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Abstract

As AI-generated sexual content (AIG-SC) is increasingly
produced, online communities have emerged to support cre-
ators’ needs. To understand whether and how community
governance attempts work to prevent abuse while support-
ing free expression, we interviewed 24 members and mod-
erators of large AIG-SC online communities (10,000+ mem-
bers) with stated rules against creating and sharing abusive
content (e.g., AI-generated CSAM). Through in-depth inter-
views, we offer insight into: (1) how and why these communi-
ties form; (2) implicit community norms; (3) explicitly stated
rules—and their operationalization via content moderation;
and (4) tensions between community values and moderation
that leave space for abusive behavior.
Our findings reveal a complex picture: while many creators
and communities have personal boundaries against abuse, ad-
vice and resources for creating any form of AI-generated sex-
ual content are accessible to users regardless of their inten-
tions. Further complicating community moderation are norms
that center anti-censorship and non-judgment, which leave
moderators to justify their actions using the limits of the law
and terms of service. We end by reflecting on the ways in
which technical, community, and legal governance may most
effectively mitigate the production of abusive content.

We encourage interested readers to view the extended
version of this work — https://arxiv.org/abs/2608.13659

Content Warning: This paper discusses sexual violence,
non-consensual intimate imagery, CSAM, and quotes from
people who made non-consensual intimate imagery via AI.

1 Introduction
Like prior forms of technology-mediated sexual con-
tent (Fuller, Wagner, and Mazandarani 2020), questions
of whether AI-generated sexual content (AIG-SC) is pro-
duced or consumed ethically have become a focused so-
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detailed analysis of AIG-SC creators’ methods and motivations.
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cietal concern. The public availability of retrainable open-
weight models (e.g., SDXL, Flux), model repositories (e.g.,
CivitAI), and AI jailbreaks have enabled creators to gener-
ate virtually any form of sexual content (Thiel et al. 2023;
Maiberg 2023; Mink, Qin, and Redmiles 2026; Hawkins,
Mittelstadt, and Russell 2025). While some may legally cre-
ate AIG-SC to explore sexual, creative, and technical inter-
ests (Mink, Qin, and Redmiles 2026), others use these same
technologies to harm others in AI-generated non-consensual
content (AIG-NCC1) via non-consensual intimate imagery
(AIG-NCII; Timmerman et al. 2023; Gibson et al. 2025; Han
et al. 2025; Umbach et al. 2026a) and child sexual abuse ma-
terial (AIG-CSAM; Wei et al. 2025). In response, private and
public institutions have taken measures to attempt to reduce
AI-enabled sexual violence. Federal institutions and pri-
vate institutions have appropriately taken down communities
dedicated to enabling harm, such as the MrDeepFakes fo-
rum (Han et al. 2025; Timmerman et al. 2023) and Telegram
channels (Burgess 2024; Tsuchiya et al. 2026). Similarly
(and perhaps in light of irresponsible AI developer behav-
ior; Conger, Freedman, and Thompson 2026), AI developers
have largely prohibited the generation of all sexual content,
abusive or legal, within their platforms. While lauded by
some, digital civil rights groups are increasingly concerned
about whether lawful (sexual) expression is being censored
and deplatformed (Mullin 2025; Center for Democracy &
Technology 2025). At the same time, others are weaponiz-
ing lawful expression to protect NCC-producing ‘nudify’
apps (Levy and Ortutay 2026).

In the wake of these rapid legal shifts and deplatform-
ing of sexual content by mainstream AI platforms, numerous
peer-organized online AIG-SC communities have emerged.
While many communities may clearly harbor deplatformed
abusers (Cuevas and Ribeiro 2026), other large communi-
ties posture as refuges from censorship and for free sexual
expression, yet are against AIG-NCC.

1We use the following acronyms to refer to different types
of AI-generated content. AIG-NCII refers to AI-generated non-
consensually created intimate imagery (sometimes referred to as
“sexualized deepfakes” or “deepfake pornography”) that depicts
a known individual’s likeness. AIG-CSAM refers to AI-generated
child sexual abuse material. AIG-NCC refers to AI-generated non-
consensual content, which we use as an umbrella term to include
both AIG-NCII and AIG-CSAM.
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However, it is unknown whether, and if so how, these
communities prevent and/or enable abuse. This is especially
important given that there are no defenses currently avail-
able that guarantee AI-based image-generation technology
cannot be used to generate AIG-NCII (Chandra et al. 2024).
Prior work has found that community-supported norms and
rules are effective deterrents against cyber-crimes, and are
essential (alongside legal and technical interventions) within
a comprehensive response to cyber-crimes (Williams 2006).
While prior work has investigated what, how, and why indi-
vidual AIG-SC creators make content (Mink, Qin, and Red-
miles 2026), to our knowledge, none have analyzed AIG-SC
communities and whether (and how) they support or discour-
age AIG-NCC creation.

To analyze behaviors supported within AIG-SC com-
munities, we draw on analytical methods from organiza-
tional psychology and institutional economics. Group for-
mation (Harris et al. 2019) finds that the process by which
communities are created often determines group behaviors,
composition, goals, and outcomes; however, it is unknown:

RQ1 How and why do AIG-SC communities form, and
their members join?

Once groups are established, Ostrom’s (2011) institu-
tional development and analysis framework notes that group
(a) norms, (b) rules, and (c) governance are essential in pre-
dicting and governing their behavior. However, within AIG-
SC communities, it is unknown:

RQ2 What norms dictate interactions, and what beliefs are
professed among members?

RQ3 What personal commitments/rules do (a) individuals
and (b) communities use to govern their actions?

RQ4 What tensions, failures, or challenges exist within
community-based AIG-SC governance?

To answer these questions, we conduct 24 in-depth in-
terviews with members of three large (10k–50k+ mem-
bers) AIG-SC Discord communities (two image-focused,
one text-focused) that publicly prohibit AIG-NCC.

2 Related Work
AIG-SC. With the growing availability of AIG-SC gener-
ation services and resources on training customized AIG-
SC models, it is now possible to create seemingly endless
amounts of personalized sexual content via specialized AIG-
SC websites (Lapointe et al. 2025), online forums (Döring,
Le, and Miller 2025), or even with assistance from other
AIG-SC creators (Mink, Qin, and Redmiles 2026). Through
interviews with AIG-SC creators (Mink, Qin, and Redmiles
2026) and qualitative analysis of online AIG-SC applica-
tions (Lapointe et al. 2025, 2026), multiple studies have ex-
amined how advancements in AI have enabled many to ex-
plore their sexual, creative, and technical interests, as well
as enabled the production of AIG-NCII. Discussions and
motivations for creating AIG-SC can be found intermingled
with clear intentions to make AIG-NCC of celebrities, work
colleagues, friends, and ex-partners (Döring, Le, and Miller
2025). While some creators within these groups may openly

condemn AIG-NCC, others rationalize such abuse (Mink,
Qin, and Redmiles 2026).

Thus far, studies on the governance of AIG-SC spaces
have been minimal; to our knowledge, only Lapointe et al.
(2026)’s analysis of AIG-SC terms of service, privacy poli-
cies, and related documents of AIG-SC (and AIG-NCC)
generation and hosting sites has found that although poli-
cies against AIG-NCC exist, they largely serve as legal pro-
tection for site owners. While Lapointe et al. (2026) also
found that moderation appears to rely on user-reporting, no
work has actually investigated how this moderation occurs
in practice. Furthermore, no work has investigated whether
AIG-SC creator communities establish normalized practices
around their own content creation, the content creation of
other members, or whether and how self-governance occurs.

AIG-NCC. Similar to AIG-SC, AIG-NCII and AIG-CSAM
are becoming easier to create through nudification (Gib-
son et al. 2025) and face-swap apps (Daffalla, Chao, and
Zeng 2026), model repositories (Maiberg 2025b; Hawkins,
Mittelstadt, and Russell 2025; Newton and Stanfill 2020)
and AI companions (Brigham, Qin, and Kohno 2026). AIG-
NCC is even permeating mainstream platforms via listings
on Fiverr (Dawoud, Cuevas, and Raman 2026) and AIG-
NCC-capable chatbots on X (Chan 2026; Wilson 2026).

AIG-NCC creation has also been found to be supported
through online communities. Prior to its shutdown, Han
et al. (2025) documented that the MrDeepFakes forum acted
as a hub for information to create AIG-NCC, with skilled
members teaching others. Although MrDeepFakes has since
been shut down, AIG-NCC communities persist on plat-
forms such as Reddit and 4chan (Medeiros et al. 2026; Cui,
Wu, and Zhang 2026). In response, researchers have inves-
tigated aspects pertaining to AIG-NCC, including: interven-
tions to prevent AIG-NCC generation (Ba et al. 2024; Creţu
et al. 2026), people’s preparation for and handling of AIG-
NCC (Pendse et al. 2025; Wei et al. 2025), and offenders’
attitudes and behaviors (Flynn et al. 2025; Umbach, Henry,
and Beard 2025; Umbach et al. 2024; Brigham et al. 2024).

Moderation of Online Communities, Sexual Content,
and AI Content. While several studies have investi-
gated aspects relevant to AIG-SC communities, none ex-
plicitly address the unique legal, community-based, and
safety concerns of this work. Several works have con-
sidered the difficulties volunteer moderators face within
platforms generally, and have been centered around on-
line forums (Li, Hecht, and Chancellor 2022), live stream-
ing (Wohn 2019) and the emotional toll and burnout that of-
ten follows (Schöpke-Gonzalez et al. 2024). Other work has
investigated how the moderation of content deemed as sex-
ual disproportionately impacts vulnerable populations such
as sex-workers (Tiidenberg 2021; Blunt and Stardust 2021),
queer communities (Zolides 2021; Taylor et al. 2025; May-
worm, Albert, and Haimson 2024), and vulnerable popula-
tions broadly (Haimson et al. 2021). Other work has more
specifically focused on moderating human-originating con-
tent from AI-generated content (Gao et al. 2026; Mink et al.
2022; Lloyd, Reagle, and Naaman 2025), finding that such
moderation is challenging and can lead to incorrect, biased
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decisions against real users (Mink et al. 2024). However, no
work investigates how moderators of AI-focused communi-
ties attempt to distinguish between AIG-NCC and AIG-SC,
both of which are AI-generated and of a sexual nature.

3 Methodology
We interviewed 24 AIG-SC creators between April and
August 2025 on (1) their background with sexual con-
tent and AI, (2) their creation process, (3) their participa-
tion within any communities centered on AIG-SC, (4) any
norms/boundaries they had pertaining to content creation,
and (5) their content or resource sharing practices. Proce-
dures for ensuring safety for all researchers, participants,
and potential victim-survivors are detailed in Ethical Con-
siderations. Additional methodological details are docu-
mented in the extended version of this work2.
Recruitment and Participants. We created a list of ac-
tive Discord communities using relevant search terms that
focus on generating AIG-SC and explicitly prohibit AIG-
NCC.3 We then reached out to the moderators to confirm
their approval to interact with and recruit from their commu-
nity. With approval, we distributed our recruitment informa-
tion and responded to any requests for clarification from the
community. Three Discord communities and their associated
moderators participated. Community A (10k–20k members)
and Community B (50k+ members) focused on visual con-
tent (e.g., images, videos); Community C (10k–20k mem-
bers) supports users with text content (erotic fiction, role-
playing). From each community, we interviewed between 2
to 14 members. Participants were offered $40 USD.

We associate participant identifiers with the server they
were recruited from “[A/B/C]XX”; to also associate abusive
behavior and beliefs, we attach ˛ to the participant identifier
of those who disclosed generating AIG-NCC (e.g., B06˛).
Analysis. We conducted reflexive thematic analysis (Braun
and Clarke 2006) and followed an inductive coding pro-
cess. This began with each author reviewing a selection of
interview transcriptions to explore themes within the data.
Through this process, each author created an independent
preliminary codebook. They then met, discussed themes that
emerged, and merged their codebooks into a consolidated
version that was used to code an initial set of three inter-
view transcriptions that were triple-coded by all three au-
thors. Afterwards, the authors met to discuss their coded
transcriptions and resolved any discrepancies that emerged.
This also resulted in minor revisions to the codebook. The
authors then coded two more interview transcriptions using
the codebook. They then met to further resolve discrepancies
and refine the codebook. This discussion produced a final-
ized codebook. The three authors then divided the remaining
transcripts and independently coded them. While we report
on commonalities in what we observed, we emphasize that
each participant’s values and boundaries are deeply personal
and vary widely. We encountered a range of perspectives on

2https://arxiv.org/abs/2608.13659
3Despite this, we prepared for, and encountered, AIG-NCC of-

fenders (see Ethical Considerations).

AIG-SC and advise against treating AIG-SC creators as a
monolith.
Limitations. We do not claim generalizability of our partici-
pants or of all AIG-SC communities. We only selected com-
munities with rules against AIG-NCC. Those who know-
ingly offend may be less likely to participate.
Positionality. We conduct this work to enable prevention of
sexual violence, while preserving individuals’ right to sex-
ual expression. The team believes in a sex-positive approach
to addressing and governing the production of sexual con-
tent. Our team contains members who hold nearly a decade
of experience researching security, privacy, and safety con-
cerns related to image-based sexual abuse, sexual content
creators, and AIG-NCC. The team includes researchers who
have experienced sexual abuse. None of the team actively
participates in an AIG-SC community. We strongly believe
in firm policies and protections against all forms of sexual
violence, while also supporting individuals’ right to freedom
of expression, including sexual autonomy.

4 How and Why Do AIG-SC Communities
Form, and Their Members Join? (RQ1)

In asking AIG-SC moderators and members about how they
became involved, we surface how and why their communi-
ties are created, and how and why members join.
Discovering Communities. Search engines and general-
purpose LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT) helped several participants
discover AIG-SC online communities. For instance, C08
was curious about AIG-SC and naturally thought to “Google
like anything just to see like what is being done in the space.”
Additionally, participants such as A02 noted that posted tu-
torials and guides often linked to AIG-SC communities: “I
found a GitHub page that explained how to use [a video
generation model] locally... I see [their community] was
linked there in that repository”. For those focused on text-
based roleplaying or erotic fiction generation, safety filters
on general-purpose LLMs (e.g., ChatGPT, Claude), some-
times led them to seek out AIG-SC communities: “I got
very annoyed at the sanitization of ChatGPT from filters, so
I searched for NSFW AI communities” (C06).
Searching for and Exchanging Technical Knowledge. To
support technical advice-sharing, two participants created
AIG-SC communities on Reddit and Discord to centralize
relevant information. For example, C01 had searched for
reliable information in multiple sub-Reddits but found that
they were mismanaged or contained spam. Afterwards, C01
“decided to do it myself... and made sure to build [the com-
munity] in a way that everyone can have access to every tool
they need to enjoy an uncensored experience with AI.” Simi-
larly, A01 shared the goal of cultivating spaces for open col-
laboration in order to improve tools and techniques for AIG-
SC: “my focus is on... getting people interested in the build-
ing, the research aspect of it, collaborating on best prac-
tices, exploring what the capabilities are” (A01).

Members within these AIG-SC communities found that
the quality and availability of technical advice on AIG con-
tent was higher in AIG-SC spaces than in other online com-
munities that discuss generative AI, and even drew in those
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not initially interested in sexual content: “I had joined many
different Discord servers for people that are talented in this
area. And it just so happened that the most talented peo-
ple I’ve been able to find were in the Not Safe for Work
space” (B03). In order to find the best advice to support their
AIG-SC experimentation, C11 also “joined a lot of Dis-
cord groups.” These AIG-SC communities were described
as pushing technical boundaries. B07 notes that the commu-
nity they participate in often tackles generation tasks not yet
approached elsewhere, “mixing concepts together, coming
with more complex images, that is the thing that you see.”

What started as technical help quickly turned into social
bonding for several members: “I would have them walk me
through it... and then I’d forget everything and have them
walk me through it again the next day... and it ended up be-
ing like over a month of consistently talking like every sin-
gle night with these guys” (B03). After receiving this assis-
tance, participants reported feeling a responsibility to give
back and assist others: “I put effort into helping them with
what I can do, because I like this kind of sharing the knowl-
edge” (B08). Some members, such as B07, described these
AIG-SC spaces as “a two-way helping hand,” noting that
from these experiences, their peers consisted of “good peo-
ple. [chuckles] They help everyone.”

Beyond social connections, others felt that AIG-SC com-
munities may also be useful in forging professional con-
nections. For instance, C14 notes that some start-up ideas
have emerged from Discord-based collaborations: “The best
thing that came out of it was the cool technical collabora-
tions... maybe I’ll find something where I could get a job
somehow through some of this” (C14).
Rejection and Deplatforming. Participants created or
joined AIG-SC communities on Discord because they were
rejected elsewhere. They described varying tolerance to-
wards AIG-SC in other peer-organized online communities.
For example, B08 creates sexual content that depicts an
anime character and “the community around the character...
they don’t like [AI]”. When they previously shared their AI-
generated outputs, “people start to complain.” Participants
most often experienced rejection in communities with a tra-
dition of artistic patronage: C07, an artist within the furry
community4, mentioned hiding their use of AI as “artists
they tend to have a very negative viewpoint on AI, and if I
were to share that information that ‘hey, I enjoy creating AI
images,’ a lot of them would be like, ‘okay, I don’t want to
talk to you’...I can’t risk severing those connections.”

Conversely, more general online spaces (e.g., AI art com-
munities) that participants frequented often prohibited sex-
ual content. As such, AIG-SC communities served as a
“very niche special interest group” (C14) for the conver-
gence of these interests. Here, participants found consenting
audiences with shared values: “porn is usually something
you keep to yourself but here you’re sharing it” (B03). Even
in offline environments, these communities served as one of
the few, or only, places in which they felt comfortable dis-
cussing AIG-SC: “I used to have a therapist... I was really

4A fandom in which members depict alternative identities, often
through commissioned art (Austin 2023).

open to her about everything else... but I never told her about
[this]... I wasn’t sure if she would understand” (C11).

However, even though these communities emphasize
open-mindedness (see Norm #3), they still can be discrim-
inatory: C14 mentioned that queer AIG-SC content was of-
ten marginalized, “they’re into some extreme kink... but then
they see two dicks, and they’re like, ‘Oh my God!’... it’s kind
of funny how homophobia can present itself even in [the]
extreme kink underground.” For this reason, C14 and other
queer members decided, “let’s go to [a new AIG-SC com-
munity]... an all-M4M community.”

Others found new AIG-SC communities when their prior
ones were banned or moderated. “[My prior community]
started an anti-not-safe-for-work crusade... Everybody scat-
tered to other [AIG-SC] sites” (C04). Similarly, as the cre-
ator of Community A, A01 mentioned that they wrote an
AIG-SC article and “it got deleted from Reddit, which is
what led to me creating the Discord.” Others noted they
“didn’t like the way that [a prior community] was being
moderated... All the old stuff that I posted got deleted... I was
like, ‘Fuck that group!”’ (C14). Occasionally participants
described deplatforming events triggered by policy changes
due to public scrutiny: “Nobody knows who, but someone
went to TikTok, and showed... everything... people massive
message[d] [the AI platform]... and [they] immediately [re-
moved AIG-SC]... everybody was so pissed... a lot of them
just went to [a different platform]” (C10).

5 Community Norms (RQ2)
Similar to existing works that identify social norms of online
communities via qualitative interviews (Dym and Fiesler
2020; Rashidi et al. 2020; Siitonen 2007), we identify norms
by analyzing behaviors participants report as being allowed,
disallowed, and intentionally sanctioned by their communi-
ties, which indicate the existence of, and often define, up-
held community norms (Liefbroer and Billari 2010; Opp
2001). Through this, we find that AIG-SC communities of-
ten hold beliefs that (1) stand against perceived censorship,
(2) support low-cost communal learning, and (3) reinforce
judgment-free spaces, which are essential in advancing the
expertise and infrastructure needed for AIG-SC creation.

Norm #1: “AI Needs to be Uncensored”. Participants
wanted to create, and enable others to create, AIG-SC lim-
ited only by the bounds of their own imagination: “the whole
point of the Discord, of the community, is trying to make the
generative AI models as diverse as possible, as customiz-
able. Like, there’s no limitations” (B06˛). Corporate and
regulatory governance over AI content generation were a
large concern, which they viewed as censorship: “[Compa-
nies] censor. They have the power over what you can do, and
what you cannot do” (B08). Such feelings were inflamed
when credit card payment processors withdrew from Civi-
tAI, a popular model-hosting platform, due to the prevalence
of models specialized to create NCII (Maiberg 2025c). Such
action was viewed by several participants as AI censorship.

Since some participants who had text-based use cases
joined AIG-SC communities after encountering safety fil-
ters on general-purpose LLMs (Section 4), they were partic-
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ularly sensitive toward censorship. They therefore intention-
ally sought out others who were interested in circumventing
filters in order to enable sexual content creation: “if you’re
going to look for ways to get past [safety filters], you’re go-
ing to find out that other people have had these questions
also and bit by bit, you end up in the sorts of places where
people are wondering this in general” (C03).

As a result of these censorship concerns, participants act
to make AIG-SC communities havens for creative freedom
with AI. People like B06˛, who became interested in the
AIG-SC communities after finding that it “wasn’t some
group that hell bent on making AI porn. It was just like,
these guys are making [AI] uncensored” believes that “the
whole purpose [of AI is that] you have the freedom to make
what you want.” Likewise, C04 describes that the AIG-SC
community includes “people who, like me, are frustrated by
forced restrictions that do not actually stop AI from being
used in harmful ways” and their belief that “if AI is really
going to reach its full potential, where people who lack cre-
ativity but have great ideas are able to actually bring those
ideas to reality... AI needs to be uncensored.”

Limiting sexual content generation was perceived as the
beginning of a slippery censorship slope: “if you can block
people from [making sexual content] then you can pretty
consistently get [AI] to stop doing other stuff” (C09). C09
draws parallels with prior forms of controversial art and cre-
ative expression that have been previously suppressed by in-
stitutions: “Film history is full of like examples of people
who made subversive things that were like horrible, or that
were called various things but are still meaningful pieces of
art.” This discourse echoes academic analysis of AI-based
censorship of artistic nudity (Riccio, Hofmann, and Oliver
2024), but also echoes arguments from AIG-NCC creators
that the abusive content they generate is artistic (Han et al.
2025; Flynn et al. 2025).
Norm #2: “Knowledge should ALWAYS be Free”. Partic-
ipants characterized AIG-SC community culture as driven
by collaborative knowledge exchange of technical resources
to advance the state-of-the-art. Although some members use
AIG-SC communities to create products for monetization,
free information exchange is a critical cultural value, as re-
flected by the amount of free, collectively-authored techni-
cal resources offered in AIG-SC communities and the avail-
ability of free peer assistance. Monetization was a divisive
issue: as C07 described, “Some people prefer it kind of
not monetized, and others are more than happy to mone-
tize the content and sell it for a profit. That’s often the di-
visiveness that I see...Most of the time, it’s over money.”
C01 noted that in another community “people SOLD a jail-
break...that [behavior] goes against everything I believe and
stand for...knowledge should ALWAYS be free.”

Since participants valued free information exchange, con-
cerns around monetization often stemmed from the belief
that others were being scammed by private companies of-
fering low-effort AIG-SC generators that relied upon the
same free resources available to creators. This sentiment led
C03 to provide the following characterization of those prof-
iting from AIG-SC content generation products: “They’re
liars. They’re grifters trying to make money off of hooking

up cheap models with simple instructions... And then getting
people to pay... It is a terrible deal.”

A shared cultural value around free information exchange
also results in norms around free data collection and sharing.
No participant mentioned paying for data (to e.g., fine-tune
AI models) or obtaining consent to use it. As a whole, it is
not clear where participants collected their data from, though
in a few cases we observed that they collected content from
social media and adult sites, such as “Reddit and XHamster”
(A01). This is, unfortunately, in line with findings that so-
cial media and adult sites are being scraped nonconsensually
to train AIG-SC models (Maiberg and Koebler 2024; Cin-
taqia et al. 2026). Participants rarely engaged deeply with
the ethics of nonconsensual data use. Rather, a few lamented
that outsiders joined their community periodically to advo-
cate against the theft of training data or business from artists.
For example, B07 explains that sometimes “there are some
guys that just enter [the community] and say, ‘stop using
this, this, this. Stealing artists’ works.”’
Norm #3: Don’t Judge, “Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell”. Given the
stigma around sexual content and the ostracization partici-
pants may have received (see Section 4), they expressed a
strong desire for nonjudgmental spaces that allow them to
discuss and share the content they produced freely: “You’re
doing way more harm to this world by stifling sexual ex-
pression... sexual stimulation is a form of self-care” (C12).
As noted by several moderators, their communities were
built upon norms of non-judgment that were often essen-
tial for encouraging the community participation required
to develop AIG-SC creation expertise: “we try to set up a
place for people to learn how to use the tech so they can ex-
plore their niches and for people to share their art without
fear of judgment” (B01). This nonjudgmental spirit enables
members to find interested audiences and explore sexual
niches (e.g., content relating to a specific kink). For exam-
ple, B06˛ noted that, “there’s all these people contributing
to the knowledge of how to make photorealistic cat girls.”5.
While members may not all share the same sexual interests,
“there’s different people into different stuff. But it is gener-
ally pretty supportive” (C14). As B03 described, “it’s peo-
ple genuinely sharing what they’re into and that might be
shocking to some” but “people are really open-minded. And
that’s actually really nice to just have people you can share
whatever with, especially stuff that’s so intimate like this.”
Accordingly, participants tended to deliberately ignore oth-
ers’ implied actions, as long as the resulting content was not
shared: C09 notes that “when it comes to like stuff that we
ourselves generate it’s usually kind of said ‘don’t ask, don’t
tell”’; however, if content is shared that is “very obviously
undefendable, we will just complain about it and then [a
moderator] bans them immediately.” When discussing con-
tent with darker, more violent themes, B04 commented that,
“a lot of people make some make some pretty gruesome stuff.
[laughs] And they don’t share. I’m pretty sure there’s been a
lot of skeletons in other people’s closets.”

Several participants, such as C05, believed that as long

5Cat girls are a common archetype in anime, typically depicting
a human woman with cat-like features (e.g., cat ears).
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as the content is private, it does not matter what is gener-
ated: “The community in general thinks that whatever you
want the AI to write is okay, just keep it to yourself.” Delib-
erate ignorance and belief that private generation does not
harm others contribute to rationalizations of harm as exem-
plified by C04 who believed that because content can be gen-
erated privately, it is “not harmful to anyone else.” This was
a recurring sentiment expressed by others, “AI in of itself is
not harmful or hurtful. It’s the people that use it” (C07).

In combination with other norms that center creative free-
dom against censorship and free information exchange, the
“don’t ask, don’t tell” mentality can lead to notions of futil-
ity around combating harm. B08 vocalized that their country
has had “a lot of incidents lately of students making naked
images of their other female classmates... Or people making
underage content... I don’t believe we have actual control
over that. It’s like the side effect of creating this technology,
and we will need to learn how to live with that.”

6 Commitments and Rules (RQ3)
The availability of community-based upskilling, combined
with open models and accessible fine-tuning techniques, en-
ables highly customized content to be created with few safe-
guards, as some participants acknowledged: “You cannot
control what people create. There are free models, and peo-
ple can create whatever they want with that. There’s no
way to stop that” (A02). To guide what content they cre-
ate and share, creators negotiate the community norm of un-
censored content generation against their own personal com-
mitments (Sen 1977), and explicit community rules (Ostrom
2011).

6.1 Personal Commitments
While some participants describe their personal commit-
ments as “way less restrictive” (B07) than what is allowed
in their communities, others personally opted not to share
“anything that I feel is morally wrong... none of it’s illegal
[but] if there’s anything I feel like, ‘Okay maybe it’s a step
too far in the content here,’ I don’t share it” (B04).

When asked about their boundaries, most participants ex-
plicitly brought up a personal commitment not to generate
underage content (either text or images). Some, but fewer,
mentioned commitments against creating NCII. To avoid
creating NCII, B07 focused on creating anime AIG-SC mod-
els without using images depicting humans, stating that, “I
will not train on someone without them knowing that I’m
doing this.... I don’t want to get sued.” However, a few in-
dividuals excluded content depicting celebrities from NCII,
viewing these individuals as more implicitly consenting.

In a few cases participants who take commissions re-
ceived requests for NCII and expressed a clear boundary:
“I’ve gotten requests for commissions for deepfake con-
tent, which I’ve absolutely refused... because of my own
ethical and moral compass. That’s really where I draw the
line” (B05). Avoiding NCII creation in practice means po-
tentially incorporating more vetting. As further described by
B05, they have also been approached by people who want to
generate content depicting themselves: “[An OnlyFans Cre-
ator] wanted me to create, AI content of [herself]... she sent

me a bunch of reference images.” This places responsibility
on creators to verify that the images actually depict the in-
dividual making the request. Further research is needed on
whether and how they perform such verification.

While most participants shared a personal commitment
not to generate underage content, AIG-SC communities in
general were described as containing individuals with vary-
ing personal commitments. Personal commitments do not
necessarily translate into governance of others’ behavior. As
B08 explains: “I don’t do what I don’t like... [such as] un-
derage characters. I myself believe it’s disgusting, to be hon-
est. [But] for me, it’s not like if some people I know like it,
I will confront them telling it’s bad... that’s their problem,
not mine.” Explicit rules, along with moderation, are nec-
essary to establish collective baselines: “Communities often
have some kind of ethical guidelines they establish or top-
ics that they request you stay on when posting. Super com-
mon” (B02). In comparison to spaces that conventionally
lack moderation, such as 4chan or Telegram, “Discord is
much kinder as a rule; self expression will be more regulated
to some degree. Either by the self because it’s not anony-
mous or by the community because they don’t tolerate cer-
tain types of behavior” (B02). However, the level of depth
in community rules and stringency of enforcement vary.

6.2 Community Rules
Within all three communities, there are explicit, public com-
munity rules (e.g., posted in a designated channel). We pro-
vide this analysis to give a snapshot of the types of rules that
exist within AIG-SC communities and to supplement par-
ticipant narratives. This does not serve as an evaluation of
these communities, or AIG-SC communities in general, es-
pecially since rules are often in flux and adapt over time: “I
just put up new rules just earlier today... we’re going to see
the server kind of evolve” (A01).
AI-generated Output Sharing. The vast majority of rules
across communities focused on AI-generated output shar-
ing. Text content is less commonly shared and therefore
rules often pertained to visual content. Notably, rules are
lacking for asset creation and sharing (see Section 6.2).
Age: Without stringent moderation, a few participants noted
that underage content is, in general, “the most popular theme
to develop” (B08) across different online spaces (including
those not on Discord). Therefore, some participants empha-
sized the importance of explicit rules and active moderation
of underage content:

“[AI] opens the possibility for anyone to create ba-
sically anything. [People have] weird fantasies and
stuff...that’s [mostly] fine... But I have seen a lot
of...the child fantasies or pedophilia... it was really,
really concerning and really weird seeing images,
like, of pictures of girls, small girls... It’s not AI’s
fault... if [people] have a tool to do something, they
are going to do it. So, yeah, I think that it’s better to
have a little bit of control on what, at least publicly,
[is] available for people to see.” (A02)

In line with participants’ personal commitments, all three
communities had public rules against sharing content depict-
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ing minors. Participants noted that the rule against underage
content superseded Norms #1 and #3. For example, B03 ex-
plains, “I might not want to see these fat furries with big
dicks, or something like that... But [the community is] going
to be like, ‘Okay, that’s your own right to generate that.’ [But
the] child stuff... people can agree on, ‘Okay, we’re not go-
ing to generate this.”’ Similarly, C03 states that “obviously,
anything sexually charged can be a bit sensitive” and they
try to be accepting and “to understand that every person
is different...”, but “there are some things that definitely do
cross lines and we’ll tell people [in my community], ‘No, this
is not happening, this is not the place for you.”’ However,
given the inherent ambiguity of AI-generated content, there
can be challenges in distinguishing what “crosses a line” as
we discuss further in Section 7.2.

NCII: Similar to participants’ personal commitments, NCII
was the next most common content rule mentioned: “just
don’t make anything featuring real human beings or chil-
dren and I think you’re fine legally” (B02). To actualize this,
both Community A and Community B had rules against shar-
ing content depicting real people.

Assets. In contrast to the development of stringent rules on
sharing AI-generated outputs, there is a noticeable gap in
rules around asset sharing.

Tools Enabling CSAM: Generally, there were no stated rules
about sharing tools and assets that enable the creation of un-
derage content. In combination with Norm #2’s emphasis
on free information exchange (see Section 5), the absence
of such rules may inadvertently enable the creation of AIG-
CSAM and AIG-NCII. Community C was the only one that
had a rule against sharing assets that could enable underage
content. Since they focused on text-based use cases, their
rules included sharing jailbreaks or prompts that could be
used to generate underage content. Community members en-
force this by refusing assistance with related prompts and by
directly confronting those who violate the rules, “There are
a whole bunch of people now and then who occasionally
enter... you will question those people and figure out that,
‘Huh, these things you’re trying to have it write, these peo-
ple are wildly underage. We do not approve of this, get out of
here”’ (C03). However, this mostly applies to overt requests
since members cannot dictate how others use jailbreaks once
they are shared. To avoid jailbreaks that are overly permis-
sive as to allow underage content, Community C created
their own jailbreaks. Unlike sites like 4chan that C09 charac-
terized as “completely unfiltered... and there’s nothing that
you can do about that,” this community bans those who vi-
olate their rules “as fast as possible.”

Data Sharing: Community A was the only community that
had a stated rule against directly sharing visual data that
could be used for training (e.g., posting data in the Dis-
cord server). However, as the server also allows links to
datasets and even self-hosts “huge files, tons of videos, tons
of images, multi-modal sort of stuff... there’s options where
nobody’s going to tell us to take it down” (A01) in order
to evade legal and platform regulation, it casts doubt on
whether such rules are genuinely enforced.

7 Enforcement and Governance Gaps (RQ4)
Three participants (A01, B01, C01) moderated communi-
ties and provided significant insight into the mechanisms of
moderation within their communities, supplementing com-
munity members’ narratives about moderator actions. While
our discussion focuses on the three communities we re-
cruited from, participants were often active on other Discord
servers, where they observed varying levels of moderation.
For example, B01 observed that on “other servers and other
parts of the internet [moderation is] done very poorly or not
at all,” which they describe as an issue not unique to AIG-
SC and “just the reality of our internet.”

7.1 Enforcement
Community Owners and Moderators. Given the size of
the communities and how quickly they may grow, the
amount of content shared scales quickly. Moderation can be
taxing “when you have that much activity with that many
people, it’s very hard to keep track of everybody. So, that
was the constant struggle” (B01). They further added that
because their community has a large number of members:
“you just need people [moderating] 24/7, like you can’t go
ten minutes, I would say, without viewing the server, without
something being posted that needs to be checked.”

Some chose to only allow output sharing in designated
channels, which may help limit the number of channels that
need to be more stringently monitored. Community C lever-
aged Discord’s spoiler tag feature, which blurs content by
default, to reduce the visibility of shared content. Users must
opt into viewing the content: “We do not shove our kinks
at people... it’s always behind spoilers... [members] have to
click on it to see it. It’s their choice” (C04).
Community Members. Community B and Community C
explicitly ask members to report others who are breaking
the rules, particularly given the borderless nature of online
communities. As B01 describes, “There’s like millions of
celebrities... maybe someone will recognize someone from
another country.” Proactive reports also help moderators
stay informed as communities expand:

“We did have a few instances where someone will...go
around asking [for NCII]... luckily our most active
members... they’ll be like, ‘Hey, we’re just letting you
know that so-and-so sent me a DM saying they’ll
pay me for basically deepfaking someone.’ And so
we’ll just ban the person once [the reporter] post[s]
proof” (B01).

Community members often have vested interests in sus-
taining online spaces and safeguarding them (e.g., from de-
platforming). Community A does not ask members to make
reports, and perhaps relatedly, is the only community to
note that users retain full liability for their actions. How-
ever, moderator A01 observed that in this community, non-
moderator members enforce rules and norms “more seri-
ously than I even have... People see this as a valuable place,
and they want it to be protected.” Therefore, community
members may proactively confront one another about be-
havior that violates stated rules. As described in Section 6.2,
within C03’s text-based community, members will “gang up
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and go ‘get out of here”’ if they see others asking for advice
on creating content involving underage individuals.

Self-Policing. As discussed in Section 6.1, individual mem-
bers may vary in their personal commitments regarding what
content they will create, share, or view. If members create
content that does not violate their own personal commit-
ments but is outside the bounds of community rules, they
may refrain from sharing it to preserve the community: “If
I can’t post it, I’ll just not post it... it’s less about keeping
the community as clean as they want. It’s more about not
getting banned on Discord” (B06˛). In a few cases, partici-
pants were warned about their content and complied. For ex-
ample, B08 refrained from further posting content because,
“they told me that the character looks... underage. And I was
like, ‘I’m making my best not to look, because the character
is actually not underage’... [with] more cartoonish things,
it’s very difficult to tell the age... So, I stopped [posting].”

7.2 Governance Gaps
Ambiguity in Enforcement. AI-generated outputs intro-
duce inherent ambiguity to moderation decision-making be-
cause, “when you generate something, it’s not like you know
their age because they don’t exist. You just have to guess by
looks and that can always be very, very subjective depend-
ing on where you’re from in this world” (B01). Ambiguity
around age, particularly in animated content is also a chal-
lenge that platforms are contending with (Petit 2025).

Moderators often relied upon or partnered with commu-
nity members to adjudicate such cases. As C01 explains,
“it’s a bit more complex to judge [images], so it’s case by
case... I also trust my community to judge if they think a
piece of art represent a underage character.” B01 described
how they not only moderated the appearance of the indi-
vidual in an image, but its context and implications, “like
school settings or school uniforms, anything that might sug-
gest a younger age... we always are on the side of caution
because we have no idea [what] the person [at the hosting
platform] reviewing the server [will think].” In response to
the same rule, C14 felt “school settings” was an imperfect
barometer: “‘Oh, your image had a chalkboard in the back-
ground?’ No!... that just seems like kind of, overkill to me.”

Content that depicts fictional anime or cartoon charac-
ters is further complicated by different cultural norms. For
example, B08 explains that while they personally find un-
derage anime characters to be “disgusting,” there are cul-
tural and legal nuances to what content is permissible in
different countries: “In United States, there are some pages
you can upload a full naked character and in Japan, you
need to censor some parts of it, because of legislation reg-
ulations...There are other things that are clearly illegal in
America that are not illegal in Japan6... it’s very delicate.”

NCII also presents challenges for moderation since “you
don’t know if this is purely AI-generated, or if it’s a person.
If it is a person, is it just a face swap, or is this their body,
is this an original video, is than AI video. Do they even have

6A 1999 Japanese law on child pornography which does not
apply to AIG-CSAM (Speed 2025).

consent? Yeah, we don’t know” (A01). This challenge is fur-
ther exacerbated by the rapid advancement of visual content
generation techniques that make it difficult to distinguish AI-
generated content from human-produced content.
Legitimizing Enforcement: Laws and Terms of Service.
The AIG-SC communities our participants are involved in
are typically created by a single individual or a small group.
In their early stages, communities tend to have fewer formal-
ized rules and might be “fairly lenient because you’re not
going to assume the worst of someone just because they’re
acting up a bit” (C03). Within smaller communities, it may
also be easier to establish implicit norms that do not need
to be codified. As membership grows, it becomes more dif-
ficult to monitor the volume of content. Growth can bring
greater visibility to the community’s activities as well, in-
creasing potential legal risk for community owners. In B01’s
experience, “We started off just a small Discord... but it kept
growing... It was very lax in the beginning.” As they grew,
they developed “strong rules” and “tend to be a little bit
more strict... that’s just out of safety and precaution for us.”

When creating and enforcing rules, moderators are mo-
tivated by their own commitments, their members, and by
concerns around deplatforming as well as personal liabil-
ity: “if something happens... [Discord is not] going to look
at the users, but the moderation team, and the person run-
ning the [community]” (B01).

In an environment that prioritizes free expression, non-
judgment, and reducing stigma, several community mem-
bers mentioned that it can be difficult to speak up about
content that makes them uncomfortable, until it undeniably
crosses a line (e.g., CSAM); even then, they may simply
avoid it: “I understand [it’s others’] kink or whatever, but
it’s certainly not something that I’m into at all... that’s some-
thing that over and over again I’m just X-ing out of, or hid-
ing from my page” (C11). Moderator A01 explains that if
they overmoderate, their members will push back, saying
“‘I thought you were the uncensored place’... so I want to
take the stance of legal[ality] is where I draw the line”.

Laws regarding CSAM offer a “clear dividing line:” “you
can absolutely go to jail if you are spreading that content
in a manner to encourage others to take part in, say, pe-
dophilia. It’s very, very, very clear dividing line... it’s very
cut and dry” (C04). Community B included warnings about
complying with subpoenas and reporting to the U.S. Na-
tional Center for Missing and Exploited Children in the
United States, which operates a hotline for reporting child
sexual abuse material (National Center for Missing & Ex-
ploited Children 2026). Conversely, there are fewer estab-
lished laws against creating NCII. Therefore, A01 found it
harder to explain enforcement decisions demonstrating the
importance of legal precedent in strengthening moderation
decisions. For example, they have encountered cases where
members “shared a video and they mentioned it’s of their ex-
girlfriend.” Although they had a discussion with the mem-
ber, they “don’t know that there’s a hard legal line on that,
so I’m not even sure where to go.”

While laws may differ depending on the country,
B01 feels that “mostly everyone who runs [the Discord
server] is located either in the US or other Western coun-
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tries and so we have to play by those rules at the end of the
day.” Community members reside in any part of the world
and may not agree since the “law on underage content can
vary and can be legal as long as it’s fictional in some coun-
try” (C01). Therefore, “sometimes they’ll open a ticket or
they’ll complain” (B01) but moderators can defend their de-
cisions by instead pointing toward Discord’s terms of ser-
vice, which: “say no underage sexual depiction so I go with
that, don’t want my server to get nuked” (C01). In a differ-
ent server, C03 also noted that “the Discord terms of ser-
vice would also tell us to kick people into underage content
out... which is, again, fine in my view... go find some other
people to bother.” The moderator of Community A instead
shared that beyond the bounds of the law in their jurisdic-
tion, they, “don’t even really care about Discord’s rules...
I would rather make the community happy.” In case their
community is banned, Community A has already created a
backup Discord server and explains “if we get banned, we
have to go find somewhere else” (A01).

8 Discussion
Across our interviews, we observed a cultural ethos toward
free knowledge exchange and uncensored AI generation. In
part due to perceived rejection from other communities, par-
ticipants desired nonjudgmental spaces to discuss AIG-SC
creation. While these cultural values enable creative and
sexual exploration, they also create challenging tensions for
moderation. AIG-SC communities attract a range of individ-
uals, including those who strongly oppose abusive content
alongside some who use community resources to produce it.
Since AIG-SC communities can be surfaced through simple
web searches and are at lower risk of being deplatformed,
they are highly visible and accessible. Their governance,
which attempts to prohibit abusive behavior while upholding
their values, may be particularly important in discouraging
AIG-NCC offenses. As such, we believe AIG-SC commu-
nities are important sites of intervention; we now provide
several recommendations for doing so.

Moderation Needs Assistance. Supporting sexual expres-
sion and condemning sexual violence are not contradic-
tory actions; sex-positive education and perspectives can
serve to mitigate actions and beliefs that perpetrate sex-
ual violence (Williams, Prior, and Wegner 2013; Williams,
Thomas, and Prior 2015; Peterson et al. 2024; Alexander
et al. 2023; Carmody 2005), and help victim-survivors pro-
cess trauma (Baggett et al. 2017; O’Callaghan and Lorenz
2024). However, clearly distinguishing what content is or
is not abusive (particularly with little context) can be chal-
lenging and is an issue moderators face (Section 7.2). These
moderation challenges mirror those encountered by plat-
forms when attempting to prevent AIG-NCC generation at
the model level, or the sharing of it on social platforms. Au-
tomated detectors of children in images have known inaccu-
racies (Creţu et al. 2026) and distinguishing AIG-NCC from
AIG-SC requires not nudity detection but rather identifying
the likenesses of real people in generated content, which re-
mains an unsolved problem with privacy implications. Be-
yond challenges in accurate content classification, commu-

nity moderators report having to review an overwhelming
amount of content, and handle the emotional toll caused
by repeatedly viewing content flagged as AIG-NCC (Sec-
tion 7). Added to these domain-specific challenges are the
general challenges faced by Discord moderators: that mod-
eration relies on volunteer labor (Matias 2019) and encom-
passes text, voice, and video; the latter are more ephemeral
and fundamentally more difficult to capture evidence for en-
forcement from (Jiang et al. 2019).

In light of these challenges, even members who hold
strong personal commitments against AIG-NCC can begin
to view this content as an inevitability (Section 5, Norm
#3). This minimizes harm as a byproduct of AI develop-
ment and positions the technologies as neutral. This same
type of justification is used by communities that condone
AIG-NCC, such as commenters in face-swapping reposito-
ries: “like any technology, it can be used for good, or it can
be abused” (Newton and Stanfill 2020). While non-abusive
use cases for sexual and creative exploration exist (Mink,
Qin, and Redmiles 2026; Riccio, Hofmann, and Oliver 2024;
Taylor et al. 2025), complicating the narrative is the fact that
those who create AIG-NCC have been known to co-opt these
rationales (Flynn et al. 2025; Han et al. 2025), which can
make it difficult to discern members’ true motivations.

Given both the importance and difficulty of providing
clear, justified, and correct moderation decisions in these
communities in an AI industry that seeks to enable gener-
ation of “NSFW stuff for your personal use... but not do
stuff like make deepfakes” (Altman and OpenAI team 2024),
we recommend that future work investigate how to build so-
ciotechnical processes that work for moderators who lack
corporate moderation resources.
Prevention Focuses on Outputs Not Infrastructure. In the
AIG-SC communities we study, governance against AIG-
NCC focuses nearly exclusively on outputs, not the assets
and behaviors that enable those outputs (text-focused Com-
munity C was the exception; Section 6.2). This is a signifi-
cant governance gap, given that these communities serve as
key hubs, amassing resources and exchanging knowledge to
enable any type of sexual content creation (Section 5).

Data is collected and exchanged in accordance with the
communities’ norms of free knowledge (Norm #2); Com-
munity A even goes so far as to adopt practices to minimize
possible legal repercussions. Several participants openly dis-
cussed non-consensually scraping and using data from adult
websites and forums, and no participants discussed proactive
measures to verify and remove content that could be ille-
gal or violating (e.g., CSAM). These are reminiscent of gen-
eral ML practices, with CSAM discovered in LAION (Thiel
et al. 2023) and NudeNet (Maiberg 2025a) datasets, and
NCII in nude-image datasets (Cintaqia et al. 2026).

Models are shared, bought, and traded without a clear un-
derstanding of what the model was trained to generate, or
what it was trained on. In peer interactions, none of the par-
ticipants mentioned vetting others in the community to en-
sure that they were not engaging in AIG-NCC prior to shar-
ing advice; nor did those taking commissions discuss veri-
fying authenticity from those claiming they were commis-
sioning images depicting themselves. Rather, the commu-
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nity “don’t ask, don’t tell” (Norm #3) meant giving other
members the benefit of the doubt and avoiding responsi-
bility. In combination with Norm #2 of free information
sharing, existing governance in AIG-SC communities can
inadvertently enable AIG-NCC through shared knowledge,
peer assistance, and shared technical assets (e.g., datasets,
custom-created tools). Indeed, we find significant resem-
blance between the resource infrastructure supporting AIG-
SC communities and those supporting AIG-NCC (Medeiros
et al. 2026; Han et al. 2025).
Regulate AIG-NCC Creation, Commission, and Tech.
While AIG-SC community members are based around the
globe, local regulations still play a critical role in establish-
ing baselines for moderation and supporting enforcement
decisions. While the impacts of regulation do not appear to
be uniform across AIG-SC spaces, particularly within AIG-
NCII-supporting spaces such as 4chan (Cuevas and Ribeiro
2026), our findings suggest that among those who attempt to
create AIG-SC in accordance with their own commitments
and community norms, regulations provide impetus and jus-
tification for moderators to establish rules that echo regula-
tion, justify the removal of problematic content, and rein-
force norms (Section 6). Legally influenced rules and their
enforcement may be particularly important in communities.
First, it may be easier for impressionable newcomers to the
space to justify joining such communities rather than more
abuse-centric ones. Second, moderators must be responsive
to their community; if decisions are not appropriately com-
municated or justified, members may view these actions as
at odds with held norms of uncensored creative freedom and
open-mindedness (Section 5, Norm #1–#3). As members are
not bound to any community, moderation perceived as im-
proper may lead to migration towards less-regulated spaces
that encourage abusive behavior.

Unfortunately, AIG-NCC regulation remains nascent
and inconsistent across jurisdictions. In the U.S., CSAM
laws (FBI 2024) criminalize both the production and dis-
tribution of AIG-CSAM, while the TAKE IT DOWN
Act (Cruz 2025) only criminalizes the nonconsensual dis-
tribution of AIG-NCII, not its production. Similarly, we find
that posted community rules primarily focus on preventing
CSAM outputs or, in one case, tools that enable CSAM gen-
eration (Section 6.2). Other regions have taken different ap-
proaches, including calls to ban the marketing of technol-
ogy that enables AIG-NCC in the European Union (Haeck
2026), criminalizing the viewing and possession of AIG-
NCC in South Korea (Gong 2024; Yim 2024), and using
copyright law to ban any unauthorized use of an individual’s
likeness in Denmark (Bryant 2025). However, these laws
largely focus on the generated outputs themselves, without
consideration for the broader ecosystem of assets that en-
able AIG-NCC creation. As one example, the UK recently
amended an existing law to criminalize requests to commis-
sion AIG-NCII, regardless of whether creation takes place in
the country. This accounts for offenders who may purpose-
fully outsource creation to countries with little (or no) regu-
lation (Hui 2026; Parliament of the United Kingdom 2025).
Without stringent regulation, offenders may believe there are
no consequences to creating AIG-NCII, which helps ratio-

nalize their actions (Flynn et al. 2025). Given our findings
that regulation has a substantial downstream impact on plat-
form policies, community governance, and the beliefs and
actions of individual creators, we echo calls for regulation
against the broader AIG-NCC enabling ecosystem.
A Public Health Approach to AIG-NCC. As scholars have
previously identified, addressing sexual violence and child
abuse requires a public health approach (McMahon 2000;
Letourneau et al. 2014) that invests in the development of in-
terventions before harm occurs (primary prevention) and im-
mediately after harm has occurred (secondary prevention).
Despite their effectiveness at reducing overall offenses, such
interventions are still limited for AIG-NCC.

Primary preventions for AIG-NCC should consider the
general populations that interact with these AI systems.
These could include developing and embedding computer
science curricula that incorporate sex-positive education on
consent proven to reduce offenses and offense-enabling be-
liefs (Peterson et al. 2024). At a minimum, discussions on
the ethics of non-consensual data collection and use, the dual
use of generative AI, and the harms of AIG-NCC should be
embedded. This may help create and reinforce norms that
reduce cyber-deviant behavior and crime (Williams 2006).

Primary and secondary interventions should more inten-
tionally consider how to intervene with potential offenders
(e.g., through visible behaviors). While there is emerging
work on deterrence messaging in the context of NCII (Rao
and Thakur 2025), deterrence messages for those seeking
CSAM have already been integrated into online platforms
(e.g., Pornhub, Google search), which early evidence sug-
gests is effective at reducing abuse-seeking searches (Scan-
lan et al. 2026; Prichard et al. 2024). When messages are fur-
ther combined with links to anonymous services, evidence
suggests that a non-trivial number of (potential) offenders
may stop and, in some cases, seek therapeutic help (Scanlan
et al. 2026; Umbach et al. 2026b).

Efforts are also needed to add friction to AIG-NCC cre-
ation. Experts should work to develop and evaluate effec-
tive peer-based deterrence messages to support moderation
within AIG-SC communities. AI developers should consider
implementing deterrence messages for prompts that appear
to request, or seek advice on creating, AIG-NCC. We urge
that messages be developed in partnership with experts, as
subtle variations can impact efficacy (Ciardha et al. 2026).

Beyond single-turn deterrence messaging, comprehensive
programs are needed to address AIG-NCC. Educational pro-
grams shaping sexual violence-related attitudes and norms
are recommended by the UN (UNESCO 2018) and services
such as peer support groups, self-help resources, anonymous
helplines, and clinician-developed programs have been de-
veloped for CSAM-specific offenders and people at risk of
offending (Piché et al. 2018; Hillert et al. 2024). It is worth
considering how similar services could be offered to reduce
AIG-NCC. It may also be useful to consider these services
as alternatives to company-imposed punitive threats or de-
platforming, which may instead increase offenses by mov-
ing those at-risk of offending to more extreme corners of the
internet (Cuevas and Ribeiro 2026).
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Ethical Statement
Throughout this research, the research team engaged in on-
going discussions on how to ensure this work could be done
ethically and responsibly. This was considered both through
our research methods with participating stakeholders (i.e.,
the study participants and interviewing researchers), and the
expected impacts this work may have, including how it may
impact non-abusive sexual content creators, those impacted
by labor displacement and intellectual or labor theft (e.g.,
from sex workers and content creators), and victim-survivors
of AIG-NCC. We now discuss the procedures we followed
to minimize risks. All procedures were approved by the IRB
of each author’s institution.

Research Procedures
While the primary focus of our research concerned how
members and moderators interacted and governed them-
selves in AIG-SC communities with explicit rules against
the sharing of AIG-NCC (i.e., AIG-NCII and CSAM), we
prepared for the possibility that members we interviewed
may be offenders of sexual violence. To account for this,
we created a set of procedures for ensuring the entitled (but
limited) protection of all research subjects, as well as proce-
dures we would follow if a participant revealed that they had
perpetrated, or intended to perpetrate, sexual violence.

General Procedures For Participant Protection. For the
general participant procedure, we follow best practices to
ensure participant protection. All participants were recruited
from large communities of over 10,000 members. Our re-
search team received permission from moderators explic-
itly before interacting with any members or posting content
within their community. Every participant was provided in-
structions for how to email and conduct the interview anony-
mously. Participants could choose to be interviewed over
video, audio, or text. Prior to recording, each participant was
reminded of the study’s purpose and asked to reaffirm con-
sent before being recorded. Participants could end the in-
terview at any point, skip any question, or retract their data
after the interview, though none did.

Procedures for Disclosures of Sexual Violence. While we
intentionally limited our recruitment to members of com-
munities that explicitly prohibit the sharing of AIG-NCC,
we prepared procedures in case a participant disclosed AIG-
NCC creation during an interview. To build our procedures,
we referenced two key sources. First, established PIs and
researchers who have experience either working in a sub-
domain in which participant retaliation was a consideration,
or working in a field such as psychology and/or criminol-
ogy in which established norms for conducting qualitative
research with offenders of sexual violence existed. Second,
we extensively utilized the recommendations from estab-
lished guidelines for interviewing offenders of sexual vio-
lence. Specifically, we considered how best to protect re-
searchers from harm during these interactions and minimize
harm to current or future victim-survivors.

Despite our recruitment methodology, three participants
disclosed that they had created AIG-NCII during the course

of their interview. We now discuss the procedures we have
prepared for handling such disclosures.

Limited Confidentiality: To prioritize the current and fu-
ture safety of victim-survivors, we follow established guide-
lines (Hearn, Andersson, and Cowburn 2007; Sexual Vio-
lence Research Initiative et al. 2012; Sikweyiya and Jewkes
2011; Cowburn 2005) and implement limited confidential-
ity within our study procedures and consent process. If a
participant discloses a clearly identifiable criminal offense
in which they (1) create CSAM, or (2) publicly upload AIG-
NCC of an identifiable victim, or state an intention of im-
minently doing so, we would end the interview (if active),
report the activity to NCMEC cybertip line (National Center
for Missing & Exploited Children 2026) (for CSAM) and a
platform authority (if publicly uploaded). This limited con-
fidentiality was established within our approved IRB pro-
cedures and similarly disclosed when participants’ consent
was obtained. Following best practices as researchers (Cow-
burn 2005), we do not act as law enforcement and do not
attempt to elicit more details than necessary to complete
our research, and we do not attempt to elicit information
that would require breaching confidentiality. Ultimately, we
were required to breach confidentiality for one participant
who sent the interviewer their public account over chat dur-
ing the interview. After the interview concluded, publicly
posted NCII of an identifiable adult was discovered, and that
content was reported to the platform and removed. After our
study concluded, moderators from the participating commu-
nities were informed of these results, including the existence
of offenders of sexual violence who may have been recruited
from their community.

Preventing Condonement of Sexual Violence: To prevent
normalization of AIG-NCC behaviors, we follow estab-
lished guidelines (Sexual Violence Research Initiative et al.
2012; Hearn, Andersson, and Cowburn 2007), and ensure
that interviewers do not condone acts of sexual violence ei-
ther through verbal or non-verbal cues to any participant. To
protect researchers and prevent confrontation, interviewers
did not provide any opinions on offending behavior, but did
question the appropriateness of such behavior if minimized
by the participant (Sexual Violence Research Initiative et al.
2012). As a result of our interview, participants appeared to
be aware that the creation and distribution of the AIG-NCC
is unacceptable. C13˛, who created AIG-NCII of a public
figure, later denied ever using AI to make sexual content;
another moderator who did not engage in AIG-NCC added
significantly more restrictions to their communities’ rules,
including those relating to AIG-NCC.

Protection of Researchers: All researchers on this study
were aware that the work carries a non-negligible risk and
openly discussed this; in addition to being a potential tar-
get of AIG-NCC, potential community backlash is unfor-
tunately a real possibility (Doerfler et al. 2021). All re-
searchers were provided access to a mental health consulta-
tion throughout the project. As this was the team’s first time
interacting with these communities, and out of an abundance
of caution, we attempted to minimize power dynamics by
not including any persons in degree-granting programs (e.g.,
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PhD, Masters, Undergraduate). Our team fully believes that
including students is necessary for academic mentorship and
establishment of norms but made this exclusion out of ex-
treme caution in interacting with an unknown community.
We have since established trust with moderators in AIG-SC
online communities and are conducting follow-up work that
includes students.

Acknowledgments
This work was supported in part by NSF Award 2513313.
We thank Grace Brigham, Bernardo B. P. Medeiros, and
Galen Weld for their detailed feedback on prior versions of
this work. We thank Filipo Sharevski, Gianluca Stringhini,
and Sharon Wang for providing advice on researcher and
participant protection.

References
Alexander, A. A.; Sower, E.; Neal, B.; and Schmader, A.
2023. Kink and BDSM Awareness in Sex Offense Treat-
ment. Journal of Positive Sexuality.
Altman, S.; and OpenAI team. 2024. r/ChatGPT is hosting
a Q&A with OpenAI’s CEO Sam Altman. https://old.reddit
.com/r/ChatGPT/comments/1coumbd/rchatgpt is hosting a
qa with openais ceo sam/.

Austin, J. R. 2023. Identity construction in the furry fandom.
Ph.D. thesis, Anglia Ruskin Research Online (ARRO).
Ba, Z.; Zhong, J.; Lei, J.; Cheng, P.; Wang, Q.; Qin, Z.;
Wang, Z.; and Ren, K. 2024. Surrogateprompt: Bypassing
the safety filter of text-to-image models via substitution. In
Proc. of CCS.
Baggett, L. R.; Eisen, E.; Gonzalez-Rivas, S.; Olson, L. A.;
Cameron, R. P.; and Mona, L. R. 2017. Sex-positive assess-
ment and treatment among female trauma survivors. Journal
of clinical psychology, 73(8): 965–974.
Blunt, D.; and Stardust, Z. 2021. Automating whorephobia:
sex, technology and the violence of deplatforming: an inter-
view with hacking//hustling. Porn Studies, 8(4): 350–366.
Braun, V.; and Clarke, V. 2006. Using thematic analysis in
psychology. Qualitative research in psychology.
Brigham, N. G.; Qin, L.; and Kohno, T. 2026. Examining
Risks in the AI Companion Application Ecosystem. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2603.13620.
Brigham, N. G.; Wei, M.; Kohno, T.; and Redmiles, E. M.
2024. “Violation of my body:” Perceptions of AI-generated
non-consensual (intimate) imagery. In Proc. of SOUPS.
Bryant, M. 2025. Denmark to tackle deepfakes by giving
people copyright to their own features. https://www.thegua
rdian.com/technology/2025/jun/27/deepfakes-denmark-
copyright-law-artificial-intelligence. The Guardian.
Burgess, M. 2024. Millions of People Are Using Abusive
AI ‘Nudify’ Bots on Telegram. https://www.wired.com/stor
y/ai-deepfake-nudify-bots-telegram/. WIRED.
Carmody, M. 2005. Ethical erotics: Reconceptualizing anti-
rape education. Sexualities.

Center for Democracy & Technology. 2025. TAKE IT
DOWN Act Sign-On Letter: Concerns Regarding S. 146.
https://cdt.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/02/TAKE-IT-
DOWN-Sign-On-Letter 21225.pdf.
Chan, K. 2026. Musk’s Grok chatbot faces EU privacy in-
vestigation over sexualized deepfake images. PBS. https:
//www.pbs.org/newshour/world/musks-grok-chatbot-
faces-eu-privacy-investigation-over-sexualized-deepfake-
images.
Chandra, B.; Dunietz, J.; Roberts, K.; Lee, Y.; Fontana, P.;
and Awad, G. 2024. Reducing Risks Posed by Synthetic
Content An Overview of Technical Approaches to Digital
Content Transparency. Technical report, NIST Trustworthy
and Responsible AI.
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