
Do not try to eliminate faction from a large community; design
rules and representation that make coordinated injustice harder and
protect every group’s ability to participate.
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Executive Summary

Large communities do not become stable by eliminating disagreement. They become
stable by limiting the damage that organized disagreement can cause.

As a community grows from a small group of enthusiasts into hundreds of thousands of
members, competing interpretations of its purpose are unavoidable. Members will
differ in opinion, passion, interest, allegiance, and expectations. Some
disagreements will concern rules or policy; others will concern identity,
leadership, or the community’s basic direction. A popular faction may attempt to
define the community for everyone else. A highly motivated minority may dominate
discussion through persistence and coordination. Periodic brigading and pile-ons may
make participation intolerable for people who lack the numbers or energy to respond.

These are not signs that pluralism has failed. They are predictable consequences of
pluralism at scale.

The central institutional lesson is therefore negative and positive at once. The
causes of faction cannot be removed without destroying liberty or imposing
uniformity. But the effects of faction can be controlled. For moderators, this means
distinguishing disagreement from conduct that prevents others from participating,
distributing decision-making across appropriate levels, widening the range of voices
considered, and making coordinated domination more difficult.

A durable moderation system should not promise that no group will feel frustrated,
outvoted, or criticized. It should instead make a stronger promise: no
faction-majority or minority-will be permitted to convert numerical strength,
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coordination, or repeated pressure into a standing license to override the rights of
others.

1. The Problem: Faction Is a Permanent Condition

A faction is not simply any group with a shared view. It is a majority or minority
united by a passion or interest hostile to other members’ rights or to the
community’s enduring common interests.

That distinction matters. A community needs disagreement. Members must be able to
advocate for different interpretations, challenge prevailing views, and organize
around interests. Suppressing all alignment would suppress much of the energy that
makes a community valuable. The practical problem begins when a group’s unity
becomes a mechanism for denying others a meaningful ability to participate.

Unmanaged faction can produce instability, injustice, confusion, distrust of public
commitments, and threats to private rights. In an online community, the
corresponding institutional concerns are loss of confidence in rules, unpredictable
intervention, factional capture of shared spaces, and participation conditions that
are formally open but practically hostile.

Faction can arise from many sources: different opinions about the community’s
purpose, attachments to leaders, personal interests, competing interpretations of
fairness, and unequal distributions of influence or attention. Some divisions will
be durable because the underlying interests are durable. They should not be treated
as temporary misunderstandings that can be solved by finding the one explanation
everyone will accept.

The moderator’s first task is therefore not to decide which faction is morally pure.
It is to identify when a faction’s behavior threatens the conditions under which
rival factions can continue to participate.

2. Two Remedies-and Why One Is Unacceptable

There are two broad ways to address faction: remove its causes or control its
effects.

Removing the causes would require either destroying the liberty that allows people
to form different views or forcing members to share the same opinions, passions, and
interests. Neither is a legitimate or workable foundation for a large community.

Suppressing liberty would be worse than the problem it seeks to cure. Liberty is not
an optional feature that can be discarded once disagreement becomes inconvenient.
The relationship between liberty and faction is like the relationship between air
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and fire: removing the enabling condition may extinguish the danger, but it also
destroys something essential to life.

Uniformity is no more realistic. Human reason is fallible, and people naturally
differ. A rule system that assumes all members can be brought to one interpretation
of the community’s purpose will either fail or rely on coercive pressure to pretend
that it has succeeded.

The practical implication is straightforward: moderation should not be designed to
eliminate factions, strong opinions, or organized disagreement. It should be
designed to control their effects.

This distinction also clarifies why "no conflict" is a poor success measure. A quiet
community may be fair, or it may merely be one in which less powerful members have
stopped speaking. Conversely, a contentious community may still be healthy if its
members can challenge one another without allowing any faction to make participation
impossible.

3. Majority Power Is Not Self-Justifying

A majority faction presents a special danger because it can use superior force while
retaining the appearance of popular government. A decision may be supported by many
members and still sacrifice the rights of a minority or the community’s broader
interests.

Numerical support is therefore relevant but not conclusive. Majority preference can
help establish what a community wants, but it cannot by itself establish that the
majority is entitled to impose every method of getting what it wants.

This is especially important when a popular faction treats criticism as
illegitimate, characterizes minority objections as obstruction, or uses collective
pressure to make dissent costly. The issue is not whether the majority has
influence. It inevitably does. The issue is whether its influence can be converted
into a standing power to define who may speak, which interpretations are
permissible, or whose participation matters.

A minority faction can also cause harm. Through persistence, coordination, or
disruption, it may obstruct ordinary administration or disturb the community. But
minority status does not make a group harmless, and majority status does not make a
group dangerous by definition. The relevant question is whether the faction’s
conduct threatens other members’ rights or the community’s enduring ability to
function.

This supplies a neutral standard for intervention: assess behavior and institutional
effect rather than factional identity.
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4. Scale Changes the Problem-and the Remedy

A small, tightly connected community allows members to communicate and coordinate
directly. That can make collective action effective, but it can also allow an
assembled majority or concentrated faction to act quickly against weaker parties or
individuals.

A large community contains more distinct parties and interests. That diversity makes
it less likely that one majority will share the same motive to oppress others. It
also makes coordination more difficult: even when an oppressive motive exists, those
who share it may have greater difficulty discovering their collective strength and
acting in unison.

Scale, however, is not automatically protective. A large community can still
experience coordinated pile-ons, brigading, and factional capture when communication
channels allow a group to overcome dispersion. The institutional lesson is not that
size solves faction. It is that a moderator can use the community’s scale as a
protective resource rather than allowing every decision to be determined by the
loudest concentrated group.

Practical implications follow from that mechanism:

Do not treat the most visible discussion as the whole community’s judgment.
A concentrated conversation may reflect coordination rather than broad
agreement.

Create decision processes that gather views across distinct interests.
Representation is useful when it broadens the information and perspectives
reaching a decision.

Separate community-wide questions from local or specialized questions.
Large-scale decisions should address aggregate interests; narrower matters
can remain closer to the affected subgroup.

Make coordinated pressure less decisive. A faction should not win simply
because it can mobilize fastest, repeat its demand most often, or overwhelm
a discussion space.

The objective is not to prevent members from organizing. It is to prevent
organization from becoming an automatic substitute for fair judgment.

5. Representation as a Moderation Safeguard

Representation can refine and enlarge public views by passing them through a chosen
body rather than relying only on the immediate pressure of an assembled crowd.
Applied carefully, this does not mean that representatives are inherently wiser or
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more legitimate. Representation has its own risks: delegates can be factious,
locally prejudiced, corrupt, or self-interested. They may betray the interests they
were expected to carry.

Representation is therefore a safeguard only when its limits are acknowledged and
its decisions remain accountable to the community’s broader interests.

For a large online community, representative structures can help with three
problems:

1. Attention imbalance. Moderators or councils can consider concerns that are
not currently dominating public discussion.

2. Coordination imbalance. A faction that can rapidly assemble supporters does
not automatically control the decision process.

3. Scale and context. A smaller group can develop relevant knowledge about a
local issue while a broader body considers implications for the community as
a whole.

The proper design is a balance. Too many decision-makers may weaken local knowledge
and make responsibility unclear. Too few may become overly attached to local
interests or factional loyalties. The useful standard is not maximum centralization
or maximum participation in every decision, but an appropriate division of
responsibility.

Community-wide matters should be evaluated for their aggregate effects. Local or
specialized matters should remain close enough to the affected context to preserve
necessary knowledge. This is a functional division, not a reward for one faction.

6. Rules Should Protect Participation, Not Enforce Uniformity

The central distinction for moderation is between disagreement and conduct that
threatens others’ ability to participate.

Disagreement can be sharp, persistent, and even emotionally charged without being
factional oppression. A community that treats every strong disagreement as harmful
will confuse conflict with danger and will gradually suppress the liberty that makes
pluralism possible.

At the same time, formally neutral openness can become unfair when a coordinated
group uses it to overwhelm weaker parties. A rule that permits every faction to
apply unlimited pressure may preserve the appearance of neutrality while making
participation practically unequal.
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Durable rules should therefore focus on effects that can be assessed across
factions:

whether conduct obstructs ordinary participation;

whether coordinated action is being used to overwhelm or silence others;

whether a decision sacrifices minority rights merely because a majority can
prevail;

whether the intervention is tied to behavior rather than the faction’s
identity or viewpoint;

whether the same standard could be applied if the opposing faction were in
power.

This approach does not remove judgment. Moderators will still face disputes about
context, intent, and proportionality. But it creates a more legitimate basis for
judgment than asking which side is popular, sympathetic, or numerically dominant.

7. Legitimacy Under Conditions of Distrust

Moderators should not expect every intervention to be accepted as impartial. In a
pluralistic community, someone will often label an action favoritism or censorship,
particularly when the action limits a faction’s ability to impose its preferred
outcome.

The answer cannot be to avoid intervention altogether. Failure to control faction
can itself produce injustice, instability, and distrust of public commitments. Nor
can the answer be to rely on the personal virtue of moderators. Wise and fair-minded
officials cannot always reconcile clashing interests, and institutional design
should not depend on exceptional people remaining at the helm.

Legitimacy must instead come from safeguards that remain intelligible when factional
control changes hands. Rules should be stated in terms that apply to majorities and
minorities alike. Decision processes should distinguish community-wide interests
from faction-specific demands. Interventions should address conduct and effects, not
merely the identity of the group that benefits or loses.

The strongest test is reversibility: would the rule still seem acceptable if the
current minority became the majority? A safeguard that protects participation only
while one’s preferred faction is weak is not a safeguard against faction. It is a
temporary advantage.

8. A Practical Institutional Framework
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The argument can be translated into four design commitments.

8.1 Preserve the causes of healthy disagreement

Allow members to hold different opinions, passions, and interests. Do not treat
factional organization itself as proof of misconduct. A community needs room for
criticism, advocacy, and competing interpretations.

8.2 Control effects that threaten shared participation

Intervene when a faction’s behavior produces intimidation, coordinated exclusion,
obstruction, or other conditions that prevent rival members from participating. The
target is not disagreement; it is the conversion of disagreement into domination.

8.3 Broaden the decision sphere

For decisions with community-wide consequences, seek a range of interests rather
than relying on the most concentrated discussion. Greater variety makes a shared
oppressive motive less likely and makes coordinated injustice more difficult.

8.4 Match representation to scale and subject

Use broader representation for aggregate community interests and more localized
judgment for particular matters. Avoid both extremes: a single centralized body
detached from context and an immediate crowd whose coordination can overwhelm weaker
parties.

Together, these commitments produce a system that neither romanticizes consensus nor
celebrates unrestricted factional power.

Conclusion: Manage Pluralism, Do Not Erase It

The governing question for a large community is not how to make faction disappear.
That cannot be done without destroying liberty or imposing an impracticable
uniformity of opinion and interest.

The better question is how to ensure that faction does not control the community’s
terms of participation.

A large and diverse community has institutional advantages: more interests, more
perspectives, and greater difficulty for any one faction to coordinate oppression
across the whole. Those advantages become meaningful only when moderation practices
preserve them. Representation must broaden judgment rather than reproduce capture.
Scale must make domination harder rather than merely making conflict noisier. Rules
must protect minority participation without granting minorities immunity from
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accountability. Majority preferences must matter without becoming a license to
override rights.

Faction is unavoidable. Its effects are not fixed. A legitimate moderation system
does not promise that every group will win, agree, or feel satisfied. It promises
that no group-however popular, organized, persistent, or powerful-can make the
community unlivable for everyone else.

8 / 8 Generated by rom2k.com


