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Abstract

Twitter as one of the most popular social networks, offers a
means for communication and online discourse, which unfor-
tunately has been the target of bots and fake accounts, leading
to the manipulation and spreading of false information. To-
wards this end, we gather a challenging, multilingual dataset
of social discourse on Twitter, originating from 9M users re-
garding the recent Russo-Ukrainian war, in order to detect the
bot accounts and the conversation involving them. We collect
the ground truth for our dataset through the Twitter API sus-
pended accounts collection, containing approximately 343K
of bot accounts and 8M of normal users. Additionally, we use
a dataset provided by Botometer-V3 with 1,777 Varol, 483
German accounts, and 1,321 US accounts. Besides the pub-
licly available datasets, we also manage to collect 2 indepen-
dent datasets around popular discussion topics of the 2022
energy crisis and the 2022 conspiracy discussions. Both of
the datasets were labeled according to the Twitter suspension
mechanism. We build a novel ML model for bot detection
using the state-of-the-art XGBoost model. We combine the
model with a high volume of labeled tweets according to the
Twitter suspension mechanism ground truth. This requires a
limited set of profile features allowing labeling of the dataset
in different time periods from the collection, as it is inde-
pendent of the Twitter API. In comparison with Botometer
our methodology achieves an average 11% higher ROC-AUC
score over two real-case scenario datasets.

Introduction
Online social media has become an essential part of every-
day life. During the past decade, online social platforms
have managed to transform the communication routine of
our daily life. Due to their growing popularity, online so-
cial media gained millions of daily active users that not only
consume the information but also create a space for con-
tent creators. The main reason behind online social media
is real-time access to unlimited information, where regis-
tered users are able to share their comments and personal
opinion about popular topics. Such high interest in online
social phenomena generates the opportunity and the need
for different categories of human interactions and content-
sharing platforms. Such opportunities lead to the creation of
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different online social platforms where each of which pro-
vides a unique user experience, with a very similar goal of
real-time human communication and content sharing. Twit-
ter, one of the most popular social networks, with millions
of active users, is used for news dissemination, political dis-
cussions, and social interactions. However, the platform has
also been plagued by the presence of bots and fake accounts
used to manipulate and spread false information. According
to the research community, the usage of manipulation tech-
niques implemented with the use of bot accounts is regis-
tered during diverse popular topic discussions. More specif-
ically, studies show that bot accounts are involved in dis-
cussions around the 2016 and 2020 US Presidential elec-
tions (Golovchenko et al. 2020; Badawy, Ferrara, and Ler-
man 2018; Howard, Kollanyi, and Woolley 2016; Shevtsov
et al. 2022, 2023). Besides the US elections a high bot ac-
tivity with spreading of misleading information is also de-
tected during election periods (presidential/parliamentary/s-
tate) in countries like Germany, Sweden, France, Spain and
etc. (Neudert, Kollanyi, and Howard 2017; Pastor-Galindo
et al. 2020; Bradshaw et al. 2017; Fernquist, Kaati, and
Schroeder 2018; Castillo et al. 2019; Rossi et al. 2020). Fur-
thermore, election discourse is not the only point of interest
for bot account creators. Spreading propaganda, advertise-
ment, and fake news are identified during the vaccination
debate (Broniatowski et al. 2018), the advertisement of e-
cigarette (Allem and Ferrara 2016; Allem et al. 2017) and
more recent examples of COVID-19 pandemic (Shahi, Dirk-
son, and Majchrzak 2021; Ferrara 2020; Yang et al. 2021).
This high activity of bot accounts raises concerns in the re-
search community and online social media platforms about
the integrity of the shared information. Twitter has been tak-
ing measures to detect and suspend these bots to maintain
the integrity of the platform. Most of the published studies
utilize advanced ML techniques to analyze the content and
features (structural/network).

In this study, we present BotArtist, a novel machine-
learning model for bot detection that utilizes the state-of-
the-art XGBoost model combined with a high volume of a
labeled dataset according to the Twitter suspension mecha-
nism ground truth. Our method requires only a limited set
of profile features that allows the labeling of the dataset in
different time periods since it is independent of Twitter API.

We compare BotArtist and Botometer on two large sepa-
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rate datasets and demonstrate that our method achieves on
average 11% higher ROC-AUC score and in some cases
20%. Furthermore, we utilize the SHAP model explainabil-
ity to provide reasoning behind the model’s decisions and
clarify the prediction.

The main contributions of the current study involve:

• Development of a novel bot detection model that does
not require hundreds of features,

• Achievement of higher performance in comparison to ex-
isting modern state-of-the-art models,

• Overcoming the issue of recent Twitter API usage poli-
cies, limiting or eliminating access to the Twitter corpus
from the research community.

After the paper’s acceptance, we will provide the reposi-
tory with a detailed explanation and implementation of the
experiments as well as all the datasets used in this study.

Related Work
Bot account detection on Twitter is a challenging task due to
the bots’ increasing sophistication. Studies towards this di-
rection make use of supervised ((Efthimion, Payne, and Pro-
feres 2018; Feng et al. 2021a; Kantepe and Ganiz 2017; Ng,
Robertson, and Carley 2022; Rodrı́guez-Ruiz et al. 2020;
Abreu, Ralha, and Gondim 2020) or unsupervised ML mod-
els ((Chavoshi, Hamooni, and Mueen 2016; Minnich et al.
2017; Anwar and Yaqub 2020; Chen et al. 2017; Chen
2018; Wei and Nguyen 2019; Feng et al. 2021b; Antonakaki,
Fragopoulou, and Ioannidis 2021)), deep neural networks
(Kudugunta and Ferrara 2018; Cai, Li, and Zengi 2017; Il-
ias and Roussaki 2021; Luo et al. 2020; Hayawi et al. 2022;
Feng et al. 2021c; Ping and Qin 2018), language agnostic
models ((Knauth 2019), word embeddings (Wei and Nguyen
2019; Feng et al. 2021c; Cai, Li, and Zengi 2017; Heidari,
Jones, and Uzuner 2020), explainable ML (Kouvela, Dimi-
triadis, and Vakali 2020) and ensemble ML (Shukla, Jagtap,
and Patil 2021).

Botornot (Davis et al. 2016) utilizes machine-learning
techniques towards bot detection, while it has been expanded
and renamed to Botometer (Yang et al. 2019) with the usage
of a Random Forest algorithm based on 1200 features. Twit-
ter Sybil Detector (TSD) (Alsaleh et al. 2014) also uses ML
on 17 features achieving 95% detection ratio, but it struggles
to identify hybrid accounts that act as both bots and legiti-
mate users. TSD offers a Twitter Sybils corpus for compara-
tive analysis. DeBot (Chavoshi, Hamooni, and Mueen 2016)
exploits bots’ synchronous posting habits. Meanwhile, RT-
bust (Mazza et al. 2019) identifies re-tweeting bots by ana-
lyzing their temporal patterns. As shown in (Subrahmanian
et al. 2016) DARPA challenged six research groups to detect
anti-vaccination bots, while in (Chu et al. 2012) the authors
differentiate malicious bots from those that post harmless
content (cyborgs).

In (Chavoshi, Hamooni, and Mueen 2016) they detect
thousands of bots daily by achieving 94% precision and ac-
cumulating 544,868 approximately unique bots for Septem-
ber 2016. They make use of a labeled dataset and apply
a novel lag-sensitive hashing technique that clusters user

accounts to correlated sets in near real-time. For example,
(Ribeiro et al. 2018) proposes a method to detect and char-
acterize hateful users on Twitter, by using a combination of
linguistic and network features.

In (Wei et al. 2016) the authors analyze the characteristics
of suspended users on Twitter and their impact on network
stability, revealing that suspended users were more likely to
be part of small communities and were less active than non-
suspended users. Authors in (Majó-Vázquez et al. 2021) ex-
amine the role of suspended accounts in political discussions
during the 2017 elections in France, the UK, and Germany,
while they show that these accounts were more likely to
be associated with political extremism and misinformation.
Similarly, in (Chowdhury et al. 2021) they examine the fac-
tors contributing to the suspension mechanism following the
2020 US presidential election by identifying several factors,
including the use of certain keywords, the presence of bots,
and the posting of misinformation.

In (Chatzakou et al. 2017) (2017) they propose a method
to detect aggression and bullying on Twitter by using a
combination of linguistic, temporal, and network features to
identify aggressive and bullying tweets with high accuracy,
while in (Yildirim et al. 2021) they present a method to re-
duce hate speech on Twitter by issuing suspension warnings
to users violating the platform’s policies. The paper found
that issuing suspension warnings could reduce the likeli-
hood of users engaging in hate speech. Authors in (Pierri,
Luceri, and Ferrara 2022) analyze the dynamics of Twitter
account creation and suspension during major geopolitical
events and show that Twitter’s moderation policies varied
depending on the type of event and the level of scrutiny from
the public and media. Finally, in (Shevtsov et al. 2022) they
propose an explainable ML pipeline for Twitter bot detection
during the 2020 US Presidential Elections using a hybrid ap-
proach that combined deep learning and rule-based methods
to improve the accuracy of bot detection.

Compared to the related studies, BotArtist offers a more
generic model that depends on only a limited set of statisti-
cal and profile features of accounts. Not only is the model
straightforward, but its effectiveness is also improved by the
latest announcement of Twitter API limitations. As the num-
ber of API requests necessary to label the datasets plays a
critical role, our model eradicates the need for extra requests
or API access. Thus, the research community can provide
user profiles that have already been collected, and our model
can provide precise labeling without the need for any supple-
mentary information.

Dataset
Machine learning classification models require a large vol-
ume of data to achieve the best possible results. To this
end, we collect a dataset that attracted a large volume of
users during 2022, one of the most popular topics being
the Russo-Ukrainian War. The dataset contains discussions
between various countries in multiple languages, which is
crucial since our model needs to learn general patterns of
bot accounts, rather than focusing on a specific language or
country. Specifically, we collect data from over 9 million
users posting tweets in more than 70 different languages.



Dataset Labeling method Bots Humans
kaiser-germany German Politicians and bots 27 516
kaiser-varol Human annotation 699 1462
kaiser-us Politicians + new bots 502 928
energy-crisis-22 Twitter compliance 24,028 311,872
conspiracy-22 Twitter compliance 2,812 213,129
Russia-Ukrainian War Twitter compliance 439,850 8,783,137

Table 1: Datasets used for BotArtist creation and comparison with Botometer.

In addition to a large volume of data, we require as much
accurate ground truth as possible, to reduce the noise in the
training data. For this purpose, we select the accounts that
had been suspended for more than six months; this ensures
the accounts which were wrongly suspended and recovered.
To remove normal accounts, we remove all accounts that
had been suspended and recovered, since they likely be-
longed to the gray zone and could not be accurately iden-
tified. Based on this filtering, we identify 8,502,528 unique
users, of which 343,322 accounts were bots and 8,159,204
were normal users.

In addition to model creation and evaluation, we were in-
terested in comparing our results with the state-of-the-art bot
detection methodology Botometer. To this end, we collect
the latest utilized dataset in Botometer-V3 of Kaiser (Rauch-
fleisch and Kaiser 2020), which contains three main cate-
gories of normal and bot accounts: German politicians, US
politicians, and Varol labeled users (see table: 1). Due to data
availability, we had to collect the dataset from scratch since
the dataset is shared via the user id only. For this purpose,
we were not able to collect the exact dataset since some of
the users were either suspended, deleted or deactivated and
were no longer available. Additionally, we manage to col-
lect Twitter compliance for the dataset where ground truth
shows that a large volume of accounts that were labeled as
bots were not suspended by Twitter after more than roughly
three years. This may indicate that these users were labeled
as bots by mistake. We were able to collect 1,777 Varol ac-
counts, 483 German accounts, and 1,321 US accounts.

In addition to the comparison with the already known
dataset, we perform a real case comparison between the
Botometer and BotArtist. For this purpose, we use real-time
datasets that would be predicted at almost identical times to
reduce any time differences and to apply one of the meth-
ods. We select two very popular topics around the energy
crisis (from September of 2022 until February of 2023) and
the conspiracy discussions (from November of 2022 until
March of 2023) that were collected via correlated hashtags.
For both datasets, we predict new users daily via Botometer-
V3 with the use of Rapid-API and collect real-time suspen-
sions via the Twitter-API compliance mechanism. Addition-
ally, we predict labeled users by Botometer via the BotArtist
model. After three months of data collection and labeling,
we store 335,900 and 215,941 user profiles for the energy
crisis and conspiracy datasets, respectively.

Figure 1: Machine learning pipeline used for BotArtist
model creation. Includes feature selection and model fine-
tuning; each step is executed during separate K-Fold cross-
validation.

Methodology
Our approach, similar to other bot detection techniques, em-
ploys a machine learning methodology. This approach has
been chosen due to its ability to produce simpler models
without the need for a vast number of samples. By reducing
the number of weights and parameters, the complexity of the
final model is minimized. To select the optimal classification
model, we utilize both the Random Forest model (Breiman
2001) used in the original Botometer implementation and
the state-of-the-art Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGBoost)
model (Chen and Guestrin 2016). Both models are em-
ployed during K-Fold cross-validation hyper-parameter tun-
ing rounds to ensure a fair comparison between the models
and their configurations.

The developed pipeline, illustrated in figure 1, involves
dividing the dataset into two portions, namely the train, vali-
dation, and hold-out, in an 80/20 ratio respectively. The first
portion is used for feature selection, model fine-tuning, se-
lection of the final model and its configuration, while the
hold-out dataset is reserved for measuring the model perfor-
mance over unseen samples. Given the large volume of sam-
ples in our dataset, feature selection is performed separately
from model fine-tuning to reduce execution time. We have
selected Lasso (Tibshirani 1996) feature selection for this
procedure to overcome the issue of selecting features that are



Dataset kaiser-germany kaise-varol kaiser-us energy-crisis-22 conspiracy-22
Labels Politicians Bots Normal Bots Politicians Bots Humans Bots Humans Bots

Original paper 516 27 1,462 699 502 928 311,872 24,028 213,129 2,812
Botometer 508 27 1,647 514 499 875 254,900 81,000 166,724 49,217

Active 474 15 1,296 644 485 844 311,872 0 213,129 0
Suspended 5 11 32 27 0 57 0 16,980 0 1,992

Deleted 31 1 130 28 7 26 0 5,548 0 241
Deactivated 6 0 4 0 10 1 0 1,500 0 579

Table 2: Labels according to original paper, Botometer prediction and Twitter suspension mechanism. For the case of energy-
crisis-22 and conspiracy-22 dataset, we reference this paper as original labels.

preferred by a specific model (Random Forest or XGBoost).
Furthermore, we only utilize the train/validation samples for
feature selection to minimize the information leakage from
the hold-out set. To ensure proper configuration and evalua-
tion of the feature selection procedure, we implement Lasso
fine-tuning in K-Fold cross-validation with K=5. This con-
figuration allows for the selection of Lasso parameters that
provides higher generalization performance and reduces the
possibility of model over-fitting. During the feature selec-
tion process, Lasso feature selection retains 27 out of 47
extracted features, reducing the feature space by more than
40%.

After the selection of the most important features, the
pipeline proceeds with the model fine-tuning. Both selected
classification models have parameters that may impact the
accuracy of the model, particularly in the case of XGBoost,
which has more than 10 fundamental parameters that re-
quire proper fine-tuning. To reduce the execution time and
overcome the parameter selection bottleneck, we utilize a
widely accepted random sampling methodology that ran-
domly selects a limited number of model configurations for
fine-tuning (Bergstra and Bengio 2012). In our case, we pro-
vide a high range of parameters for both models, with a total
of 1,890 Random Forest and 1,020,600 XGBoost possible
configurations. Using random sampling, we select 50 ran-
dom configurations for each model. All configurations are
tested during K-Fold cross-validation with K=5 to properly
select the most generalizable configuration.

To optimize the model’s performance in real-world sce-
narios, we compute an appropriate threshold for the model
decision since Machine Learning models are incapable of
perfectly separating samples around the 0.5 probability
threshold, due to the data imbalance (in the train data and in
scenarios of real-time prediction). This necessitates the com-
putation of the threshold that maximizes the model’s perfor-
mance as presented in the following formula:

Best Threshold = max(
√
Sensitivity ∗ Specificity)

The aforementioned steps are necessary to create the best
possible model that generalizes over the seen data, while
maintaining high performance not only on the train/valida-
tion dataset but also on the testing and real-case scenarios. In
the final stage of our pipeline, we parse our model over the
hold-out dataset to obtain explainability over unseen data us-
ing the SHAP methodology. Explainability is critical since

it allows the identification of samples and feature patterns
that steers the model decisions toward human or bot account
prediction.

To utilize BotArtist as a real case model, we train it on the
entire Russia-Ukrainian War dataset and we utilize the best
threshold as the best model threshold for the class predic-
tion.

Feature Extraction
As mentioned earlier, in this study we pursue the creation of
a simple model that in comparison with other bot detection
systems does not require a large volume of information or
features for accurate prediction. In our case, the profile of the
Twitter account triggers our attention. The majority of social
media bot accounts are created for the purpose of content
promotion and increasing the attention of other registered
users. In order to maximize this goal, bot accounts pursue
the expansion of social audience. Social expansion is very
difficult to achieve without high activity, such as tweets, re-
tweets, comments and etc. Consequently, we need to extract
as much information as possible from the user profiles in
order to identify extremely active accounts. The difference
between very popular social media accounts (also known as
celebrities), and bot accounts is that they try to post and
share as much content as possible during the day. In order
to properly separate normal and bot accounts we extract 47
unique features described in the table: 3.

Proper feature extraction is crucial since it may affect the
final model performance. Initially, we extract as features
profile information that is provided originally by Twitter
API such as the number of followers, friends, likes, tweets,
retweets, number of registered lists, user location, post-geo-
location usage, background image, default profile flag, ver-
ification and account age according to the collection date.
Besides that, we compute additional features providing in-
formation about the account creators, such as the Jaccard
similarity between the username and the screen name of the
profile. In the case of massive account creation, those ac-
counts are created by some script while the screen names
potentially are similar to usernames. In some cases to over-
come the similarity issues, account creators could utilize ad-
ditional characters such as numbers, characters that do not
belong to the number or alphabet sets, or even change lower
case to upper case characters. In order to identify such case
scenarios we measure in terms of length and percentage the



Feature Type Feature Type calculation
name len count screen name sim real-valued Jaccard of (screen name, user name)

screen name len count foll friends real-valued follower / friends
description len count age real-valued created at / collection date

favourites count favourites by age real-valued favourites / account age
listed count listed by age real-valued listed / account age

statuses count statuses by age real-valued statuses / account age
followers count followers by age real-valued followers / account age
friends count friends by age real-valued friends / account age

name upper len count name upper pcnt real-valued percentage of upper case
name lower len count name lower pcnt real-valued percentage of lower case
name digits len count name lower pcnt real-valued percentage of digits

name special len count name lower pcnt real-valued percentage of other characters
screen name upper len count screen name upper pcnt real-valued percentage of upper case
screen name lower len count screen name lower pcnt real-valued percentage of lower case
screen name digits len count screen name lower pcnt real-valued percentage of digits

screen name special len count screen name lower pcnt real-valued percentage of other characters
description upper len count description upper pcnt real-valued percentage of upper case
description lower len count description lower pcnt real-valued percentage of lower case
description digits len count description lower pcnt real-valued percentage of digits

description special len count description lower pcnt real-valued percentage of other characters
geo boolean background img boolean

protected boolean default prof boolean
location boolean url booleanverified boolean

Table 3: List of extracted features for each profile in our dataset.

following characters: upper case, lower case, digits, and spe-
cial characters. Such measurements allow the extraction of
as much information as possible from the user and screen
names. Additionally, we compute identical features for the
description provided in the user profile.

Besides the textual characteristics of the account, we also
compute the growth of the account activity by measuring the
volume of the likes, tweets, retweets, followers, and friends
of the user according to the age of the account. Addition-
ally, we compute the followers-to-friends relation as a social
metric.

The combination of the described metrics provides a total
of 47 unique characteristics of the Twitter user profile page.

Experimental Results
According to the described pipeline (figure: 1) we use the
Russo-Ukrainian 2022 War dataset (table1) for the feature
selection and the model hyper-parameter selection. Via the
developed pipeline, we manage to select only the 27 most
important features out of the 47. Based on those selected
features and the range of parameters, we discover the best
configurations for XGBoost and RandomForest. XGBoost
achieves a slightly better average validation performance of
0.875 ROC-AUC in comparison with the 0.857 of the Ran-
dom Forest. For this reason, we select XGBoost configura-
tion as our final model, with a hold-out set performance of
0.796 ROC-AUC.

The selected model is utilized for comparison with
Botometer. Initially, we compare the true negative (TN) vs

false positive (FP) performance over the Kaiser datasets (ta-
ble: 5). We use only those metrics due to the reasons ex-
plained in the dataset section. In this dataset, we measure the
performance of manual labeling, Botometer, and BotArtist
based on the Twitter suspension mechanism. Based on this
assumption, our model achieves higher true negative vol-
ume between all the Kaiser datasets. Furthermore, BotArtist
achieves the lowest false positive predictions. Based on this
dataset our model outperforms not only Botometer but also
manual labeling methods.

In the next steps, we compare the performance between
Botometer and BotArtist on real case datasets such as the
energy-crisis-22 and conspiracy-22. The Twitter suspension
mechanism provides multiple labels (such as Suspended,
Deactivated, and Deleted accounts). We measure the perfor-
mance of both models over each particular category sepa-
rately and as a single group where all three categories are
merged into a single. It is worth noting that due to the high-
class imbalance, both models have low precision scores. To
provide transparency regarding our results, we have included
recall and precision scores. However, it is important to note
that both models can be compared effectively using ROC-
AUC scores, which are not influenced by class imbalance.

During the evaluation of the energy crisis dataset, Bo-
tArtist achieves higher recall, precision, and ROC-AUC val-
ues across all categories. Specifically, BotArtist achieves a
higher ROC-AUC score between 8% for the suspended ac-
counts and 12% for the deactivated and deleted accounts. In
this case, our method gives an average ROC-AUC score that



energy-crisis-22 conspiracy-22
Recall Precision ROC-AUC Recall Precision ROC-AUC

Normal vs. Suspended Botometer 0,594 0,127 0,763 0,507 0,021 0,729
BotArtist 0,781 0,150 0,848 0,481 0,033 0,788

Normal vs. Deactivated Botometer 0,237 0,005 0,537 0,185 0,002 0,522
BotArtist 0,469 0,009 0,658 0,375 0,008 0,697

Normal vs. Deleted Botometer 0,230 0,018 0,525 0,187 0,001 0,491
BotArtist 0,462 0,033 0,641 0,361 0,003 0,694

Normal vs. All Botometer 0,487 0,145 0,694 0,413 0,024 0,666
BotArtist 0,688 0,181 0,788 0,449 0,043 0,761

Table 4: Performance comparison over the energy crisis 2022 and conspiracy 2022 datasets between BotArtist and Botometer.

Varol Germany US
model TN FP TN FP TN FP

Manual 1,143 634 468 15 484 836
Botometer 1,312 465 428 55 1,011 309
BotArtist 1,701 76 480 3 1,306 14

Table 5: The outcome of the prediction of the Kaiser avail-
able labels, based on the Twitter Suspension mechanism, has
been documented. It should be noted that all accounts in-
cluded in the analysis have not been suspended within the
last two years and the analysis was only performed on the
active accounts. The optimal values are highlighted in the
presented data. It is worth noting that in the case of true neg-
atives, higher values are preferable, whereas, for false posi-
tives, lower values are more desirable.

is 10% higher than that of Botometer across all categories.
According to a similar methodology, we measure the per-
formance of both models over the conspiracy dataset. In this
comparison, we also have very similar results, with BotArtist
outperforming the Botometer model with a higher ROC-
AUC score between 4% for suspended accounts and 20%
for deleted profile categories. The overall presented method-
ology achieves on average 11% more accurate performance
(ROC-AUC) in comparison with the Botometer model.

Explainability
Besides the creation of the high-performance model used for
bot detection, we aim to shed light on the model decision it-
self. For this purpose we employ SHapley Additive exPlana-
tions (SHAP) values (Lundberg and Lee 2017) which offer
various benefits. One of the most significant advantages of
SHAP values is that they are not tied to any particular type of
machine learning model and are therefore model-agnostics.
Furthermore, SHAP values display local accuracy, and con-
sistency, which are characteristics that are not found simulta-
neously in other methods. Moreover, the implementation of
SHAP is actively supported by an open-source community,
is well-documented, and is straightforward to use.

Initially, Shapley values were introduced as a game-
theoretic approach for assigning fair payouts to players
based on their contribution to the total gain (Shapley 1953).
In the predictive machine learning context, Shapley values
can be defined as the average marginal contribution of a fea-

Figure 2: BotArtist model decision explainability figure pro-
duced by SHAP methodology.

ture value across all possible feature coalitions. Based on
that, the Shapley value can be interpreted as the difference
between the mean prediction for the entire dataset and the
actual prediction.

The presentation of Shapley values as a linear model of
feature coalitions (Lundberg and Lee 2017), in combination
with the game theory allows the allocation of the importance
of not only individual players (features) but also among all
pairs of them. Consequently, SHAP values can explain the
modeling of local interaction effects and provide new in-
sights into the features of the machine learning model.

In our study, we conducted an analysis of the hold-out
portion of the Russo-Ukrainian War dataset, which com-
prised 1,700,507 samples. The purpose of this analysis is



to explain the decision of our model. Figure 2 presents the
20 most important features and their impact on the final de-
cision. The features are sorted in descending order of im-
portance. Based on this order, we observe that the age of
the account and the level of social activity since the creation
date of the account, are the most critical characteristics of
our model.

The presented figure showcases the values of the features,
ranging from low (indicated by the blue color), to high (in-
dicated by the red color). Simultaneously, the x-axis pro-
vides information on the impact of each feature value on the
model decision. Based on the presented results, it is crucial
to highlight that the SHAP explanation technique provides
insights that align with past related works. For instance, we
find that bot accounts tend to have a significantly lower age
of the account and a higher density of activity during the ac-
count lifetime, when compared to normal accounts, such as
statuses, friends, and followers. Moreover, our model shows
that bot accounts tend to overlook the geo-location/location
information on their profile page.

Broader perspective, ethics, and competing
interests

This study builds a bot detection system on Twitter, which
can be reused by the research community for the discovery
of bots in the Twitter corpus. The current work is already
planned to be deployed as a real-time bot detection service.
This could be utilized to detect malicious entities working
towards censorship and violation of regulations of Twitter,
towards a specific malicious activity, political inclination or
other means promoting unlawful content.

Due to Twitter’s sharing and access policy, the collected
dataset contains personally identifiable information (user
name, screen name, user id) which we remove in order to
keep user anonymity. We keep the user ids as a reference if
the account changes status (deactivation/suspension) and the
user id no longer provides personal information.

Motivation. In order to shed light on the discourse on so-
cial media regarding the Russo-Ukrainian war, on the Twit-
ter suspension mechanism, and build a bot detection system,
we initially retrieve a dataset from Twitter API. The authors
create the dataset, but due to anonymity reasons, we cannot
refer to specific names or the projects that funded them.

Composition. The instances are 9.8M anonymized Twit-
ter users and 107.7M anonymized messages. We consider
that the dataset covers completely the Russo-Ukrainian War
since we base its collection on the complete set of related
HTs. The instances contain JSON data as returned from
Twitter API along with a suspended flag of each account.
The instances compose a network of relations in the Twitter
graph. As indicated in the section methodology, the dataset
is split into train and test sets. There are no indications of
noise and no redundancies in the dataset. The dataset con-
tains publicly available anonymized data from Twitter with
no offensive content or sensitive information.

Collection Process. As mentioned in the methodology the
dataset was retrieved by Twitter API based on related HTs

initiated on 23/2/2022 until today, with no ethical review
processes, not from individuals.

Preprocessing/cleaning/labeling. These procedures are
described in the dataset section and the preprocessed data
was saved internally, which will be available after accep-
tance of the paper.

Uses. The dataset was used in a parallel study and details
cannot be revealed due to the double-blind review process.
Also, it could be used for further Twitter analysis. The com-
position of the dataset may impact future uses only in case
Twitter alters data sharing policy.

Distribution. The dataset will be available, after paper ac-
ceptance under its legal terms, with no third parties, imposed
IP-based restrictions, and no export controls or other regula-
tory restrictions, except Twitter’s sharing and access policy.

Maintenance. The dataset files will be shared and the au-
thors will be available for contact via the link of an online
service, with no further updates after uploading, after the
publication of the study. In case of a potential extension
please contact the authors.

AAAI Ethics and Diversity (AAAI 2023) We conform
with the following paragraphs regarding:

GENERAL ETHICAL PRINCIPLES 1.1 Contribute to
society and to human well-being, acknowledging that all
people are stakeholders in computing; 1.2 Avoid harm; 1.3
Be honest and trustworthy; 1.4 Be fair and take action not to
discriminate; 1.5 Respect the work required to produce new
ideas, inventions, creative works, and computing artifacts.;
1.6 Respect privacy; 1.7 Honor confidentiality.

2. PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES 2.1 Strive
to achieve high quality in both the processes and products
of professional work; 2.2 Maintain high standards of profes-
sional competence, conduct, and ethical practice; 2.3 Know
and respect existing rules pertaining to professional work;
2.4 Accept and provide appropriate professional review; 2.5
Give comprehensive and thorough evaluations of computer
systems and their impacts, including analysis of possible
risks; 2.6 Perform work only in areas of competence; 2.7
Foster public awareness and understanding of computing,
related technologies, and their consequences; 2.8 Access
computing and communication resources only when autho-
rized or when compelled by the public good; 2.9 Design and
implement systems that are robustly and usably secure.

3. PROFESSIONAL LEADERSHIP PRINCIPLES 3.1
Ensure that the public good is the central concern during all
professional computing work; 3.2 Articulate, encourage ac-
ceptance of, and evaluate fulfillment of social responsibili-
ties by members of the organization or group; 3.3 Manage
personnel and resources to enhance the quality of working
life; 3.4 Articulate, apply, and support policies and processes
that reflect the principles of the Code; 3.5 Create opportuni-
ties for members of the organization or group to grow as
professionals; 3.6 Use care when modifying or retiring sys-
tems; 3.7 Recognize and take special care of systems that
become integrated into the infrastructure of society;



4. COMPLIANCE WITH THE CODE 4.1 Uphold, pro-
mote, and respect the principles of the Code; 4.2 Treat vio-
lations of the Code as inconsistent with membership in the
AAAI.

Conclusions and Future Work
In this study, we investigate the ability to create a generic
model able to accurately detect Twitter bot accounts. For
this purpose, we select a well-known feature category that
provides accounts agnostics for most known bot accounts
such as age, activity density and etc. Initially, we collect a
high volume of normal and bot accounts that are labeled ac-
cording to the Twitter suspension mechanism ground truth.
In order to reduce the noise of our data, we monitor the
Twitter suspension mechanism and keep only the accounts
that were suspended for more than 6 months. This approach
allows us to reduce the noise of the original data. The de-
veloped model BotArtist performs accurate predictions of
bot accounts based only on 27 features, in comparison with
Botometer which requires 1,209 features for proper predic-
tion (Sayyadiharikandeh et al. 2020). Furthermore, in com-
parison with two real-case scenario datasets, our model not
only achieves similar performance but also manages to out-
perform the Botometer with an average 11% higher ROC-
AUC score over the two datasets. In addition, our proposed
methodology does not require any access to Twitter API.
The research community can provide already collected user-
profiles and our model could provide an accurate prediction
without any additional information. Besides the model cre-
ation, we also provide a decision explanation and present
the most important features that push the model decision to-
ward the final prediction via SHAP values. For future work,
we look forward to providing a fully working API for fur-
ther academical usage of our model, in addition to pipeline
source code and datasets utilized in this paper. We believe
that sharing of created method will allow other researchers
not only to utilize but also improve our model.
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