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Abstract. Die studies are fundamental to quantifying ancient mone-
tary production, providing insights into the relationship between coinage,
politics, and history. The process requires tedious manual work, which
limits the size of the corpora that can be studied. Few works have at-
tempted to automate this task, and none have been properly released and
evaluated from a computer vision perspective. We propose a fully auto-
matic approach that introduces several innovations compared to previous
methods. We rely on fast and robust local descriptors matching that is
set automatically. Second, the core of our proposal is a clustering-based
approach that uses an intrinsic metric (that does not need the ground
truth labels) to determine its critical hyper-parameters. We validate the
approach on two corpora of Greek coins, propose an automatic implemen-
tation and evaluation of previous baselines, and show that our approach
significantly outperforms them.

Keywords: Die studies · Image matching · Clustering

1 Introduction

The quantification of ancient monetary production helps understand the mint
outputs and the relationship between coinage, politics and history [4]. This quan-
tification primarily relies on die studies, which compare each coin in a series (with
the same types) to determine the number of engraved tools (the dies) used to
strike coins. Using statistical models [6, 10], it is then possible to estimate the
number of dies used for each series and, consequently, the volume of coin pro-
duced. However, comparing each coin to the others in a corpus is a long and
tedious manual work, which grows quadratically O(N2) with the size N of the
corpus, limiting current dies studies to a few thousand coins. An automatic ap-
proach to conducting die studies would not only offer an appreciable gain of time
but also open up prospects for larger-scale studies.

The first attempt in that direction is CADS [37], a semi-automatic approach
which consists in extracting ORB local descriptors at keypoints [35] in each
image, deriving a similarity matrix then performing hierarchical clustering to
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(a) Die 24 (b) Die 24 (c) Die 52

Fig. 1: Differences between coins from different dies, Paphos [30]. Coins 27 (1a) and
28 (1b) were struck by the same die, while coin 95 (1c) was struck from a different one.

identify some groups that may correspond to the coins struck by the same die.
However, the approach requires two manual operations, for filtering the key-
points and for determining the threshold used to form the final groups. Another
promising approach for automated die studies is Riedones3D [16] but it requires
3D-scanning every coin beforehand. The need for a 3D-Scanner is self-limiting,
as it would in practice be very tedious to deploy at large scale for the millions
of coins available.

In this paper, we propose a fully automated method for conducting die stud-
ies on low-resolution RGB images. Our approach involves extracting robust and
fast deep learning features from coins, which are then filtered using a Random
Sample Consensus method that operates without requiring hyperparameter set-
tings. Subsequently, the matches between coins are used to construct a graph,
and the coins are clustered using a graph clustering algorithm. To determine the
crucial hyperparameter for graph clustering, we propose to rely on the intrinsic
structural consistency of potential partitions. As a result, this method operates
entirely without human intervention.

Our approach is evaluated on two die studies and compared to an automated
version of CADS. It exhibits significantly better performance, while remaining
fast: a die study on thousands of coins can be achieved in a couple of hours,
while it takes several weeks for historians of antiquity. The code and models are
made publicly available4, not only for the sake of reproducibility, but also to be
used by numismatists for their future die studies.

2 Related Works

Automatic and semi-automatic Die Studies While most automated coin analysis
systems are focused on coin types recognition [7,24] and corpus analysis [8], some
works tackle the problem of automating die studies. The seminal contribution in
this direction is CADS [37]. It consists in extracting keypoints descriptors for ev-
ery coin using ORB [35] and finding the corresponding matches. From these, they
4 project page: https://cea-list-lasti.github.io/projects/studies/studies.html

https://cea-list-lasti.github.io/projects/studies/studies.html
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construct a pairwise dissimilarity measure upon the descriptors, and perform an
agglomerative clustering algorithm [19] using this measure. The clusters obtained
correspond to the coins struck by a same die. However, CADS is semi-automatic,
as it requires human intervention at preprocessing and clustering stages. In a
preprint [15], Heinecke et al . propose an automated (“unsupervised”) approach
based on a similar pipeline as CADS, with Gaussian process keypoint extraction
and a Bayesian distance microclustering algorithm [29]. However, their code is
only partially released, which makes it hard to reproduce their results. Our ap-
proach differs from both these works, with the use of more efficient deep learning
local features and a fully automatic clustering method.

The Riedones3D approach [16] exhibits promising results for automated die
studies, relying on 3D-scanning every coin of the corpus. It is nevertheless limited
in practice since it requires to re-scan every corpus with 3D-scan, while our
approach relies on the RGB images of the coins, which are easier to acquire and
generally already produced by numismatists for their die studies.

Coin recognition Coin image classification and recognition is a quite well-established
task in computer vision, historically addressed with traditional segmentation ap-
proaches [36, 41]. More recently, Joshi et al . proposed a hybrid approach com-
bining SVM and neural networks to identify small parts of manufactured objects
and applied it to Indian coin recognition [18]. The neural network is nevertheless
a classical feed-forward network that processes handmade visual feature vectors,
as an alternative to the SVM. In the same vein Fonov and Ksenia also used
a two-layer feed-forward neural network with visual features designed by hand
such as filtered version of the coin image [12]. A more elaborated approach was
proposed [2] which relies on two convolutional networks that directly learn the
features from the image in accordance with the deep learning principles. They
proposed to pool the features extracted by both neural networks with a bilinear
pooling layer and added an attention layer to emphasize the salient features. This
method has been applied to an image dataset of the Roman Republican coins
that contains more than 18,000 images and obtained good performances of coin
recognition. More generally, computer tools can be used to assist numismatists
in the processing and analysis of large corpora of coins semi-automatically [8].
Recognizing a coin image nevertheless differs from the task we address in this
paper, since the recognition of the die that is common to several coins requires
distinguishing finer details.

Image Matching The goal of image matching is to find matching keypoints from
a pair of images of the same instance (object or building) taken with different
conditions (luminosity, orientation...). Traditional image matching techniques
use classic keypoints detectors [14] with independent descriptors [23, 35]. The
lack of link between keypoints detection and descriptions leading to limited per-
formance, more recent approaches adopted a joint detection and description [39].
Learned feature matchers [9, 17, 22] have shown remarkable improvements both
in terms of accuracy and robustness. In addition, some recent techniques have
shown promising results by performing joint segmentation and matching [42].
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Fig. 2: Overview of the method

Lately, complex network architectures lead to a massive increase in runtime, yet
speed becomes an important objective for modern approaches [31].

However, the task we address differs from the image matching one. While the
latter aims at finding the matches between two images of the same instance, we
consider a pair of images of two different instances of coins. We aim at identifying
latent common properties, namely the fact that they were struck by the same
die. Although the point of view and the illuminating conditions are usually more
regular than in traditional image matching tasks, the two instances differ due to
differentiated wear and tear of both coins and dies.

3 Method

We adopt a general pipeline similar to the one proposed in CADS, that comprises
two main stages (see Figure 2). First, we extract matches from every pair of
images from a collection in order to build a pairwise similarity matrix. Then, we
perform a clustering using this similarity matrix to get a partition corresponding
to the dies.

3.1 Coin (dis)similarities

Similarly to the way numismatists compare coins in die studies, we look for
matching features from every pair of coins. Differing from previous works [15,37],
we use deep-learning matches, namely XFeat [31]. XFeat is an image matching
technique that obtains remarkable results on image matching benchmarks [20,
28], while being extremely fast, yet able to satisfy the need of time-gain required
for larger-scale die-studies. An important hyperparameter is topk, the maximum
number of regions to consider for matching. As XFeat is trained on SfM tasks
such as relative camera pose estimation, retraining it on coins (all taken from
the same position above coins) would not make sense. We thus use pretrained
weights, learnt from a blend of Megadepth [20] and synthetically warped COCO
[21].

Most image matching techniques - including XFeat - are designed to find
matching keypoints between two images from a same object or building, while
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being robust to changes in orientation or luminosity. Here, we analyze different
coin instances, with the hypothesis that coins from the same die must have
similar structures. We expect the keypoints detector to be robust with regard to
the preservation state of coins, die wear or the way coins were struck.

In some cases, in particular when matching images from different coin in-
stances, we could have irrelevant matches: matches sometimes occur in the back-
ground of the image, or on wear traces, mostly on the edge of coins. CADS [37]
tackles this problem by filtering out the edges of the coins. However, this ap-
proach requires a human intervention to select the coin region to consider, which
is not viable on large datasets. Moreover, important keypoints could still be near
the edges of a coin. Totally cutting them off could lead to a performance loss.

We use the RANSAC-based MAGSAC++ [3] for filtering inlier matches from
outliers. Assuming noise σ follows an uniform distribution, it fits an homography
estimation via Iteratively Reweighted Least Square. At each step, the weights
for each sample are recomputed from the marginalized over σ likelihood of a
sample being an inlier (σ-consensus). Once the model has converged, we keep
the matches that are identified as inliers. MAGSAC++ is robust, and does not
require a user-defined threshold over σ to consider a sample as an outlier.

The number of filtered matches between two coins can then be interpreted
and handled as a similarity measure. Then, repeating the process for every pair
of coins in a collection produces a pairwise similarity matrix M . We derive a
pairwise dissimilarity matrix as D = max(M) − M , better suited for further
analysis. Other decreasing functions were tested to derive D from M , without
noting significant difference in our experimental results.

3.2 Adaptive Graph Label Propagation

We construct a graph G which nodes correspond to each coin of the considered
corpus. Two nodes are connected if the number of matches between correspond-
ing coins exceeds a threshold τ . When τ is chosen appropriately, coins should be
connected only if they were struck by the same die. This approach of using an
unweighted graph aligns more closely with traditional die studies.

To obtain our final partition, we perform graph clustering (or community
extraction) over G, using the Label Propagation Clustering algorithm [32]. This
approach first assigns a unique label to each node. It then iteratively updates
each node’s label to the most common label among its neighbors, processing
nodes in a random order until convergence.

To determine the optimal threshold τ∗, we compute the partitions corre-
sponding to every possible value of τ . For each of them, we compute the Sil-
houette Coefficient [34] that does not require ground truth clustering and only
evaluates the coherence of the inner structure of a partition, given a dissimilarity
measure. For a sample xi that is in the kth cluster Ck, it assesses whether it is
closer to the other samples of its own cluster, or to the next-nearest cluster. We
consider the value

s(xi) =
b(xi)− a(xi)

max(a(xi), b(xi))
(1)
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With a(xi) = 1
|Ck|−1

∑
xj∈Ck,xj ̸=xi

D(xi, xj) the average distance to same-
cluster samples, and b(xi) = minl ̸=k

1
Cl

∑
j∈Cl

D(xi, xj) the average distance to
next-nearest cluster samples. The Silhouette Coefficient of a whole dataset is
then the average of s(.) for all samples in the dataset.

The Silhouette Coefficient ranges from -1 to 1, with scores around zero for
overlapping clusters, and close to 1 for dense and separated clusters, which are
properties that the optimal partition should satisfy. Finally, we keep the parti-
tion that has the highest Silhouette Coefficient. The resulting Adaptive Graph
Label Propagation (AGLP) approach thus allows to determine the groups that
correspond to each die without any manual hyperparameter setting.

4 Experiments

4.1 Baseline: a fully automatic CADS approach

In order to compare our approach to previous works, we reproduce the CADS
model [37], with some adaptations to make the model fully automated, since the
original model requires manual operations:

– CADS only considers matches within a user-defined circle, in order to filter
out edges. Human intervention is needed because the optimal radius of the
circle varies from one coin to another. Since this process is not suited for
automation, we ignore this filtering step in our fully automatic version of
the model;

– CADS builds a hierarchy between coins with agglomerative nesting [19], but
does not automatically decide where to cut it to build a partition, leaving
the decision to the user.

We propose a first baseline CADS − AG∗ that reproduces the semi-automatic
approach CADS with a human user able to find the best possible cut for the
automatic clustering. The second baseline is actually automatic, using a HDB-
SCAN clustering from the pairwise distance matrix, with a minimum cluster size
of 2 (CADS −HDBSCAN).

4.2 Evaluation framework

Datasets We perform the evaluation on two collections of coins, with their
associated die analysis : the Paphos [30] and Tanis 1986 [11] collections, with
respectively 2484 and 295 coins. We consider the coin images at a resolution of
288 × 288 pixels for Paphos, and 480 × 512 for Tanis 1986. In [37], the CADS
model was evaluated on a subset of 200 coins of the Paphos collection.

Since only a small proportion of coins from Antiquity have been found to
this day, coins follow uneven distributions across dies on both collections (Figure
3). For example, 249 out of 2484 coins from the Paphos collection (9.98%) are
singletons - the only ones to correspond to their respective die. Also note that
we only consider the obverse of each coin (not the reverse). For manufacturing
reasons (mostly for Greek coins), the reverse die used to break more often, leading
to 1856 (74.7%) singletons on the Paphos collection.
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Fig. 3: Distribution of number of coins per die, Paphos

Metrics We aim to find the partition of a collection separating coins upon
dies. To evaluate the results, we use three standard external clustering validity
measures, that evaluate the similarity between two partitions U and V . All those
metrics range from zero to one and are maximized for similar partitions.

The Adjusted Rand Index (ARI) [40] is based on the Rand Index (RI) that
evaluates the proportion of sample pairs that are correctly partitioned, adjusted
for chance against unbalanced clusters.

ARI =
RI − E[RI]

max(RI)− E[RI]

Similarly, the Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI) [27] is an adjusted version
of the Mutual Information (MI) in an Information Theory sense. In the general
case, AMI and ARI are often close, but AMI is supposed to be more relevant
when the ground truth is unbalanced [33]. Noting H(.) the Shannon Entropy,
the AMI of two partitions U and V is defined by :

AMI(U, V ) =
MI − E[MI]

mean(H(U), H(V ))− E[MI]

Lastly, the Fowlkes-Mallows Index (FMI) [13] is the geometric mean of pair-
wise Precision and Recall, and is generally more relevant with noisy data or unre-
lated partitions. We also report pairwise Precision and Recall, since a significant
difference between both could help explaining poor results in some cases.
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4.3 Performance on Die Studies

We present a comparison of our model with the fully automatic CADS model [37]
on the datasets Paphos and Tanis (Table 1). We first observe that, in the CADS
approach, the HDBSCAN clustering performs better than the best obtainable
result with the agglomerative nesting algorithm that was used in [37]. We also
note that our method clearly outperforms CADS over every evaluation measure
on both datasets, with most metrics above 0.90.

While the performances are much higher than CADS, some differences remain
in comparison to die studies conducted by humans. The fraction of dies that are
correctly identified among all those that should have been identified is reflected
by the recall. The fraction of dies correctly identified among all those that have
been identified is reflected by the precision. Since the number of dies is usually
quite small in practice, a manual inspection of the identified groups can be
conducted, leading to improved precision. However, the errors in terms of recall
remain problematic since fixing them requires to inspect the full collection, thus
losing the benefits of automation.

Table 1: Die study results on the Paphos collection

Paphos Tanis
Approach AMI ARI FMI Prec. Rec. AMI ARI FMI Prec. Rec.

CADS-HDBSCAN 0.747 0.678 0.703 0.914 0.540 0.532 0.437 0.471 0.674 0.329
CADS −AG∗ 0.664 0.483 0.517 0.742 0.360 0.499 0.382 0.445 0.769 0.258
Ours 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.974 0.981 0.920 0.908 0.909 0.932 0.888

4.4 Ablation and Analysis

On the use of Silhouette to find the optimal threshold As outlined in
Section 3.2, we use the Silhouette Coefficient to establish a threshold for the
number of matches, which allows us to transform coin similarities into a graph,
on which we apply the Label Propagation algorithm. In this section, we aim to
experimentally validate the relevance of this choice.

To achieve this, we compute partitions for every possible threshold and plot
their Adjusted Mutual Information (AMI), Adjusted Rand Index (ARI), and
Fowlkes-Mallows Index (FMI). These metrics help us evaluate the quality of
the resulting clusters compared to the ground truth. Additionally, we assess the
internal coherence of the clusters using the Silhouette Coefficient. The results of
this study on the Paphos dataset are presented in Figure 4.

We observe that all the metrics have very similar variations through different
thresholds and are correlated to the Silhouette Coefficient. More precisely, if we
compute the Pearson correlations of AMI, ARI and FMI with the Silhouette
Coefficient, we obtain respective correlations of 0.973, 0.951 and 0.952 and the
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Fig. 4: Quality of Die study from matches threshold on the Paphos dataset. We observe
a posteriori that the Silhouette Coefficient (without ground truth) is reliable to identify
a threshold which leads to good results according to several metrics (ARI, AMI and
FMI reflect the quality of the partition in comparison to the ground truth).

threshold that maximizes the Silhouette also maximizes all the metrics. These
experimental results are also verified on the Tanis dataset and confirm the rele-
vance of the use of the Silhouette Coefficient to estimate automatically the best
threshold used to create the graph.

Comparison with other image matching models To extract the matches,
we chose the XFeat model for its recognized efficiency and effectiveness. In this
section, we compare this model with the RoMa model [9], which obtains state-of-
the-art results in numerous benchmarks [20,28] with the objective of estimating
the fundamental matrix between two images. This model estimates a dense warp
between two images of the same object and outputs pixel-level probabilities for
its dense warp. We consider a match above a certain threshold t.

From the results presented in Table 2, using RoMa matches instead of XFeat
causes severe clustering degradations for every tested confidence threshold t.
Especially with t ≤ 0.9, pairwise recall is much lower than with XFeat, mean-
ing that lots of coins from the same die are not considered connected in this
case. With t = 0.8, more than half of connected coins are from different dies.
These results show that even though RoMa is state-of-the-art on SfM tasks, it
is outperformed by XFeat for the task considered in this study, which consists in
quantifying matches between 2 different instances. Lastly, RoMa is much more
computationally expensive, thus longer to compute, taking 22 hours to compute
with two GeForce GTX TITAN X GPUs on the Tanis collection (295 coins),
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Table 2: Clustering upon RoMa matches, Tanis collection

Approach AMI ARI FMI Precision Recall

XFeat 0.920 0.908 0.909 0.932 0.888
RoMa, t = 0.8 0.727 0.530 0.563 0.426 0.743
RoMa, t = 0.9 0.745 0.699 0.709 0.793 0.634
RoMa, t = 0.95 0.742 0.702 0.724 0.905 0.580
RoMa, t = 0.99 0.539 0.506 0.584 0.993 0.344

while it took only 5 minutes with XFeat. Therefore, we do not report results
obtained with RoMa on the Paphos collection since it would take weeks of com-
putation, which would be as long as doing the work manually. Our (perfectible)
implementation of CADS required 2 days of calculations for Paphos and around
5 hours with our approach.

Comparison with other clustering algorithms To cluster coins from a
similarity matrix of matches, our proposed method uses graph clustering, namely
Label Propagation. In this section, we test our approach against other graph
clustering algorithms and against other clustering approaches, directly based on
the dissimilarity matrix or after projecting data in a Euclidean Space.

Graph Clustering Concerning graph clustering algorithms, we test using the
Louvain [5] and Leiden [38] algorithms. These methods aim at maximizing the
graph modularity, hence we use the same method to build a graph from a simi-
larity before clustering. We also test using the graph’s connected components as
cluster labels (noted “Connected” in Table 3).

Clustering from a dissimilarity matrix Given M a matrix of pairwise matches
between coins, we derive a dissimilarity matrix D = max(M) − M and per-
form hierarchical clustering upon D with HDBSCAN [25]. It builds a hierarchy
between samples from their density without making any assumption on the struc-
ture of clusters. Furthermore, it is able to output uneven partitions with outliers,
as die studies usually require. We use HDBSCAN with a minimum cluster size
of 2 and use outliers as singletons. Output clusters therefore have no minimum
size.

Projection to a Euclidean Space Another possibility is to project our coins into
a Euclidean Space before performing clustering. We use UMAP [26], a manifold
learning technique suited for clustering [1] that aims at preserving local more
than global structure of data. From the dissimilarity matrix D, it projects data
into n dimensions, with n a hyperparameter. Then, we perform clustering with
HDBSCAN over the projected coordinates to obtain a partition. In a similar
fashion as the method used to build a graph (subsection 3.2), the optimal number
of dimensions n∗ is determined using the Silhouette Coefficient of the partitions
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corresponding to every n in [2, 100]. Since UMAP is not fully deterministic, it
could lead to variations between different iterations. We thus report the average
of 5 runs in Table 3.

Table 3: Results with different clustering strategies

Clustering Paphos Tanis
Input Algorithm AMI ARI FMI AMI ARI FMI

Graph Label Propagation 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.920 0.908 0.909
Graph Louvain 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.920 0.908 0.909
Graph Leiden 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.920 0.908 0.909
Graph Connected 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.915 0.903 0.905
Dissimilarity HDBSCAN 0.966 0.967 0.967 0.917 0.900 0.902
Projection HDBSCAN 0.882 0.830 0.837 0.888 0.857 0.860

A first observation can be made that the method using UMAP projection
before HDBSCAN clustering in a Euclidean Space obtains the poorest clustering
performances. Even though UMAP is supposedly suited for clustering, it makes
an assumption on the “number of neighbors” a sample has. This approach is the
one that is the less adapted to our use-case.

Then, clustering with HDBSCAN from a dissimilarity matrix obtains much
higher results in every studied measure than projection methods. In particular,
its large improvement upon the projection-based method assesses that clustering
directly from a dissimilarity instead of using UMAP improves results for our case,
contrary to the general case. Finally, graph-based techniques seem to offer the
best clustering results on both datasets, with all of those methods reaching very
similar performances on the Paphos collection. The high AMI, ARI and FMI
obtained while using connected components as clusters labels seem to show that
clustering performance issues more from graph construction than from graph
clustering itself. This simple strategy obtains the highest results on Paphos. Yet,
its sensitivity to erroneous connections as well as its lower results with Tanis
should not make it a default choice. On both collections, Label Propagation,
Louvain and Leiden clustering obtain the same results, being the best solutions
regarding AMI, ARI and FMI. Note that Label Propagation is the fastest of
those three approaches, typically being 1.7× faster than Louvain, and 12.9×
than Leiden when computing every partition needed to determine the optimal
graph threshold (Figure 4).

Impact of Filtering matches As not all matches from XFeat are kept, we can
evaluate the importance of this filtering stage, both in terms of clustering perfor-
mances on known datasets (Table 4) and in terms of hyperparameter stability,
as it could be crucial on unknown datasets.

The main hyperparameter used for computing XFeat matches is topk, the
maximum number of regions of the image to consider for matching (also note
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Fig. 5: Variations of AMI on Tanis dataset upon the hyperparameter topk from Xfeat,
with and without filtering

that a higher topk induces a higher computational cost). In Figure 5 we represent
its importance towards AMI, with and without filtering.

Two observations can be made from these results. First, filtering consistently
increases clustering quality. Second, the AMI observes fewer variations through
different topk values when filtering matches (the difference between higher and
lower AMI on the studied range). Thus, filtering reduces the sensitivity to topk.
It can also be noted that AMI stabilizes for topk > 5000. For this reason we
use a default topk = 5000 that should obtain optimal results. On a hypothetical
unknown collection that would require topk > 5000, filtering would greatly limit
the negative impact of having a suboptimal value.

Table 4: Impact of the filtering of the matches (topk = 5000)

Approach Paphos dataset Tanis dataset
AMI ARI FMI Prec. Recall AMI ARI FMI Prec. Recall

Filter 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.975 0.981 0.920 0.908 0.909 0.932 0.888
No Filter 0.973 0.968 0.968 0.985 0.952 0.880 0.854 0.861 0.950 0.780

Summary of Ablation Studies To summarize the different experiments and
ablations, Table 5 enlightens the importance of the different aspects of our
method. The most severe degradation occurs when using RoMa matches instead
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of XFeat. Clustering from a graph using Label Propagation allows the high-
est scores regarding every studied metric on both datasets. Furthermore, using
MAGSAC++ to filter matches has more impact towards clustering performances
when clustering from a graph than from a dissimilarity matrix.

Table 5: Ablation on Paphos and Tanis datasets, highlighting the influence of key-
points matching (Xfeat or RoMa), MAGSAC++ filtering, and the clustering approach
we propose (AGLP) compared to HDBSCAN in various settings. Best results in bold
and second best underlined. Computing RoMa on Paphos was too computationally
expensive to be usable in practice.

Matching Filtering Clustering Paphos Tanis
AMI ARI FMI AMI ARI FMI

ours XFeat yes AGLP 0.981 0.978 0.978 0.920 0.908 0.909

ba
se

lin
es

XFeat no AGLP 0.973 0.968 0.968 0.880 0.854 0.861
XFeat yes HDBSCANdissim. 0.966 0.967 0.967 0.917 0.900 0.902
XFeat no HDBSCANdissim. 0.967 0.964 0.967 0.901 0.885 0.887
XFeat yes HDBSCANproj. 0.882 0.830 0.837 0.888 0.857 0.860
RoMa no AGLP - - - 0.742 0.702 0.724

5 Conclusion and Limitations

We proposed a fully automated solution for performing die studies. We did this
by using a fast and robust keypoint detector+descriptor to find matches between
every pair of coins. We then construct an optimal graph using intrinsic clustering
metrics, and perform simple graph clustering to extract a partition upon dies.
Our solution significantly improves on the state-of-the-art, and does not require
any human intervention in its process. While the errors of our approach in terms
of precision (less than 10%) can be further fixed manually (see subsection 4.3),
those in terms of recall remain problematic since fixing them requires to inspect
the full collection manually, thus losing the benefits of automation. For existing
die studies, which may not be perfect, our approach may help numismatists
to quickly refine the initial annotation by providing false positive and negative
samples to be re-examined (Figure 6).

Thanks to this automated approach which code is released, ancient historians
will be able to carry out die studies on a much larger scale, and thus deepen our
understanding of the ancient world. This will be particularly useful in the case
of civilizations for which die studies could not be completely carried out due
to the size of the available corpora, such as Athen, Aegina or Roman Empire.
This may also make it possible to study collections from several coin workshops
and make links that humans would have thought impossible or unlikely a priori.
However, the two corpora considered in this paper can be considered as quite
homogeneous, since all the coins are represented by RGB pictures with about the
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(a) False Positives (b) False Negatives

Fig. 6: Example of errors with our method. Pairs in 6a are found struck by the same
die by our approach while they are not. Pairs in 6b are found struck by different dies
when in fact the same die was used.

same size, illumination conditions, viewpoint and resolution. Other collections
likely to be the subjects of die studies can be much more heterogeneous when
the various coins have been captured by different historians (or individuals), at
different times, with different photo equipment. In some cases, all we have is
a scan of the negative of the original photo, or the one printed in a historical
research article, or even the image of a (plaster) mold of the coins or dies. The
proposed approach is likely to be much less effective in such cases, in particular
because the keypoints detector currently used is adapted to natural RGB images.
Matching such heterogeneous data is an ambitious challenge, but is necessary to
address die studies in all their diversity.
Acknowledgment this work was partially funded by the Agence Nationale de
la Recherche (ANR) for the STUDIES project ANR-23-CE38-0014-02.
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