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1. EXEGUTIVE SUMMARY

his study was conducted against a backdrop of a sharp surge in bigotry and
Tincitement targeting Muslim Americans across social media platforms, alongside

a documented rise in hate crimes and bias incidents targeting the community.
In 2025, the Council on American-Islamic Relations (CAIR) recorded 8,683 civil rights
complaints nationwide,” including 555 direct hate incidents and 33 instances of
vandalism, damage, harassment, intimidation, or zoning disputes at Islamic institutions
such as Mosques, community centers, and prayer spaces, the highest number of single-
year complaints CAIR has recorded since its first civil rights report covering the year
1996.

The threat posed by this broader climate of anti-Muslim hostility became starkly evident
on May 18, 2026, when two gunmen aged 17 and 18 opened fire at the Islamic Center
of San Diego and killed three people. The two shooters left behind a manifesto? that
named the 2019 Christchurch mosque shooting as the inspiration for the attack and
mentioned conspiracy theories claiming that Muslims are trying to impose “Sharia”
in Texas and the UK, as well as claiming that the Somali community in Minnesota is
responsible for scamming the government out of millions of dollars.

CAIR documented 17 incidents targeting Mosques?® and other Islamic institutions in the
three months following the Islamic Center of San Diego attack, a 183% increase over the
same period the previous year, when it recorded six. On July 5, less than two months
after San Diego, a man threw an incendiary device at the Northeast Philadelphia Islamic
Center?, causing a fire inside the structure. Following the arrest of the man, investigators
tied him to a Facebook account® which he had used to discuss “using fire to damage
Mosques”.

The spike in threats of violence against Muslims and their places of worship was also
evident in the digital space, particularly on X (formerly Twitter), where CSOH has
previously documented a higher baseline of anti-Muslim content, including bigotry,
dehumanization, incitement, and conspiracy theories, amid shifts in the platform'’s
content moderation infrastructure and enforcement approach.

For this report, we identified and reported 464 posts published between January 10 and
September 9, 2026, by US-based accounts. Those contained explicit threats of violence
against Muslims and their places of worship, as well as explicit dehumanizing language
that has historically preceded that level of violence.

This study therefore examines two distinct layers of content moderation on X: proactive
moderation, in which the platform detects and acts on policy-violating content without
first receiving a user report, and reactive moderation, in which the platform reviews and
acts on content after it has been formally reported through its user-reporting system.
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All 464 posts were located using keyword queries through X's Advanced Search. They
fell into two broad categories: extreme dehumanization and calls for violence. Of the
464, 194 posts (42%) used extreme dehumanizing language, describing Muslims as
vermin, cockroaches, rats, parasites, a cancer, or an infestation. The remaining 270
posts (58%) called for violence against Muslims or Islamic institutions: 160 posts (34%
of the dataset) called for Mosques to be burned and 110 (24%) called for Muslims to be
killed.

The manner in which this content was identified is itself significant. None of the posts
in the dataset employed coded language, deliberate obfuscation, or other techniques
intended to evade detection. They relied instead on the most direct formulations
available: the phrases “burn the Mosques” and “kill Muslims,” alongside explicit
dehumanization. These are precisely the terms any enforcement system designed to
detect violent speech and dehumanizing content would be expected to prioritize.

The fact that researchers could readily locate these posts using the platform’s own
search functionality raises significant questions about the effectiveness of proactive
moderation. The content remained live, publicly searchable, and accessible long enough
for researchers to systematically identify and compile it into a dataset.

The second phase tested X's reactive moderation. All posts were formally reported
through the platform’s user-reporting system for either threats of violence (calls to
kill Muslims and burn Mosques) or hate, abuse, and harassment (for posts containing
dehumanizing language). While the platform does not have an official response time
for user-submitted reports, we checked the outcome of all posts flagged to X 7 days
after the report was made. The platform'’s reporting guidelines confirm that all reports
are acknowledged within 24 hours of receipt and state that “resolution times vary, but
it may take thirty days”.®
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2. FINDINGS

This brief draws on a dataset of 464 posts published on X between January 10 and
September 9, 2026, which contained dehumanization or threats of violence against
Muslims and their places of worship. Researchers reported each post to X through the
platform’s standard reporting tool, selecting the Hateful Conduct or Violent content
policy as appropriate.

The dataset falls into two broad categories: posts dehumanizing Muslims as “vermin,”
“parasites,” or referencing an “infestation,” and posts containing explicit threats of
violence, including calls to “kill Muslims” or “burn Mosques.” Across all posts, 200 (43%)
remain fully accessible, 89 (19%) are visibility-limited but still accessible, 171 (37%)
were removed, and 4 (1%) were deleted by their authors. Overall, 289 posts, 62% of the
dataset, remain accessible on X in some form.

Figure 1 (overall 464 posts): Enforcement Outcomes for
Reported Anti-Muslim Content on X
B still up: 200 (43%)
B Removed: 171 (37%)

[0 Visibility limited: 89 (19%)

[ Deleted by author: 4 (1%)

464

posts reported

X took some form of action on 88% of posts containing explicit threats of violence. Of
the 270 posts in this category, X removed 165 (61%) and limited the visibility of 72 (27%),
while 32 (12%) remained fully accessible and one was deleted by its author.
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Figure 2 (comparison by content type):
X's Enforcement of Reported Violent and Dehumanizing Anti-Muslim Content

B Violent threats (n=270) [ Dehumanization (n=194)
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“Violent threats” combines calls to burn Mosques (160) and calls to kill Muslims (110).
“Deleted by author” denotes posts removed by the author, not by platform enforcement.

Broken down further, 93 of 160 posts calling for Mosques to be burned (58%) and 72 of
110 calling for Muslims to be killed (65.5%) were removed. The response to dehumanizing
content differed markedly: only six of 194 posts (3%) were removed, while 168 (87%)
remain fully accessible. This category alone accounts for 84% of all posts in the dataset
that remain online without any visibility restrictions.
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Burn all mosques in America
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Kill all muslims for the good of the world

9:22 AM - Sep 12, 2026 - 16 Views
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MUSLIMS ARE COCKROACHES. THEY INFEST THE AREA, MAKE IT
SMELL, AND THEN THE ONLY THING THEY CAN DO IS MOVE TO
ANOTHER LOCATION. THEY PRAISE A PEDOPHILE PERVERT AND
WORSHIP SATAN AS THEIR god!

4:26 AM - Jan 17, 2026 - 14 Views
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Get all these Barbairans out !! Muslims are vermin in my eyes every single
one!!
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vermin.
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Deport them ALL & burn the mosques!
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It's about invading/conquering. Muslims are cockroaches who spread
violence and destruction (like liberals).

6:28 PM - Feb 9, 2026 - 5 Views
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Islam is cancer.

We need to kill all muslims until the last one, other wise it multiply and
grows back.

6:46 PM - Sep 6, 2026 - 15 Views

Examples of Violent and Dehumanizing Posts That Remain Online
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2.11dentical Threats, Inconsistent Enforcement

Posts containing the same narratives received inconsistent removal rates once reported
to the platform, with materially different responses even when the wording was nearly
identical.

For example, not all violent threats, such as calls to “burn the Mosques,” were equally
actioned: this exact phrase, or close variants of it, appears in 160 posts in the dataset,
and those posts split several ways: 93 were removed, 49 were visibility-limited, 17
remain fully live and untouched, and the author deleted one.

One post reading simply “BURN THE MOSQUES” has been live since January 10 with no
restriction at all, while another reading “Burn the Mosques down” was visibility-limited,
and a third, “Now burn the Mosques,” was removed outright. All three say functionally
the same thing, and each received a different response.

This Post violated the X Rules. Learn more

&*”“ g...

Visibility limited: this Post may violate X’s rules against Violent Speech. Learn
more

Burn the mosques to the ground in the freedom of speech alone!

12:11 AM - Jan 19, 2026 - 7 Views

e---—-

Replying to @benonwine

BURN THE MOSQUES

3:02 PM - Jan 10, 2026 - 3 Views

Similarly, a post reading “Kill all Muslims; impale them” has remained fully accessible
since April 14, while another stating “Kill Muslims before they kill you" was visibility-
limited, and a third stating “Hell no. Kill the Muslims and make dogs happy” was removed
outright.
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This Post violated the X Rules. Learn more

o ——— &

Visibility limited: this Post may violate X’s rules against Violent Speech. Learn
more

Kill Muslims before they kill you.

6:04 PM - Apr 22, 2026 from Imperial, MO - 3 Views

ww—.w

Kill all muslims; impale them.

9:59 AM - Apr 14, 2026 - 6 Views

2.2 Blue Badges and Repeat Violators

The analysis identified 45 accounts that posted more than one piece of violative content.
Although these accounts represented just 12% of the 386 accounts in the dataset, they
accounted for 123 posts, or 26.5% of all violative content analyzed.

Posts from Premium accounts were removed at a rate of 26%, compared to 41% for
unverified accounts. On the contrary, while non-subscribers are more likely to have
their posts removed by X, blue-badge accounts are more likely to have the visibility of
their posts limited by the platform, with data showing users with a subscription having
their posts’ visibility limited at a 25% rate compared to the 17% rate for users with a
non-premium account.

X'S ENFORCEMENT GAPS 9



Figure 3. Enforcement by Account Type: Premium vs. Standard

[l Premium accounts [l Standard accounts

50%
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20%

Removed Still up Repeat posters

Repeat posting was also closely tied to having a paid X Premium subscription. Among
accounts with a blue badge, 20.5% posted more than once, compared to just 9% of
standard accounts, meaning Premium subscribers were more than twice as likely to
come back and post again. Of everything posted by Premium accounts in the dataset,
43% came from these repeat posters, meaning more than two in five Premium-account
posts came from a small group of accounts posting repeatedly, rather than from one-
off posts.
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3. X'S POLICIES AND THE ENFORGEMENT GAP

The findings show both a proactive and reactive enforcement gap in moderating
dehumanization and threats of violence against Muslims, when measured against X's
own policies’ that prohibit the type of content covered in this study. The platform'’s
Hateful Conduct policy strictly prohibits targeting people or groups based on protected
characteristics such as religion; this includes dehumanizing posts describing Muslims
as “vermin”, “cockroaches”, and any other language related to “infestation”. Its Violent
Content policy® defines violent speech as “content that threatens, incites, glorifies, or
expresses desire for violence or harm”, but also includes violent threats expressing
a desire “to damage civilian homes and shelters, or infrastructure that is essential to
daily, civic, religious, or business activities”, such as violent threats to Muslims and their
places of worship.

Yet, X's capacity and stated philosophy for policing this kind of content have both shifted
since Elon Musk acquired ownership of the platform (then Twitter) in October 2022.
Musk disbanded Twitter’s Trust and Safety Council,® an independent advisory board on
hate speech, child exploitation, and self-harm, that had operated since 2016, without
replacing it with another oversight body. According to 2024 figures, the company's
own global trust and safety team shrank by 30%, from 4,062 to 2,849 employees and
contractors. Its in-house content moderation team was cut in half from 107 to 51, while
engineers'? focused on trust and safety globally fell from 279 to 55 (an 80% reduction).
X admitted to Australian regulators'® that responses to reported hateful posts slowed
by 20%, and to hateful direct messages by 75%.

Despite identified gaps in content policy enforcement, X's transparency' report
describes a moderation system that combines machine learning and human review. Its
strongest claims about proactive detection are specifically geared for child exploitation
and terrorist content, categories it says are caught by automated systems before most
users ever see or report them; it makes no equivalent claim for hate speech or violent
speech targeting a religious group.

X's own data further confirms this: user reports of accounts and posts surged roughly
1,830%'> between late 2021 and the first half of 2024, while account suspensions grew
about 300%, and suspensions specifically for hateful conduct fell from 104,565 to 2,361
over the same period, a decline of roughly 98%. Its EU-specific disclosures sharpen
that same picture: over the six months covered by its transparency report'® for the
period 1 October 2024 to 31 March 2025, automated systems proactively applied more
than 284,000 reach-restriction labels for Hateful Conduct across EU countries, while
automated removal under that same policy totaled a single digit across all 27 listed
countries.

X'stransparency practices have also drawn direct regulatory scrutiny. In December 2025,
the European Commission issued its first DSA non-compliance decision against X,'” a
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120 million Euro fine over separate failures in its blue checkmark account verification
system, advertising repository, and researcher data access, while a broader Commission
investigation'® into X's handling of illegal content and disinformation remains ongoing.

The evidence in this brief describes a systematic enforcement gap and failure in
platform accountability. X prohibits every category of content identified and reported,
yet the content remained visible for several months despite the platform’s automated
checks, and 62% remains accessible after manual reporting. Our data suggests that this
gap is not evenly distributed. It is widest for posts containing dehumanizing language,
87% of which remain fully live while just 3% are removed. It also varies by account type:
posts from blue checkmark accounts paying X for enhanced visibility survive at nearly
twice the rate they are removed (47.5% stay up against 26% removed), while posts from
standard accounts are closer to an even split (41.5% stay up against 41% removed).

X states that it enforces its Hateful Conduct and Violent Content policies based on the
severity and harm of content, which could require swift removal. Nonetheless, in April
2023, the company announced its new “Freedom of Speech, not Reach” philosophy,'™
meaning that rather than removing content, it would restrict its visibility through
reduced recommendation, exclusion from search, or a warning label, but often leaving
the post itself up. Consequently, X's Hateful Conduct policy reserves visibility limiting
for what it calls “moderate, isolated usage” of harassment and intimidation, rather than
broader incitement.

X's Violent Content policy ties the response to how severe it judges the content to be,
and describes this directly as taking “proportionate action based on the severity and
likelihood of harm.” Violent Speech that doesn’t meet that bar is handled more flexibly;
X states it “may remove or reduce the visibility” of this content instead, reflecting an aim
to keep conversations open while still limiting exposure to violent themes for users who
don’t wish to see them.
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4. GONGLUSION

CSOH's April 2026 report Manufacturing the Muslim Threat?*® documented a coordinated
wave of anti-Muslim rhetoric, tracking 1,111 posts by 46 elected officials since February
2025. Nearly half of the posts advanced claims that Muslims were seeking to impose
Islamiclawinthe United States, often alongside Great Replacement narratives portraying
cities with large Muslim populations as being under civilizational conquest.

Our research has also linked measurable spikes in anti-Muslim content on X to specific
trigger events. Zohran Mamdani’s rise to become the first Muslim mayor of New York
City?" drew 35,522 Islamophobic posts in the run-up to the general election alone,
reaching an estimated 1.5 billion impressions, with 72% of that volume framing him
outright as a terrorist or extremist threat because of his faith, while Abdul El-Sayed's
campaign?? in Michigan's 2026 Senate race saw a 20-fold Islamophobic surge after his
August 4 primary win.

The intensification of the US-Iran conflict produced a comparable surge with explicit
dehumanizing language and direct calls for deportation, internment, and violence
against Mosques.

The dehumanizinglanguage documented in this reportis a serious concern. Researchers
at the Dangerous Speech Project? classify this specific register as Dangerous Speech,
a category built on the observation that violence against a group is rarely committed
or condoned spontaneously, as a population must first be taught to see the targeted
group as “vermin”, “pests”, or an “existential threat”. A substantial share of the content
identified went further still, into explicit threats of violence, including direct calls to burn
Mosques and to kill Muslims; precisely the category of content that the platforms’ own

violent speech policies are designed to address.

The relationship between this kind of speech and subsequent offline violence is
well documented, not speculative. FBI officials have confirmed that the two teenage
perpetrators of the San Diego mosque shooting met online and were radicalized there?,
absorbing white-supremacist ideology before carrying out the attack. Experts have
said the manifesto the perpetrators left behind, which invoked the 2019 Christchurch
shooting, first circulated on a Discord server before being shared to another online
forum.®Thatcaseisnotanisolated one:asrecentlyasSeptember 19,2026, a Spotsylvania
County man was arrested and charged?® after posting a comment from his Instagram
profile, threatening to bomb the ADAMS Center in Sterling, Virginia, according to the
Loudoun County Sheriff's Office.

With the 2026 midterm elections approaching amid elevated levels of anti-Muslim
bigotry and incitement online and offline, the enforcement gaps documented in this
report warrant particular concern. CSOH's previous research has found measurable
increases in anti-Muslim content on social media platforms. A nationwide election cycle
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in which immigration, religion, and questions of national belonging feature prominently
could create conditions for further increases in anti-Muslim incitement online and
resulting in offline violence.

X, Meta, Alphabet, and other social media platforms must enforce their policies on
hateful and violent content, disclose how their Al moderation systems handle threats
and dehumanizing content against Muslims, and act proactively against violent threats
while the community faces heightened risk of hate-fueled violence.
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9. REGCOMMENDATIONS

» Enforce existing policies consistently: X's Hateful Conduct and Violent Content
policies already prohibit every category of content documented in this brief,
including dehumanizing language and threats against people and places of
worship based on religious affiliation. X should enforce these policies as written.
That means acting on dehumanizing content, 87% of which remained fully
accessible after being reported, and applying consistent outcomes to content that
is functionally identical, so that a call to “burn the Mosques” is not removed in one
instance and left live in another.

» Disclose how proactive enforcement works: X should disclose what proactive
detection systems it uses for hate speech, dehumanization, and incitement
targeting religious groups; which policy categories those systems cover; and the
extent to which enforcement in the United States relies on proactive detection
versus user reports. Transparency reports and reporting tools should disaggregate
Hateful Conduct by violation type, including dehumanization, rather than treating
it as a single category that can obscure enforcement gaps.

» Strengthen accountability for verified users: Verified accounts have played a
significant role in amplifying direct threats of violence and dehumanizing narratives
against Muslims, and because verification brings algorithmic prioritization
and access to monetization, these accounts carry greater reach and greater
responsibility. X should enforce its policies consistently against verified repeat
violators, up to suspension; remove verification privileges, including amplification
and monetization, from accounts spreading hate-based content.

* Transparency in user reporting: Users reporting violative content must be
able to track the real-time status of the reported posts. They must be notified of
the platform'’s decision with a reasonable explanation. The platform must also
disclose the kind of action taken, including visibility restrictions. They must disclose
whether the decision was made solely by an automated system. The absence of
this information undermines the complainant’s right to appeal the decision in
internal and external independent grievance redressal fora.

* Adopt surge protocols for elections and other trigger events: Anti-Muslim
content on Xrises in sharp, identifiable bursts tied to specific events. X has stated
that it conducts risk assessments for national elections and applies its Civic
Integrity policy?” during election periods, but that framework primarily addresses
voter participation, not hate speech or threats against religious communities.
Ahead of the 2026 midterms, X should extend these assessments to cover targeted
hate and incitement, and adopt surge protocols around elections and other
foreseeable trigger events, including expanded proactive detection, faster review
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of user reports, and public disclosure of when protocols are activated and what
enforcement resulted.

* Support counterspeech alongside enforcement: Counterspeech is defined
as speech that challenges harmful narratives. Platforms have long sought to
promote counterspeech as a better solution to hateful content as opposed to bans
and restrictions on violative content. But counterspeech cannot substitute for
enforcement, particularly against direct threats of violence, and its effectiveness
depends on whether platforms actively support it. X should develop a coherent
counterspeech strategy that works alongside, not in place of, consistent
enforcement of its hate speech policies. This may include labeling hateful and
racist content, increasing the visibility of counterspeech that challenges it, and
offering premium features free or at a discount to vetted counterspeakers and
organizations working in this space.
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