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ABSTRACT-Human society through the course of social evolution departed from the natural rules a lot and violated the 

fundamental verdicts of nature. One of the basic issues of such violation is embedded into the use and possession of natural 

wealth. Wealth and power here is concentrated in a limited group of people depriving the major but not through natural selection. 

Instead of natural rule artificial selection works in human society as a governing factor. Another major issue is the competition-

cooperation conflict. Nature promotes the cooperation as importantly as competition. First multicellular organism like sponge 

colony proves the fact. The present article tries to analogise the human society with the structure of porifera colony in several 

respects like role of individual, the coordination between individual to individual, economy and the social organization. It tries to 

emphasise the fact that concepts like equality, fraternity and democracy are practiced in nature more exactly rather than class 

divided human society. The paper wold like to propose the structure and constitution of a hypothetical human civilisation 

resembling the natural porifera colony vis-a-vis true natural system.   
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INTRODUCTION:  

The human society has been violating the natural rules throughout its socio-evolutionary course. The fundamental variation 

exists in the practice of use and possession of natural wealth. In this regard the human society is fragmented into different 

compartments based on several criteria e.g. race, cast, religion, class etc. Majority of persons are dominated and exploited by the 

handful of so called privileged group on the basis of those categories. Religions of early days and several philosophers also 

defended this system time to time e.g. wealth of nature has been considered to be the property of Brahmins and it is clearly 

indicated that the other people should have to depend on Brahmins for their existence (Shloka no. 100, Chapter, 1, The Laws of 

Manu). The philosophers of different era were also not recoiled to comment on this matter. Describing his master and slave 

morality Nietzsche himself spoke in favour of two distinct categories of human being. Heinrich von Treitsche, a Prussian 

historian, loudly called for war by Germany in order to fulfill its evolutionary destiny (Treitsche, 1916). Their teachings were 

fully adopted by the German government; which only waited for a pretext like this to start the war (Milner, 1990). To describe the 

history of Hitler it was stated as…….. ‘They murdered these victims not with the misguided intentions of saving their souls or 

punishing their sins, but because they were competitors for food and obstacles to “evolutionary progress.” ……. Few have traced 

the linkage back one step further to Darwin, the “scientist” who directly inspired Nietzsche’s superman theory and the Nazi 

corollary that some people were subhuman. The evidence was all there—the term neo-Darwinism was openly used to describe 

Nazi racial theories. The expression “natural selection,” as applied to human beings, turns up at the Wannsee Conference in the 

prime document of the Holocaust’ (Ankerberg, 1998).   

Unfortunately thus Darwin has been misunderstood and misinterpreted repeatedly with regard to the concept that aggression 

and dominance is the basic natural instinct and consequently the natural tendency and tradition of human being also like other 

animals. The origin of man from the anthropoid background was due to its killer instinct is stated by Ardrey (1967). Darwinian 

competition for existence has been utilised to defend the deviation of human civilization which has gone far away from the 

natural laws. Failure to make property (in a class divided society) has been justified in terms of ‘competition’. Analogy has tried 

to be drawn between Darwin’s ‘Survival of the fittest’ or ‘natural selection’ and the existence or nonexistence of privileged 

sections and poor people of the society.  Therefore the prime debates arising are as follows, whether competition or cooperation is 

the leading stimulating and governing force for human society, wheather Darwinian (read natural) rule of natural selection or 

survival of the fittest is equally applicable to human society. To find out the solution of this debate of human society, we must 

look at the nature itself, what it practices or what its true way of functioning.  

The present paper therefore endeavored to study the deviation of human society from that of the natural process. The article 

intended to propose a new model of human society (what it should be). Though the proposal does not claim to be a new and 

unique one or it has not been proposed or postulated earlier, the present article just tries to put the light on the other natural animal 

kingdom and seeking an interpretation of human society from the stand point of natural non human though living societies. Rather 

it would be more rational to say that the present paper attempts to justify and sanctify the dream of a classless, division less, 

unitary, equal human society from a biological perspective.   

 

COOPERATION AND TRUE DEMOCRACY; NATURE’S EARLY PRACTICES: 

It is not the human society where terms like democracy, cooperation etc. can only be implied. If we trace back to the dawn of 

the evolutionary history of life on earth we find an astonishing story. It was the time of ‘great leap forward’ to form the 

multicellular life from the choanoflagellate type of single cells. There were essentially two ways to make a simple multicellular 
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entity out of single cells: either a single cell divided and its offspring attached together, or several solitary cells aggregate to form 

a colony. Furthermore, such an organism with a variety of cellular states and robust development was found to maintain a larger 

growth speed as an ensemble by achieving a cooperative use of resources, compared to simple cells without differentiation 

(Furusawa and Kaneko 2002). Multicellular systems were reported to employ a ‘cooperative’ use of resources and maintain a 

larger growth speed than simple cell systems, which existed in a homogeneous state and behave ‘selfishly’ (Furusawa and Kaneko 

2000). Multicellularity evolved from single cell organisms attained the ability to form loose cooperative communities, called 

biofilms, which could perhaps be thought of as “training wheels” for multicellular life (Burbeck, 2010). The origin and evolution 

of multicellularity also stood for a better and more successful defense strategy than any other unicellular organism which Gill 

(2006) described as ‘United we stand’. Therefore it has a good reason to rationalize that the first multicellular organism was an 

outcome of cooperation. The same practice was observed with regard to the glucose metabolic pathway of yeast (Pfeiffer, et.al., 

2001; MacLean and Gudelj, 2006). This attribute was further exhibited by higher animals also. Explaining natural selection for 

the social animals Darwin himself wrote “In social animals it will adapt the structure of each individual for the benefit of the 

community; if each in consequence profits by the selected change” (Darwin 1859: 87). Harman (1994) summerises the 

cooperation model of our nearest primate neighbors as follows “Chimps and pygmy chimps are much more sociable than used to 

be thought. Aggressive confrontations are much less frequent than friendly interactions”. The sharing and cooperation in relation 

to food collection and consumption in case of apes are described by Dixson (1981). Scientists like Turnbull (1962) and Lieberman 

(1991) also made valuable contribution on this matter. Cooperative care of vulnerable infants may be the most important factor 

favoring strong female–female bonds in sperm whales and elephants also (Weilgart, et.al. 1996). Chris Harman (1994) 

summerised the cooperation model of apes, our nearest primate neighbors. Out of the numerous examples stated above let us 

concentrate only on the first practice of nature to form society i.e. from single cell system to multicellularity in case of sponges.  

 

PORIFERA MODEL OF SOCIETY 

Amazing similarity regarding structural and functional characteristics of human society with that of the sponge colony 

(Porifera) indeed exists. Nature has practiced the perfect constitution of equality, fraternity and democracy in a porifera colony 

and cluster of colonies. Let us try to analogise the two systems, a sponge structure and (would be) human structure.  

But before that have a brief detail of a society as it is constituted. There are two aspects of a society viz. structural and 

functional. Structurally society must be constituted by the individual, the coordination between individual to individual, economy 

and the social organization at a given space and time. Within animal we see the familiar 6 major functionalities: structural, 

metabolic, replication, sensor/motor, signaling and defense. A society is constituted by several individual with special functions 

where they have expertise of their own. Thus a society can be stated to have two dimensions viz. individual as material 

constituent and among individuals cluster of individuals who perform similar function or job within the society to serve the 

society.  

The similarity and dissimilarity have been drawn on the basis of the mentioned aspects. 

 I. THE SOCIETY OR STATE:  Individual cells are loosely arranged in a gelatinous matrix called a 'mesohyl', mesoglea or 

mesenchyme in case of sponges. Individuals exist in a particular geographical area called state or country in human society. 

II.CONSTITUTION: 

A) INDIVIDUAL:  At the centre there exist the building blocks of the society or the individual. The body of a sponge 

(Porifera) is a collection of a few different types of cells. Human society is also constituted by individuals. 

B) DIFFERENTIATION:  Sponges are built up from relatively few cell types’ viz. choanocytes, pinacocytes, amoebocytes 

and lophocytes being specialized to perform special functions. Cellular differentiation divides the functions of the cells into three 

specialized functional groups, the structural cells, flagellar cells and amoebacites in case of sponge. Correspondingly in human 

society several types of individuals perform different functions as stated above.  

III. ECONOMY/RESOURCE INPUT: The canal system of the sponges can be analogized to the government of human 

society. The flagelar cells draw the water through the body of the animal. Throughout the body there is unique canal system 

through which water flows. The purpose of circulatory, respiratory, digestive, and excretory systems are supported by the water 

flow system alone. The canals have small pores ('ostia') opening to the outside, where the water enters the sponge system. 

Particles larger than 50 micrometers cannot enter the ostia and consumed by pinacocytes or archaeocytes (capture 80% of a 

sponge's food supply) through phagocytosis. Archaeocytes act as transport cells of food packaged in vesicles from cells that 

directly digest food to those that do not. The Amoebocytes are the digestive engines of the sponge. Presumably the digestive cells 

nourish the other cells in the process (PRODUCER). Archaeocytes are one of the most fascinating features of sponges. They are 

also one of the primary body parts associated with digestion, essential for the survival and prosperity of porifera. Without them, 

sponges would be even less complex and unable to survive. There is no discrimination between the cell types to share the wealth 

(food) as when absorbed or produced it becomes the whole body property leading to a concept of so called Welfare State.  

In case of human society on the contrary, the farmers and labours are the productive part of the human society.  The 

advancement has been done in the field of technology but the basic nature remains the same. At this point we find the deviation of 

man from sponge vis a vis natural system. But Manmade system does not allow the producers to consume the equal wealth. The 

entire wealth becomes a private property and creates poverty in the large section of society while limited people enjoy the essence 

of the labour.   

IV. INFORMATION AND KNOWLEDGE: The reproduction process of sponges can be analogised to the sharing of 

information and knowledge in human society. Sponges are mostly hermaphrodite and have no permanent gonads (the 

reproductive body); instead a number of areas of the sponge during the reproductive period become differentiated (changed) to 

produce either sperm or ova (eggs). Sperm is released into the canals and is then pumped out of the sponge through the osculum 

where it is likely to be drawn into the canal system of another sponge. Here incoming sperm of the same species are trapped by 
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the choanocytes which then lose their flagellum and collar and migrate through the mesohyl to the ovocyte, a cell generating ova, 

where the sperm are transferred to the ova, assuming this is a sponge in its female form. Sperm release can be an individual act as 

in Verongia archeri or it can be a synchronized affair with many sponges in an area releasing their sperm simultaneously as in 

Neofibularia nolitangere. The fertilised ova are retained within the adult sponge until some unknown signal indicates the time for 

their release. They are then set free into the surrounding waters.  

Here again we face the deviation. In human system there should also be no differentiation to create the information as well as 

to obtain it ensuring a complete sharing of information and knowledge within each individual with no hindrance in terms of 

money or so called social status unfortunately which we find in our system.  

V. GLOBAL VILLAGE - THE FUTURE SOCIETY: Most modern sponge species are Leuconoid. In leuconoid sponges the 

canal system is more complicated again with the canals being longer and more branched, they lead to special chambers whose 

walls are lined by choanocytes, there are no choanocytes in the canals. There is no real spongocoel (STATE) just a central exit 

canal leading to the osculum. Leuconoid sponges tend to live in large groups with each individual sponge having its own 

osculum, however the borders between individual sponges are often hard to define and the sponge may act more like a large 

communal organism. This would be going to the structure of human society with no definite state but under real global 

governance, a perfect globalization. The evolutionary trend of sponges i.e. from the simplest Asconoid to the most complicated 

Leuconoid form supports the view.  

 

THE FUTURE MODEL OF HUMAN SOCIETY: 

 Thus the key subject of difference between sponge and man lies in the fact that regarding resource building no unfairness or 

favouritism exists in sponge and in human society it does. Once produced resource is considered to be as property for every cell 

equally irrespective of performance they play, position they occupy etc. If such discrimination occurs it is meant for any definite 

purpose where other cells show a kind of altruism of their own choice and not compelled to do so. While in man majority of 

people are forced to obey the so called inequality. So on the basis of the analogy let us suggest a model of human society 

according to the natural law. 

1.  The entire global human civilization will be a big colony (like sponge colony) where all the societies (single sponge) live 

with same privilege without sacrificing its own identity, an ideal scenario of ‘unity in diversity’. 

2. The whole resource collected or produced by the society will be primarily the property of the society. 

3. Within the single society individual persons will exist enjoying the equal quantity and quality of resource. 

4. Job differentiation (functional differentiation of cells) will be there but with no extra advantage or privilage with regard to 

resource utilization based on any kind of social status or other discrepancy. 

5. Each and every individual should be conscious and responsive of own duty. 

 

DISCUSSION: 

It is true that natural selection and consequently competition is unavoidable in nature. But we must not forget that if the most 

important side of survival and evolution in nature is the competition the other side of the coin is the right to share the natural 

resources by each and every individual equally, without any artificial hindrance. The concept of natural selection can prevail only 

when this equality exists in the system. Darwin himself being influenced by Malthus tried to make analogy from society to nature.  

By contrast, the reverse analogy from nature to society, fails due to many reasons as it was summerised by Allchin (2007).  

Now let us discuss how gradually human artificiality brought man away from the natural law. The initial deviation started 

with the division of labour as well as the exploitation of one class over the other. The right of possession for wealth and 

consequently competition for it were thus the prime cause behind the deviation of human society. Analyzing the human historic 

development Engels rightly pointed out the equal value of right and duty in ancient tribal clans (Engels 1884). The wealth 

according to his analysis was tribal property which at first allotted to the gens, then gens to the household communities and finally 

to individuals for use. (Engels 1884). All the human system consisting of military or police, kings, governors, prefects or judges 

prisons, trials have prepared to run the system in favour of the privileged class. All are free and equal, including the women. 

There is as yet no room for slaves nor, as a rule, for the subjugation of alien tribes... This is what mankind and human society 

were like before class divisions arose’ (Engels, 1884). Same has been accepted by Gellner (1991) in case of hunter/gatherer 

society where there was a low degree of division of labour. Lee (1991) also stated in favour of equality before class division in 

human society. Therefore, it was the division of labour and class relationship which has created the competition as well as the 

departure of human social structure from that of the other social animals.  

The foremost criteria thus should be to provide the equal opportunity for each and every individual to share the wealth of 

nature through a definite governing system. Now this type of system can only perform in a classless society and devoid of any 

artificial compartmentalization (class, cast, religion etc.). The sense of duty and right should be evaluated as per the natural 

standard which in this particular case can be synonymous to service to the society. We are one of the most sophisticated children 

of Mother Nature to understand her laws which we do execute seldom. Let us rectify the previous blunder and march forward 

through the path shown by nature.  
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