary institution
informing academia and the general public with more than
current, if not alarming, results. Because on the basis of
these results, organizations could take active action in
practice so that the functioning of organizations would
once again turn in the direction of humanity. Already
Lipovec (1987) points to the dehumanization and voids in
a human as an individual and mentions both the
disintegration of the organizational community and the
disintegration of the human personality, the consequences
of which are clearly visible on human health at all levels,
in uncontrolled consumption and constant dissatisfaction.
In this point we see the origin of the problem that the daily
practice of organizations manifests itself as a change in a
person’s personality and overall health. That everything
turns away from man and even more, that it destroys him
right down to his DNA. We are already experiencing this
in our reality today, in various almost ‘genius ways’ with
the inhumane concepts of the 4.0 and even more so with
the 5.0 society in which robots and Al are increasingly
important, there is no sense of social responsibility
towards people.

Co-evolution is beautifully described with a natural
parable by Ovsenik (2019) in one of our many in-depth
discussions: let it blossom, develop and mature into a fruit.
Therefore, we can confirm that our organizations are in
‘crisis’ because the ruling system does not allow our
flowers to bloom, let alone bear fruit. Lauc (2000) also
wrote about the fruits on the autopoiesis tree, that it is
necessary to learn from one’s own mistakes, and above all
to grow into self-actualized individuals and make fewer
and fewer mistakes until “Zero defect”. This is also the
desire and need of organizations, where they are aware that
the self-organization of individuals extends to the entire
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organization, as self/co-management. Then there is no
more competition in such an organization, even though it
builds, cooperates and wins every day, otherwise the
organization goes into destruction, non-cooperation and
self/co-destruction, which can be seen in the relationships
between people and their health.

Vila (2000) visionarily predicted the postmodern
organization with the definition: “The organization of the
21st century does not have definite outlines and form.”.
This definition literally “obsessed” me in research. What
is it, I wondered, if it doesn’t have outlines and shape. We
imagine and Pecek and Mozina (2020) say that something
that has no outlines and shape can spread in all directions
as a kind of all-encompassing organization. And what an
overarching organization is is perhaps easiest to define if
we look at it from a biological and anthropological
perspective as a living entity that extends from each cell
and its DNA to the global ecology that James Lovelock
called Gaia. Physicist Fritjof Capra also wrote in 2002:
“Human organization is understood as a living system.”.
This definition is multifaceted, as it refers to man as the
creator of processes on the one hand and to the structure in
which processes are implemented on the other. This eternal
dual role of man confirms that “a human is the process and
structure of the organization” (Lauc & Pecek, 2017). In
order to transition to a new paradigm, it is necessary to
reprocess and restructure existing organizations if we want
to co-create a fairer, socially responsible and healthier
society.

Self/co-example is one of the virtues of leaders and
mentors, which is a strong attribute for self-organization to
establish a conscious organization that is socially
responsible. If we return to the relationship between
mentor and PhD student, we can see that the mentor is the
one who feels our PhD as a whole, directs it to the final
product and is already thinking about promotion and
implementation in society. According to the theory of
autopoiesis, we can say that if something, someone no
longer develops, it simply dies and dies. But what if our
flower, which we call a dissertation, does not even manage
to bloom, let alone develop into a fruit that would serve for
personal, organizational and social well-being. Where are
the causes? If you are rejected and abused by your mentor,
you are also an outsider and not a flower in the academic
world. This is where your own experience counts the most.

Self/co-confirmation is important, but the value of the
work and the person definitely increases if behind it stands
a person imbued with social responsibility, and not only
that, he laid the foundations of a socially responsible
society at all levels. But if there is no active
communication and everything is aimed at achieving
one-sided material goals, if ideas stagnate in the ‘rigid
bureaucratic mills’ of an organization where there is no
interest in life, but power, hierarchy and control prevail,
then human life practically comes to a standstill. This also
coincides with the results of research and we posit a thesis
that should be further confirmed: Both at the level of a
person and at the level of an organization, there is no
spontaneity without compassion for oneself and others;
without one’s own freedom and the freedom of others, and
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without self-referentiality and co-referentiality, there is no
consciousness. These are the starting points for the
conscious organization of the future, which is already here.

If we follow the self-reflection in the contemplative
“The Sine Curve” of Ovsenik (1999), we can confirm our
process of self-knowledge in the daily practice of
self-awareness, the ecosystem in which we find ourselves,
and conscious action. Maturana and Varela (1980) already
wrote about this, that the processes of self-knowledge
create consciousness, which co-creates the world in
co-evolution. We confirm once again that it is not
important to win, but to actively participate and that we are
all part of the ‘big win” when we see symbiotic social
effects. It has been proven in organizational theory
(Ovsenik, 1999; Capra, 2002) that a human and
organization are one and the same, then it is pointless to
ask who is to blame for the situation. Pecek and Mozina
(2020) say that finding the culprit through bullying does
not lead to cooperation, but to alienation, stratification and
labeling. It is this marked a human who is often excluded
from the collaborative rhythm simply because he thinks,
because he cares about the organization and his fellow a
human. The process of elimination often begins covertly,
so that the marked person is no longer part of the whole.
As aresult, a person can no longer work with commitment
and with a sense of belonging to the organization, because
work is just a routine and no longer a virtue, so he is more
or less absent and alienated from work.

Today, we have reached a critical level, well below all
these theoretical assumptions and theories, where people’s
consciousness and conscience will play a crucial role. In
the conscious organization is our present and future.
Autopoietic principles contain the natural attributes for
self/co-operation of ahuman as a complex being. When all
stakeholders are involved in the development of
organizations, knowledge and experience begin to pass
naturally between different stakeholders and a collective
consciousness is created. In daily practice, however, we
can see how important it is to be relieved of the pressure
for creative work, which starts in the head much earlier
than it happens on the physical level. This is how great
geniuses, thinkers and artists’ work. Above all, it is
important to be as close to Nature as possible, or even
better, to co-create part of the activity and work space right
in nature (Pedek & Segula, 2022).

Every day we can get to know a part of the ‘visionary
plan’, which was hidden to make people incapable of
living a natural life. It is evident that many people will not
be able to take the step that was evolutionarily intended for
them. The 4.0 and even faster the 5.0 society happened at
a revolutionary speed to artificially stop the natural
evolution of a human. A huan is no longer a free being, but
a tool of a ‘great plan’. We can see with our own eyes the
negative transformations of human society and what’s
more, a big question arises about the ability of
self-renewal, self-reproduction and even the existence of
our civilization. All of this can be felt in the 4.0
organization, and even more so in the 5.0 organization,
which does not include the key human factor in the
direction of conscious action and what is more, it does not
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have minimum ethical norms for a human-worthy life
(Pecek & Mozina, 2020). In 2020, the world has already
experienced a breakdown that signals the beginning of a
new era, because we experienced the one of the serious
health hazards due to pandemic. It is in autopoiesis, as a
self-organized process of maintaining life, that we can see
a potential that is invisible to our eyes. But this very
potential can prove to be the key to overcoming the
currently dominant materialistic paradigm. Further, there
is a great task ahead to find solutions to revitalize the
communities.

Consciousness in organization is offered in simple,
human solutions: compassion, love, and solidarity,
developed through self/co-management in a self-renewing
human community. It seems that the time of inhumane
organizations that have decided to put profit before life is
somehow running out. We can trust that the ‘people of the
organizations’ will open their eyes and hearts. That they
will begin to realize that if there is no living life in people,
organization and society, it is doomed to collapse. Today’s
time is a challenge for all people, as we do not remember.
Therefore, this is also a unique opportunity to finally live
a life in harmony with nature again, especially if we live in
beautiful Slovenia, which is primarily rich in natural
resources. I am convinced that we can co-create paradise
on our earth in a co-natural way. But even before that,
processes of decay will take place, which will be followed
by purification on all levels, which will not be easy and
can also be very painful. But let’s stay human, focus and
co-create now! Because it is already noticeable that their
primary Nature is emerging in people, which wants the
organization of a conscious human being in co-existence
with our Nature.

V. CONCLUSION

Organization theory is a young discipline, but we can
see that every researcher somehow has his own view on
the phenomenon of organization, even those who do not
directly research the organization, but enrich it with their
research. But the common thing is that organization is a
comprehensive concept where people exercise their own
virtues of self/co-discipline, which directly influence
processes that are socially responsible or socially
controversial. Self/co-management in an organization is a
natural human action, both on the internal and external
ecosystem. that it is a human who makes green
breakthroughs for more responsible organizations and a
fairer world, where quality is more important than
quantity. For this reason, we research with qualitative
methods and concepts with self/co-reflection. With this,
we set, not only as a theoretical framework, but above all
as a practical realization for people to self/co-manage
conscious, more socially responsible organizations. We
emphasize the extraordinary importance of the relationship
between mentor and doctoral student, as well as an
informal mentor or co-partner, who in an ethical
relationship of research consciously co-create and
implement solutions for a more socially responsible
society through the organization and conscious people.
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The phenomenon of autopoiesis is often understood as
a ‘circular organization’ and/or a ‘self/co-referential
system’ that takes place in several circles, and it is
extremely important that open circles are also closed with
solutions that are socially responsible. The property and
possibility of a human as a living system is that he is
capable of self-adaptation, because he always produces his
own substances for self-revitalization. This principle
works in our entire development and leads us to
self-realization as the highest stage of our development,
because the autopoietic dynamic is a living dynamic in
constant movement through feedback loops and in contact
with the environment. Basically, nature has given us all the
principles to be able to act consciously and create a living
world. How? Humans themselves are actually a living
factor in what is happening, in two roles: as observers and
as actors. The rule applies that only if the events touch us
or we are called to a certain activity, can we consciously,
respectfully, organized and socially responsible think,
direct, act in love and put it into practice. This convinces
us that the autopoietic concept in the organization is the
one that works sustainably and socially responsible, in
harmony with human natural potentials, which we
discover as priceless values, also as a flowering of
consciousness.

We assume that people’s consciousness is directly
co-dependent on their overall health. In nature, everything
starts in the food chain, then the healthy design of an active
lifestyle, which is reflected in responsible and truly green
work in self/co-management. This can be a guide for the
integral health of people who create themselves and
relationships in the organization, who through
self/co-reflection self/co-create the consciousness of
socially responsible organizations and socially responsible
society.

Our emerging results and insights should interest
creative researchers, leaders in all branches of science to
evolve as increasingly autopoietic observer-actors with
‘love in action’ and even more ‘Agape in coherent action’,
in our daily drama of life and works. It is very important,
if not fundamental in the organization, to create sincere
relationships with love, compassion and solidarity in order
to gain people’s trust and awareness, which is important
for the creative world. It is the new understanding of
self/co-organization and self/co-management that leads to
well-being at the highest conscious level.

As humankind in sustainable socially responsible
society set fantastic concept) which they named:
Well-being Society 6.0. The concept is autopoietic
framework of a Well-being society, inside it is a space for
life a consciousness human and harmony, quality of life
into work-balance for the humans and the leaders, which
are tuned with Nature. The concept brings a big change in
terms of organization and management, which includes
self-management and holistic management. This which
can be a comprehensive approach beyond the mechanistic
society in which an autopoietic human with his inner value
can be again emerge.
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