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Abstract. The study of Greek papyri from ancient Egypt is fundamen-
tal for understanding Graeco-Roman Antiquity, offering insights into
various aspects of ancient culture and textual production. Palaeogra-
phy, traditionally used for dating these manuscripts, relies on identifying
chronologically relevant features in handwriting styles yet lacks a unified
methodology, resulting in subjective interpretations and inconsistencies
among experts. Recent advances in digital palaeography, which leverage
artificial intelligence (AI) algorithms, have introduced new avenues for
dating ancient documents. This paper presents a comparative analysis
between an AI-based computational dating model and human expert
palaeographers, using a novel dataset named Hell-Date comprising se-
curely fine-grained dated Greek papyri from the Hellenistic period. The
methodology involves training a convolutional neural network on visual
inputs from Hell-Date to predict precise dates of papyri. In addition,
experts provide palaeographic dating for comparison. To compare, we
developed a new framework for error analysis that reflects the inherent
imprecision of the palaeographic dating method. The results indicate
that the computational model achieves performance comparable to that
of human experts. These elements will help assess on a more solid basis
future developments of computational algorithms to date Greek papyri.

Keywords: Greek papyri · Computational dating · Palaeography · Error
analysis · Human comparison.

1 Introduction

Greek papyri preserved thanks to the dry climate of Egypt represent an unpar-
alleled primary source for the study of Graeco-Roman Antiquity. These texts,
which cover a wide range of contents from documentary testimonies (contracts,
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letters...) to literary works, play a crucial role in our understanding of ancient cul-
ture in general and of handwriting evolution and book production in particular.
A rough classification of papyri divides them between documentary and literary
texts: while the former are usually written in fast, informal cursive scripts, the
latter use formal scripts, i.e. slow, detached and easy-to-read, sometimes calli-
graphic scripts which received the designation of "book hands". Regardless of
the type of papyrus, the informational value of such manuscripts significantly
increases when their dating can be established. Sometimes, it is possible to as-
sign them a date thanks to textual or archaeological evidence; when such clues
are lacking, researchers resort to palaeography to estimate an approximate and
broad date for their production.

Palaeographers operate under the assumption that writing styles share some
features among coeval specimens and gradually change over time. For dating,
scholars use a comparative technique: a date is proposed by comparison with
other previously dated samples, preferably but not necessarily with objectively
dateable papyri. Although multiple palaeographers identify some specific writing
features as chronologically significant, to date, no unified methodology is consen-
sual among experts. This results in a situation where each palaeographer is free
to focus on aspects of writing they deem most significant. Moreover, even when
common features can be identified, they are rarely objectively measurable or cal-
culable [5,6,12,16,15]. This palaeographical method, heavily relying on personal
expertise that can be acquired from a long acquaintance with manuscripts, is
open to many uncertainties, if not errors, and is indisputably difficult to commu-
nicate. This explains the regular occurrence of conflicting results among different
experts [12,16,7].

Recently, digital palaeography has introduced sophisticated techniques, in-
cluding image analysis using artificial intelligence (AI) algorithms. However, in-
terpreting the results obtained from such techniques requires caution, as the
features used for making a decision in trained models may differ from those
relevant to human experts.

In this work, we aim to provide a dating framework for Greek papyri that
incorporates the inherent imprecision of chronological attribution only based on
handwriting. To this end, we have:

1. compiled a new dataset, named Hell-Date, composed of images of papyri
whose exact year of writing is established thanks to unequivocal internal
evidence;

2. evaluated the performance of a convolutional neural network trained on
visual inputs, specialised in dating ancient documents when applied to a
dataset characterised by precise and granular dating (Hell-Date);

3. set an experiment based on the network pipeline to evaluate the results of
the model compared with that of expert scholars;

4. adopted metrics that integrate the chronological imprecision inherent to the
method to analyse the error.
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2 Related Works

Various techniques have been applied in the past to the challenge of dating
ancient documents using computational methods, changing according to factors
such as document type, language, and historical period.

In the literature, diverse standard Machine Learning techniques have been
tried. Dhali et al. [10] used a Support Vector Regressor-based technique to date a
collection of 595 Dead Sea Scrolls written in the Hebrew alphabet, ranging from
250 to 135 BCE, through feature extraction from manuscript scripts. Adam et
al. [1] proposed a sparse representation-based method to date historical hand-
written Arabic manuscripts, employing a K-nearest neighbour (KNN) approach.
Some methodologies rely on textual analysis for dating, as Baledent et al. [3],
who introduced a dataset that features numerous ancient documents in French
and used decision trees and random forests at both character and token levels.

Noteworthy advancements have emerged from techniques rooted in convolu-
tional networks and Deep Learning models. Li et al. [13] presented an approach
using convolutional neural networks (CNNs) alongside text features extracted
via optical character recognition for estimating the publication date of histor-
ical English printed documents from the 15th to the 19th century. Cloppet et
al. [8] and Seuret et al. [21] propose competitions whose tasks include dating
manuscripts and printed material from the medieval ages. Hamid et al. [11]
leveraged pre-trained CNNs to date images of medieval Dutch cards from the
14th to the 16th century, with a focus on image fragments. Wahlberg et al. [23]
proposed a deep learning methodology for dating pre-modern handwritten doc-
uments, achieving results comparable to human experts on a dataset comprising
over 10,000 medieval Swedish cards.

While various methodologies have been explored across different languages
and historical periods, fewer studies have focused on texts written on papyrus
in ancient Greek. Pavlopoulos et al. [19] experimented on dating Greek papyri
analysing textual contents using regression methodologies. One of the first ap-
proaches to dating Greek papyrus images via convolutional networks was taken
by Paparrigopoulou et al. [17], reporting an average dating error of more than a
century. Subsequent work by Pavlopoulos et al. [20], focusing on literary papyri
from the Roman period (1st - 4th CE), demonstrated improved accuracy through
a segmentation strategy. The authors showed that segmenting to line level rather
than working at the whole document level reduces the average dating error.

3 The Methodology

3.1 Datasets

The New Hell-Date Dataset Hell-Date is a dataset composed of 187 images
of 155 papyri written in Greek and dated to the Hellenistic period (from the late
4th to the 1st c. BCE)4. These texts are securely dated, i.e. they contain textual
4 The dataset is accessible at the following link: https://d-

scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/.

https://d-scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/
https://d-scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/
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evidence that points to the exact year in which they were written - usually the
mention of the date somewhere in the text. For instance, the papyrus TM 244
shown in Figure 1 is a contract in which the first 3 lines of column 2 explicitly
mention that it was written in the 17th year of reign of King Ptolemy Alexander
and Queen Berenice, the fourth day of the month Mecheir 5. This date, converted
into the modern system, corresponds to February 17, 97 BCE.

Fig. 1. Image of the papyrus TM 244 = P.Lond. III 1208 = P.Lond. inv. 1208. Image
courtesy of the British Library. The first 3 lines of column 2 translate: "When Ptolemy,
also known as Alexander, and Berenice, his sister, the mother-loving gods, are reigning
for the 17th year, under the priests and priestesses and the canephoros which are in
charge, day 4 of the month Mecheir, in Pathyris, under the notary Ammonios".

Several dating systems are used in Hellenistic papyri, and none, as expected,
strictly aligns with our modern Gregorian calendar [2,4,18]. It is thus impossible
to give one Gregorian year of writing for some papyri; for instance, papyrus
TM 121853 was written in the month of Audnaios of the 18th year of reign of
king Ptolemy II, which corresponds to a period from late December 268 to late
January 267 BCE. In these cases, less than twenty in the full dataset, we have
given both years in the dataset metadata but used arbitrarily the oldest year for
the purposes of this paper.

Restricted to the Hellenistic period (from -310 to -3), Hell-Date was selected
on purpose to have an even distribution with about 50 documents per century.
These texts are written in so-called "documentary hands", i.e. fast scripts that
5 Papyri are cited according to Trismegistos (TM) Numbers, for which cf. [9] and
https : //www.trismegistos.org/about_how_to_cite.php.

https://www.trismegistos.org/about_how_to_cite.php
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prioritise speed over legibility and aesthetics. Such scripts are often cursive,
present ligatures and can be hard to read.

The images incorporated within the dataset originate from diverse online col-
lections and resources undergoing digitisation over a span exceeding two decades,
using distinct imaging protocols that are not documented6. Consequently, they
exhibit considerable property variations, notably about scaling to actual size,
colour capture, resolution, and bit depth. Moreover, due to the condition of
the original papyrus, these images may exhibit noise, including surface damage,
empty spaces, and delineations marking the papyrus edges. An example of such
problems can be seen in Figure 1, where there are stains and holes on the sur-
face, empty spaces between columns and a modern frame with modern writing.
All the collected images were segmented into lines of text using the docExtrac-
tor segmentation tool [14] followed by a manual correction. Subsequently, lines
longer than twice the average length were further divided, while short lines that
contained only a few characters or single words were discarded. This process re-
sulted in clippings of text lines with comparable dimensions, without any layout
information such as column width or document size, and yielded a total of 8,230
images of text lines, with a peak of distribution in the late 2nd c. BCE.

Comparable dataset For comparison, we selected from the existing literature
the Papyri Literary Lines (PLL) dataset [20]. To the best of our knowledge, this
is the only existing dataset tailored for the task of dating Greek papyri, in this
case, from the Roman period. It is composed of 2,774 line images extracted from
159 images of Greek papyri, selected from the Collaborative Database of Dateable
Greek Bookhands; for details on the PLL dataset, one could refer to the original
publication.

The PLL dataset is different from Hell-Date. These papyri date between the
1st and the 4th c. CE. Their date can only be estimated with some approximation;
therefore, it is only given at a century level. The chronological distribution is
uneven, with a peak in the 2nd and 3rd c. CE. They are written in book hands, i.e.
formal scripts usually used for literary texts. These hands may present artificial
phenomena like archaism or fossilisation that can complicate their dating. Last,
the PLL dataset contains almost three times fewer line images than Hell-Date.
The characteristics of the two datasets are summarised in Table 1.

For the experiments, the datasets were partitioned such that 90% of the
document images were allocated to the training set, while the remaining 10%
were designated for the test set. Importantly, this division was performed at the
level of document image rather than the text line. This approach ensures that
no text line present in the test set originates from a document image used for
training. Following the construction of the test set, a validation set comprising
10% of the training data is extracted. At the end, the Hell-Date training set
comprises 7424 line images from 169 documents and the test set of 806 lines

6 For a list of these resources, see the online description of the dataset: https://d-
scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/dataset/.

https://classics.artsandsciences.baylor.edu/academics/greek-bookhands-database
https://classics.artsandsciences.baylor.edu/academics/greek-bookhands-database
https://d-scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/dataset/
https://d-scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/dataset/
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from 18 documents. Conversely, the PLL training set is composed of 2496 line
images from 146 documents, and the test set of 270 lines from 13 documents.

Table 1. Datasets overview.

Hell-Date PLL
Period Hellenistic Roman
Centuries 4th-1st BCE 1st-4th CE
Precision of Date to the Year to the Century
Type of Writing Cursive Hand Book Hand
N Documents 187 159
N Lines 8230 2774

3.2 The Computational Dating

The Model The convolutional network used in this study is referred to as
fCNN, originally introduced by Pavlopoulos et al. [20]7. The fCNN network
is presented in two versions: fCNNc as a classifier and fCNNr as a regressor.
Employing the model as a classifier requires a rigid discretisation of the time
axis to define distinct classes. However, the discretisation of time implies the
loss of granular information on exact dates. This conflicts with the primary
aim of achieving the most precise dating feasible, particularly considering the
granularity of chronological ground truth in the Hell-Date dataset. Therefore,
the fCNNr regressor version aligns well with our goals.

The model architecture consists of two Conv2D layers featuring 32 and 64
channels respectively, followed by a 3-layer feed-forward neural network culmi-
nating in a single output neuron responsible for date estimation. Convolutional
operations are defined by a kernel size of 5, stride of 1, zero padding, and sub-
sequent maximum pooling with a 2x2 window. The feed-forward component
processes a flattened representation obtained from the convolutional layers, se-
quentially reducing the neuron count to 1024 and then 512 before the final
date prediction. Each layer incorporates Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) activa-
tion functions. Functioning as a regression model, this network takes as input
the image of a handwritten text line and produces a single numerical output
representing the inferred date.

During the model training phase, data augmentation techniques are employed
to enhance network robustness. This involved random deletion of image frag-
ments with a probability of 0.5, replacing the pixel values with 0.5. Additionally,
images undergo transformations including Gaussian blur with a kernel size of 3
and random affine transformations up to 3rd degree. Furthermore, random crop-
ping and resizing are applied to each image while maintaining a 1:6 aspect ratio
to minimise excessive alteration of the manuscript content within the images.
7 The code published in the article is available at

https://github.com/ipavlopoulos/palit.

https://github.com/ipavlopoulos/palit
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Bearing in mind that the Hell-Date dataset provides a more granular ground
truth than PLL, we experimented with several scenarios with various combina-
tions of Hell-Date and PLL to evaluate the relevance of transfer learning on the
performance of computational dating.

First, we experimented with training and testing the network on Hell-Date
alone and on PLL alone. Second, initial training uses one dataset, and further
training uses the other one, testing on the last one. This means, in the first case
we train first on PLL and then we continue on Hell-Date and test on Hell-Date,
and in the second case, we train on Hell-Date, then on PLL and test on PLL.
Finally, we first merged the Hell-Date and the PLL training sets and then, we
trained the network on this combination. We tested on both test sets and on the
combination of test sets. As the PLL and Hell-Date datasets differ in size, we
explored the partial use of the larger dataset to maintain data balance in the
union dataset.

3.3 The Human Experts Dating

Expert scholars in the study of ancient manuscripts can ascertain the approxi-
mate age of documents based on the palaeographic analysis of handwritten text
fragments. In this study, we recruited five highly experienced scholars specialis-
ing in Hellenistic Greek papyri to participate in a dating assessment.

To arrange the experiment, we selected three lines from each document within
the Hell-Date test set. This number allows, on the one hand, reflecting the variety
and average preservation of the original document and, on the other hand, not
requiring too much time from the participants. We carefully selected lines that
do not contain any textual clue on the date of the text. We created a form
presenting the images in random order, asking the respondents to provide for
each line a dating interval expressed as two integers (starting and ending years of
the interval). The respondents were asked to be as specific in their dating as they
felt confident and to base themselves only on the appearance of the writing. They
only had one chance to fill out the form and were given thirty minutes to answer,
so that they could not try to identify in the literature the text from which the
line came. They were not asked to justify their dating. Although dating based
on lines is uncommon in traditional palaeography, the experiment was devised
as such to allow for comparability with the results of the computational model.

4 Results

In this section, we present the results of our experiments, beginning with the
results obtained through the computational dating method. Subsequently, we
provide the results obtained by the human experts.

4.1 Computational Dating

For training the various models, we employed Adam optimisation with a learn-
ing rate of 1e-3 and a batch size of 16. Training iterations extended up to 200
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epochs, implementing an early stopping policy with patience of 20 epochs. The
loss function employed throughout the training was the mean squared error. Re-
garding representation, floating point numbers are chosen to represent centuries,
such that the integer part represents the exact year (e.g. 1.50 corresponds to the
year 150). Consequently, Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and Mean Squared Error
(MSE) are adopted as the evaluation metric for error assessment.

Table 2 presents the Mean Absolute Error (MAE) and the Mean Squared
Error (MSE) when the network is trained and tested on the same dataset. Given
the larger dimension of the Hell-Date dataset compared to PLL, training exper-
iments were repeated with Hell-Date while considering different percentages of
the training set each time. As can be observed from the error reported in the
table, the network achieves a MAE of approximately 55 years for both datasets.
However, these outcomes are attained solely when using 100% of the available
data for training. Indeed, when the size of the training data between PLL and
Hell-Date is comparable (i.e. when approximately 35% of the Hell-Date training
set is considered), a larger error is noted on Hell-Date.

Table 2. Number of text line images for training, validation, test and results in terms
of MAE and MSE.

PLL Hell-Date Hell-Date Hell-Date Hell-Date
100% 100% 50% 35% 10%

Trainings Lines 2496 7424 3340 2338 667
Validation Lines 270 806 372 260 75
Test Lines 270 806 806 806 806
MAE 0.5418 0.5637 0.5923 0.6050 0.6446
MSE 0.5161 0.4922 0.5274 0.5776 0.5965

Can Transfer Learning Improve Performances? At this point, we proceed
to assess the feasibility of transferring learning between the two datasets. In
this context, our approach involves initially training the network on one of the
two distinct datasets before proceeding with additional training on the other
dataset. Table 3 displays the results achieved on the Hell-Date test set after
training conducted initially on PLL followed by training on Hell-Date. Table 4
exhibits the results on the PLL test set when the network undergoes training
initially with Hell-Date followed by training with PLL. Comparing the last tables
with the results in Table 2, it becomes evident that the transfer of learning
yielded marginal improvements in dating the Hell-Date test set, leading to a
slight decrease in both the MAE and the MSE. Conversely, there was a decline
in performance when evaluating the PLL documents.

Finally, we attempt to train the network by combining the two datasets.
In this experiment, training is conducted on a set comprising the union of the
training sets from the different datasets. Subsequently, the trained network is
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Table 3. Results in terms of MAE and MSE on Hell-Date test set when the network
is trained on PLL and further trained on a percentage of Hell-Date.

Hell-Date Hell-Date Hell-Date Hell-Date Hell-Date
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

MAE 9.9426 0.6452 0.6390 0.5357 0.5424
MSE 133.88 0.6568 0.6669 0.6669 0.4883

Table 4. Results in terms of MAE and MSE on PLL test set when the network is
trained on Hell-Date and further trained on a percentage of PLL.

PLL PLL PLL PLL PLL
0% 25% 50% 75% 100%

MAE 96.089 0.6505 0.5904 0.5857 0.5687
MSE 51342 0.6315 0.5689 0.5664 0.5362

assessed on the individual test sets of the two datasets as well as on the combined
test set. Given the considerable size discrepancy between the Hell-Date and
PLL test sets, we iterate the training process while adjusting the percentage
of Hell-Date used for fusion; the two training sets are fairly balanced when
considering approximately 35% of the Hell-Date training set. The outcomes of
this experiment are summarised in Table 5.

Table 5. Results in terms of MAE and MSE when the network is trained on the union
between PLL and Hell-Date

PLL Hell-Date Test Set Test Set Test Set
% % PLL Hell-Date PLL + Hell-Date

MAE MSE MAE MSE MAE MSE
100 100 1.0612 2.2559 0.7918 1.4973 0.8756 1.7332
100 50 0.8249 1.3885 0.9097 1.9220 0.8834 1.7560
100 35 0.9186 1.6376 0.9010 1.7588 0.9095 1.7211
100 10 0.7568 0.8545 1.2530 3.3185 1.0987 2.5512

As depicted in Table 5, the percentage used for Hell-Date significantly im-
pacts the results. The optimal results on the combined test sets are achieved
when employing 100% of both training sets, on the other hand, it is evident that
the error distribution is uneven across the two datasets. Notably, when the two
training sets are balanced in terms of size (approximately 35% of Hell-Date), the
errors on the two test sets are close. By comparing the results of Table 2, 3, 4,
and 5, it appears that merging the datasets does not bring any improvement:
the results are even the worst we obtained in all our experiments. The different
nature of the handwriting in the two datasets may explain this behaviour.
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4.2 The Human Experts Dating

As explained above, five expert scholars were provided with a form to date 54
line images (3 lines for each of the 18 images of the Hell-Date test set)8. Some
experts opted not to provide answers for specific images presented in the form. To
compute the MAE, for these unanswered entries, the error value corresponding
to the maximum error within the dataset was used as an answer. Table 6 presents
the MAE observed in the responses of each expert, along with the average error
calculated from the collective performances. Additionally, the table shows the
error calculated by disregarding the rows where the expert did not submit a
response.

Table 6. MAE obtained from the dating of the expert scholars, by including and
excluding empty answers.

Expert 01 02 03 04 05
MAE 1.27 0.41 2.28 0.48 0.62
MAE (excl. empty answers) 1.13 0.41 1.75 0.48 0.53
# empty answers 3 0 20 0 2

Given the variability in errors among different experts, one may wonder about
the extent of agreement across these experts. To address this inquiry, Table 7
presents some indices to measure the level of agreement between experts: the
Mean Pairwise MAE, the Mean Pairwise Spearman and Pearson Correlation,
and the Fleiss’ kappa index. The first is computed by calculating the MAE
considering the dates of one expert as truth and those of the others as predictions.
The second and third compute the correlations between any two experts and
average them. Finally, to compute the kappa index, it was necessary to discretise
the responses to enable the assignment of shared labels. To achieve this, the time
axis was discretised with a step size of 25 years. Subsequently, for each document,
a positive (1) or negative (0) label was assigned to each interval of the discretised
time axis based on the expert’s prediction, such that intervals covered partially or
totally by the prediction were set to 1, and intervals fully outside the prediction
to 0. As can be seen from the table, we can record a very slight agreement among
the experts, being the Mean Pairwise MAE high, the Mean Pairwise correlations
indices close to 0.5, and Fleiss’ Kappa slightly greater than zero.

5 Discussion

5.1 Error Analysis

In the context of automatic dating of historical documents, error is a significant
challenge to address. Analysis based on Mean Absolute Error may be limited, as
8 The values for individual respondents are accessible at the following link: https://d-

scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/.

https://d-scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/
https://d-scribes.philhist.unibas.ch/en/hell-date/
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Table 7. Indices to measure the agreement among experts.

Index Value
Mean Pairwise MAE 105.91
Mean Pairwise Spearman Corr 0.54
Mean Pairwise Pearson Corr 0.53
Fleiss’ Kappa 0.03

a writing style does not correspond to a single precise date, but rather to a time
interval that reflects the gradual process of handwriting evolution. To address
this challenge, we employed the method of the Error Time Window (ETW).
The ETW is defined as a rectangular window function Π, centred around the
production year of the document Y , characterised by a certain width α in terms
of time t expressed in years:

ETW = Π(αt− Y ) (1)

Using this window, we evaluate whether a prediction obtained by the neural
network falls inside or outside this range.

This approach enables the calculation of the Accuracy index (A(α)), repre-
senting the proportion of correct predictions compared to the total predictions
made for a given α width of the ETW:

A(α) =
P

P +N
(2)

Here, P (positive) represents correct predictions for each line, and N (negative)
indicates incorrect predictions relative to the defined time window. Figure 2
illustrates the accuracy trend as the size α of the ETW varies, considering the
model that performed best on the dating of the Hell-Date test set, which is the
one trained first on PLL then on Hell-Date.

We can interpret the results in terms of MAE presented in Table 3 by focusing
on the case where the ETW width equals the MAE. With an approximate MAE
of 55 years, the relative ETW spans approximately 110 years. Under this time
tolerance, the network correctly dates nearly 60% of the test documents. Notably,
Figure 2 shows that when the ETW width decreases to 50 years (α = 0.5), the
accuracy remains relatively stable at around 50%. This suggests that despite
the average error, the predictions are accurate for a significant proportion of
documents, so we can expect the network to give accurate estimations of the
century of production of handwriting.

Looking further at Figure 2, we observe that the network achieves an accuracy
of 1 only with an error window width equal to two and a half centuries (α = 2.5).
Given the vast breadth of this time interval, it is worth analysing further the error
distribution of the network predictions for single lines. The left plot in Figure 3
shows the time-axis distribution of the predictions for individual lines of each
document in the test set. Documents are chronologically ordered, starting on the
top with the most ancient. While some documents exhibit less precise dating,
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Fig. 2. Accuracy of the Hell-Date test set dating according to the size α of the ETW.

over half of the test cases display very accurate average predictions. Additionally,
there appears to be a trend towards greater precision when dating in the second
half of the 2nd c. BCE.

Fig. 3. Datings by fCNN (on the left) and the experts (on the right) a box plots per
document. The ground truth (actual date of writing) is indicated with an X.

5.2 Human-AI Comparison

To compare the outcomes achieved by both the expert scholars and the compu-
tational model, we use the MAE values obtained by the best-performing model
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and the ones of humans without excluding empty answers. To facilitate compari-
son, we report in the right plot of Figure 3 the error distribution made by expert
scholars for each document. Table 8 sums up the comparison, giving the MAE
and standard deviation σ of the predictions for each document, as committed
by both the computational model and the human experts. With the exception
of TM 1137 and 1536, the two most ancient documents in the test set, the com-
putational approach yields better results in terms of MAE while keeping a lower
standard deviation.

Table 8. Results (MAE and standard deviation σ) of the prediction for each document
for the AI model, the mean human experts, and the best-performing human expert.

AI-Model Human Experts Human Expert H2
TM MAE σ MAE σ MAE σ

TM1137 0.78 0.57 0.70 0.53 0.15 0.19
TM1536 0.47 0.34 0.14 0.34 0.21 0.47
TM1539 1.06 0.32 1.29 0.98 0.58 0.42
TM1579 0.94 0.39 1.09 0.61 0.24 0.25
TM5842 0.72 0.28 1.07 1.42 0.10 0.17
TM3283 0.52 0.65 1.59 1.43 0.09 0.24
TM3286 0.71 0.39 0.81 0.82 0.20 0.25
TM8808 0.84 0.28 1.27 1.28 0.29 0.50
TM3415 0.32 0.31 0.74 0.91 0.09 0.36
TM250 0.30 0.29 1.40 1.29 0.58 0.87
TM253 0.17 0.20 0.75 1.09 0.28 0.40
TM503 0.42 0.62 0.73 0.67 0.27 0.53
TM3682 0.19 0.29 1.03 1.10 0.39 0.43
TM56 0.25 0.31 0.91 1.20 0.37 0.60
TM3686 0.23 0.21 0.77 0.96 0.35 0.54
TM127 0.29 0.37 1.05 1.40 0.61 0.67
TM18497 0.92 0.43 1.39 1.74 1.17 0.75
TM13542 1.16 0.27 1.43 1.33 1.41 0.41

However, the results of the individual experts varied heavily. Therefore, we
produced Figure 4 summarising all results in terms of MAE. For the sake of
thoroughness, we included both MAE values with and without empty answers.
It is noticeable that while the computational model demonstrates superior per-
formance compared to the average human result, only two experts achieved sur-
passing the AI. The confidence of these experts is further visible by the fact that
they did not leave any empty answer.

At this point, it is relevant to directly compare the results of the compu-
tational model with those from the best expert (H2). Figure 5 shows the error
distribution for each. In general, the expert tends to give larger estimations
than the AI, as can also be seen for the σ and MAE values reported in Table 8.
Therefore, the ground truth falls in the two best quartiles in twelve cases com-
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Fig. 4. Comparison between human experts and AI Model performance.

pared to six cases for the computational model. This fact suggests that even
the best-performing human tends to give a larger time span in order to increase
the probability that the ground truth falls in the given range. Moreover, the
human has a less marked tendency to date papyri in the 2nd c. BCE than the
computational approach.

Fig. 5. Comparison between computational model performance (left) and best-
performing Human Expert (right).

To look more deeply at the differences, we had a look at some of the papyri
in the test set. The best-performing human dates better documents from the 3rd

c. BCE. Compared to them, fCNNr poorly performed in dating these early doc-
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uments and tended to attribute them to the following century. Although not all
humans outperformed the AI model in dating documents from the 3rd c. BCE, it
is clear from the human mean that experts usually correctly date one document:
TM 1536. This papyrus is written in a style that is well studied in papyrological
scientific literature, the so-called Alexandrian chancery style [5, 26–31], a fact
that could explain the good results of human experts. The machine outperforms
the best human for documents dated in the late 2nd c. BCE, TM 503, 253 and
250. These three papyri come from an ensemble of papyri penned by the same
two writers, a man called Dryton and his son Esthladas (see [22]). Papyri from
the same ensemble are present in the training set. The high precision of the
model in dating these three documents suggests that scribal identification may
play a role in the dating process. In the case of TM 253, the papyrus is today
divided into two fragments, one preserved in London, the other in Heidelberg.
The image of the London fragment was in the training set, and the image of
the Heidelberg one was in the test set. One may suggest that, despite the dif-
ference in preservation and digitisation of the two fragments (for instance, in
the colour scale and brightness of the two images), the network managed to
identify identical scripts which led to a relatively precise prediction. Finally, for
the two most recent documents, TM 13542 and 18497, both the fCNNr net-
work and the best-performing human wrongly located them in the middle of
the possible time span. On the contrary, the average answer of human experts
correctly dated these documents. However, we noticed high uncertainty of the
human predictions and strong disagreement among the experts concerning these
two documents. Among our respondents, some had only expertise in Hellenistic
papyri and some in Hellenistic and Roman papyri. As these very late documents’
writing is close to Roman cursive scripts, the experts with knowledge of Roman
scripts may have been facilitated in dating those pieces compared to those with
exclusively Hellenistic expertise.

6 Conclusion

In this study, we introduced a novel, precisely dated dataset named Hell-Date.
We used fCNN to predict dates and observed only little improvement using
transfer learning. To evaluate the performance of dating models in the context
of historical documents, we propose a framework that incorporates the inherent
imprecision of the palaeographic dating method. It relates the accuracy of the
prediction with the size variation of the Error Time Window and integrates for
each document the variability of the prediction, providing an in-depth view of
the predictive capabilities of the model. The comparison with human results
shows that current models are already able to give results comparable to those
of experts. Future works will aim on the one hand at covering a larger time
period with a more numerous dataset and on the other hand at better defining
handwriting style similarities to provide new interpretations of their variety.
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