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Where concepts strain the limits of human understanding, analogy is often employed, and analogy need not be limited to words: objects too can participate in making sense of the world through likening one entity to another. One such object forms the focus of this article—a small, portable ivory box in the form of a casket, from the fifth century, its surfaces carved in relief with scenes of the suffering, death, and resurrection of Christ (Fig. 1). The box was once comprised of four panels that are now separate and held at the British Museum (Fig. 2).1 Early Christians began increasingly to “think through” objects like this box as they endeavored to define the nature of Christ, and thus the relationship between matter and the divine, from the mid-fourth century onward.2 The box’s decorative program directly addressed the very issue of the incarnation of God in the material world in the person of Jesus. Furthermore, it may itself have formed a container or dwelling place for the uncontainable: it was, I argue, a vessel that carried the Eucharist—Christ present in consecrated bread. Here it illuminates how objects can engage in physical analogies to make sense of concepts that exceed the boundaries of words. 
Portable objects often create meaning through collaboration with the body that handles them.3 In the case of the box, kinaesthetic means were used to convey the mystery of the Incarnation: through its handling and manipulation, analogies were created between the box and Christ’s tomb, and between its ivory and Christ’s resurrected body, with the effect of closing the ontological gap between the representation and the represented, what Finbarr B. Flood has referred to as art’s “power to instantiate life rather than represent it.”4 For early Christians, God was immanent in the organic materials of the world, and so this ivory box could become a participant in, and communicator of, profound theological truths concerning the nature of God’s son, Jesus Christ.5 The idea of kinaesthetic analogy and its application to this box are intended to provide insights that can be applied to held objects in other contexts.6 It offers an additional hermeneutic tool for the interpretation of objects that mediate the conceptual and the abstract, or even the transcendent, by means of physical and material engagements, from spherical astrolabes and Japanese wabi-sabi tea wares to Etruscan ash urns and Russian matryoshka dolls. 
Collectively known now as the Maskell Passion Ivories, each of the four remaining panels of the box measures approximately 3 x 3⅞ in. (7.5 x 9.8 cm), with a depth that extends up to approximately ¾ in. (2 cm) in places. The similar size and facture of the panels indicate that they once belonged to the same object. Carved from elephantine ivory cut along the longitudinal axis of the tusk, each panel has a continuous pattern of lamellae—the series of thin layers in which the dentine was laid down—running across it. Seven scenes from the Passion cycle play out across the panels, constituting a sophisticated and unprecedented interpretation of the suffering, death, and resurrection of Christ. Derived from the Greek verb πάσχω/paschō (to suffer) and its Latin derivative, the noun passio, the Passion cycle refers to the events that led up to and culminated in Christ’s sacrificial death on the cross.7 
The cycle begins with Pontius Pilate, governor of the Roman province of Judaea, washing his hands with the help of a servant on a raised platform ( Fig. 3 ). The symbolic gesture, found only in Matthew’s Gospel, signified his refusal to accept responsibility for Christ’s Crucifixion, despite authorizing it at the request of the Jewish leaders in Jerusalem.8 Jesus then carries the cross to his death, aided by a man named Simon of Cyrene who was enlisted to help.9 The final scene on the first plaque shows the fearful apostle Peter denying that he knows Christ for a third and final time when questioned by a servant while warming himself by a brazier in the high priest’s courtyard, thus fulfilling Christ’s prediction that Peter would deny him three times before the rooster crowed.10 The servant points accusingly at Peter, and the rooster occupies the upper-right corner. The next plaque continues the narrative with a pendant pair of deaths: the suicide of the apostle Judas, who betrayed Jesus to the Jewish leaders on the left, and the Crucifixion of Christ on the right ( Fig. 4 ).11 The scenes on the final two plaques are singular rather than composite in format, in contrast to those that precede them. On the third panel, female followers of Jesus wait outside the tomb they found empty following his resurrection after death, while Roman guards slumber nearby ( Fig. 5 ).12 This is followed by the incredulity of Thomas on the last panel, where the disciple, who refused to believe that Jesus had been raised from the dead, reaches out to probe the wound in the side of the resurrected Christ—curiously not visible here—in order to convince himself that Christ, surrounded by three other apostles, truly was alive ( Fig. 6 ).13
The base and lid of the casket are now missing, but traces of their existence may be observed: an incision along the bottom of each panel allowed for its insertion onto a base, and the locations of the original latch point and hinges for the lid can be discerned on the panels depicting the Crucifixion and the incredulity of Thomas, respectively. Th e original appearance of the box can thus be reconstructed, which complicates the chronological reading of the scenes given above because it appears that the Crucifixion formed the front panel of the box (see Fig. 1 ). This was followed on the right side by the women at the tomb (see Fig. 5 ) and by the incredulity of Thomas on the back (see Fig. 6 ), meaning that the scenes that come first in the narrative—Pilate washing his hands and Peter’s denial—were found on the left side, rather than on the front. A similar disregard for sequential order becomes evident in the first two panels (see Figs. 3, 4 ), because the ordering of their scenes deviates from their sequence in scripture. It will become apparent that such displacements prioritized an interpretative, experiential sequence of meaning over the biblical ordering.14 
The absence of the lid is important because its presence may have informed the meaning of the scenes.15 It is possible that the Ascension—Christ being taken up into the heavens in a cloud after his resurrection—was represented on the lid, given that it concluded the events surrounding his death.16 It appears, for example, as the culmination of Christ’s victory over death on the Servanne sarcophagus, ca. 370–80 ce, now in fragments, one of the earliest instances of a Passion cycle in Christian art.17 Alternatively, the surface of the lid may have depicted decorative or symbolic elements.18 What can be said from what remains of the box is that its program focused on the person of Christ, particularly his death and resurrection, and that this was hugely topical at this time, when the church was refining its understanding of Christ’s nature and thus the relationship between matter and the divine. 
From the mid-fourth century, the church underwent what has variously been termed a corporeal or material turn, whereby “the human body and its sensorium became a locus for religious epistemology.”19 Following the reign of Emperor Constantine the Great (r. 306–37 CE), the newly imperial church found itself more at home in the temporal world and grappling more than ever with the theological issues associated with a God who had made himself known in the person of Jesus Christ.20 The belief that matter had somehow been sanctified through the incarnation of Christ led to a “sacramental view of the world,” wherein the divine might be experienced through the senses.21 The physical world and the human body thus became legitimate conduits of knowing and experiencing the divine. This remarkable ivory casket became an actor in its unique historical moment: as I will show, through handling and manipulation, its kinaesthetic analogies expressed the Christologies codified at church councils of the fourth and fifth centuries and the emerging changes to material piety. As a box, it was perfectly suited to expressing the abiding paradox of the Christian God who was at once immanent and transcendent. 
A box holds the potential to be opened and closed and to contain something.22 As such, it is a form uniquely suited to conveying ideas of concealment and revelation. The materiality of this particular box, which participated in the containment of the sacred in matter, was utilized in ways that tangibly expressed this paradox of containing the uncontainable— a God that was at once knowable and unknowable, touchable and yet unseen.23 The foundational precepts of opening, handling, and containment were engaged with in self-referential ways that formed part of the theological message that played itself out on and beyond the panels of the box. An analogical hermeneutic was employed throughout, and it was the touch and movement of the beholder that activated the connections between the box’s contents, structure, material, and the scenes occupying its surfaces, forging theological surfeit where pictorial signification proved insufficient. The following discussion shows how the box was intentionally aligned through self-referential motifs to Christ’s tomb with its open door, represented on the third panel (see Fig. 5), so that the act of undoing the box became a reenactment of the sacred moment of the Resurrection on a reduced scale. The bulky representational style and high relief of the carving further invited beholders to touch, or imagine touching, Christ’s resurrected body as he proffered himself to Thomas in the final scene (see Fig. 6). Sustained engagement with the ivory of the box contributed additional physical analogies as it warmed to the hand, simulating in a different manner Christ’s rising from the dead.24 These kinaesthetic analogies, attained through movement and sustained physical engagement, meant that the box became a material articulation of the incarnational argument which was so important at this juncture of history, whereby its contents—possibly portions of the bread of the Eucharist—were framed as the first fruits of Christ’s resurrection.25
Scholarly interest in the materialist epistemological turn of the early church, with its affirmation of a God who had become matter and the synecdochical participation of matter in the divine, has been invigorated by the rise of sensory archaeology and material religion within the humanities, and by the “sensory turn” and new materialism within art history as a discipline.26 Central to these neomaterialist turns are increasingly productive explorations of individual objects and their “entanglements” with human handlers, leading to nuanced understandings of how they were experienced as social actors in their own time and place.27 Such studies of the connections between humans and things all tend toward an increased emphasis on the performative agency of objects in this way, and many seek to displace humans, to a greater or lesser extent, from the center of meaning making: the underlying imperative is to begin to reverse the damage done to the material world by the reification of our subjectivity and individualism since the modern era.28 The fourth and fifth centuries also saw a fundamental reappraisal of humankind’s connection to the material world on the part of early Christians, but for different reasons. The doctrine of the Incarnation and the enlivening of the material world that resulted from it, which this box spoke to through a fundamental collaboration of beholder and object, are essential to understanding Christian material culture in the centuries that followed.29 
Touch is central to materialist scholarship that focuses on the essential partnership between humans and things, and, indeed, ancient and medieval works of art were often meant to be handled before the production of “art” for its own sake, which was birthed in the Reformation and came into its ocularcentric own during the Enlightenment.30 The revisionist material turn and the productive collision of these many thought movements in recent practice thus provide fertile ground for understanding how individual objects were tangible contributors to their own historical moments through the way they were handled. There are still many lessons to be learned for our practices as art historians from objects themselves, which provide visceral access to the past—an access that nonetheless often proves oblique and difficult to harness in scholarship. Through direct engagement with this box, along with the use of more traditional art historical approaches, I have sought to learn what it taught its handlers through touch and movement. The idea of kinaesthetic analogy offers a hermeneutic model that can be applied in other contexts to held objects, which are, as Claudia Brittenham eloquently points out in relation to containers, “utterly unsympathetic to the optic discourses governing so much contemporary high art.”31 This article thus contributes to the ongoing push within art history to separate our epistemological structures from the Enlightenment/Cartesian baggage of modernity in which the self was abstracted from “material and social entanglements.”32 
To this end, the remainder of the article has been divided into sections corresponding to how a fifth-century handler would have potentially engaged with the object and how we would also, were the object still together in box form. I open with a consideration of how the object was moved, opened, and touched by the beholder, creating kinaesthetic analogies; the thread of the article traces the essential collaboration of human and object. The final section considers what the box may have contained and how this, no less than its material and visual properties, also formed part of this network of meaning making. 
But first a note on the date of the object. The dating of the casket comes down to stylistic and qualitative similarities that its panels share with ivory diptychs created for the senatorial classes in Rome at the turn of the fifth century, although some scholars place the production of the panels in northern Italy.33 The plaques are more usually thought to have been made by a “workshop” in Rome around 420–30 CE, however, on the basis of stylistic comparison with a group of Roman ivories from about 400 CE, including a diptych panel, now in Munich, representing the Ascension, a diptych panel representing the women at the tomb in Milan ( Fig. 7 ), and the Rufius Probianus diptych, among others.34 A shared palmette border found on the frames of some of these ivories led Ormonde Maddock Dalton to date the plaques to the early fifth century. This postulated workshop was placed in Rome because Probianus is inscribed as vicar of the city of Rome (vicarius urbis Romae).35 The casket’s Passion plaques were placed later, owing to the inclusion of the Crucifixion, rare as a subject in early Christian art until this point, and because of stylistic similarities and themes that they share with the doors of Santa Sabina in Rome, created during the years of Pope Celestine I (422–32 CE) or Sixtus III (432–40 CE).36 Ivan Foletti has recently made the case for dating the plaques to the 440s, the first decade of the reign of Pope Leo I (d. 461 CE), given their close alignment to his sermons and this seems feasible.37 Foletti argues that the panels were a visual expression of the liturgical rites for Easter and their settings in Rome in the fifth century. This hypothesis is also viable since there is no reason why scenes pertaining to the death and resurrection of Christ would not have reminded the beholder of the paschal rites in Rome. Greater weight needs to be given to the surviving object itself, however, and how its beholder would have engaged with it and its contents. 
Moving 
Portable objects necessarily draw meaning from their spatial, ideological, and religious contexts and from the movement of the body that holds and manipulates them, all of which are subject to change. They also speak back and exert agency on their environment and handler. Portable objects are thus not self-contained units of meaning, and an awareness of this is often palpable in their decorative programs, through the visual and physical cues intended to guide the handler into realizing their meaning.38 While the body of the beholder, the box, and the wider context for both formed the complete unit for the generation of meaning and affect, all that survives are parts of the box. Despite the apparent narrative nature of its scenes as they pertain to the scriptural accounts, the box privileges interpretative, emblematic motifs and displays deliberate ruptures of the diachronic flow of representation, some of which were intended to prioritize collaboration with the body and mind of the beholder to generate meaning. The narrative progression of the scenes and the size of the box do suggest movement in the hands of an individual beholder so that the program unfolding around the four sides of the box could be “read.” However, striking tableaux and poignant motifs seem intended to arrest movement in order to dwell on important theological points. 
The first plaque opens with a sense of momentum as Christ strides away from Pilate to his death (see Fig. 3 ). The ordering of the events, with Peter’s denial coming after Pilate and Christ carrying his cross, disrupts the chronological sequence of events as they occur in scripture.39 Christ’s dynamic movement toward the right encourages the beholder to consider Peter’s betrayal, however, and also to turn the box to view the next plaque (see Fig. 4), where the curve of the oak tree over Judas leads the viewer from Judas to Christ, as does the motion of the man and woman—possibly Mary, the mother of Jesus, and his beloved disciple, John—who proceed in that direction.40 Judas’s weighty, clothed body hanging bereft of life from an oak tree is contrasted with Christ on the cross on the right. The scenes anachronistically share the same narrative space, but they are connected to juxtapose the two deaths. 
Christ wears a narrow loincloth (subligaculum) and is very different to the corpse of Judas and the suffering Christ of later Crucifixions: he is fully alive with outstretched arms and eyes wide-open, alluding to his ultimate victory over death.41 Narrative representations of Christ’s suffering, based on a synthesis and interpretation of the events as they appear in the four Gospels, only emerged following the legitimization of Christianity by Emperor Constantine in the early fourth century, when art assumed a new public and didactic role. By the mid-fourth century, episodes from the Passion were included in narrative cycles of biblical imagery, but a distinct Passion cycle emerged only gradually: the Servanne sarcophagus is the earliest extant work to have included a full suite of imagery in eight scenes, from Christ’s agony in the Garden of Gethsemane on the eve of his death to his ascension back to heaven, although many of the scenes are now damaged.42 The sarcophagus omits the Crucifixion, however. Early image cycles concerning Christ’s death emphasized its victorious nature and redemptive purpose and thus often stopped short of representing the death itself. Such early Christian reticence concerning the representation of Christ’s death owed to the complicated theological issues that it raised, such as whether his divine nature had suffered.43 The Maskell Passion is the earliest surviving cycle devoted exclusively to the death and resurrection of Christ that includes the Crucifixion, and there is an obvious attempt to portray it as victorious. 
Within the branches of the tree on which Judas hangs, a section of which has been restored, is a nest with a mother bird feeding her young. Both the bird and the tree were associated with death in Roman funerary art, and here the nest forms a poignant indication of the new life that would result for all believers from Christ’s saving death and resurrection.44 On the ground below the feet of Judas, the rewards for his treachery—the thirty pieces of silver for which he betrayed Christ—overflow wastefully from a purse, forming a striking contrast with the neat containment of sacred materials within the casket. Although Christ’s death is the most important node in the scene, its off-center placement reinforces the idea of an unfolding narrative that continues on the following panel. The static and self-contained tableaux that follow on the third and fourth panels serve to arrest this momentum for sustained contemplation. The Passion and death of Christ are dealt with according to a rapid and meaningful necessity, punctuated by significant and forceful motifs, but the stasis of the last two scenes conveys the permanency of Christ’s victory. 
Both of the final scenes represent indirectly Christ’s rising from the dead, because it was difficult to picture the moment that his body was brought back to life, especially since it was not described in scripture. By focusing on the women who were perturbed by his missing corpse in the third scene (see Fig. 5) and the disciples who verified the reality of his resurrected body in the final scene (see Fig. 6), the narrative and spatial weighting of the object was given over to the Resurrection. Its sustained treatment here would have been striking at this date. These final panels suggest not only the manner in which the box was meant to be experienced but also speak to topical concerns regarding the containment of the sacred in matter that may have related to the purpose of the box as a whole. For these reasons, these two panels form my primary focus here. 
The overall impression is one of pivotal nodes within the flow of movement across all of the panels, minor details that stand out to punctuate the casket and determine its meaning. Patricia Cox Miller draws on Roland Barthes’s concept of the punctum to describe this tendency, which can be observed in late ancient art and poetry more generally: fragments that drew “the viewer or reader into an imaginative construal of the whole.”45 Here too, rather than a straightforward linear narrative, the arresting motif became, in the manner of Barthes’s punctum in the photograph, “that accident which pricks me (but also bruises me, is poignant to me).”46 For Barthes, the punctum had the ability to expand metonymically, a “power of expansion” to grow beyond itself, regardless of authorial intent.47 Here, poignant motifs were not only visual but physical, stimulating the beholder to realize larger concepts through manipulation of the box and engagement with its medium. Most arresting in this regard was perhaps the door of the tomb on the third panel. 
Opening 
A square tomb building dominates the center of the third panel (see Fig. 5). Surmounted by a cylindrical drum pierced by two round-headed windows and crowned by a cupola, the structure forms the focus of the scene. Two pseudo-Corinthian columns flank an open portal, the left leaf of which is fully ajar while that on the right is half open. The left door of the tomb has broken off, the exposed surface of which is uneven and lighter in color than the rest of the plaque, but this punctum would have stuck out in the hand of the beholder, prompting consideration. The doors were decorated with four figural panels, of which the upper-left section is now lost. The raising of Lazarus—Christ resurrecting his friend from death in a miracle that foreshadowed his own resurrection—occupies the upper-right panel, while the two lower panels contain two transposed women seated on stools; the woman on the right door rests her head on her hand, and the other woman seems to assume a similar pose, but her head is now missing.48 To the right and left of the building is a sleeping soldier, each dressed in a short tunic, cloak, trousers, and pointed boots, and armed with a shield and spear, the tops of which are also lost. Above and behind each soldier, a veiled woman is seated in a minimalistic landscape in a pose similar to that of the women on the door panels. Through the open door of the tomb, an empty sarcophagus decorated with undulating lines is visible. The perspective of the tomb building is inverted, narrowing toward the front, and the figures are greatly disproportionate in relation to it, but their draperies are somewhat naturalistic in the way they cling to the body. The scene is represented in a relatively naturalistic and detailed manner to present the Resurrection as a tangible reality, but individual motifs derived from earlier Christian and non-Christian imagery would have guided the viewer to a comprehension of the abstract notion of the Resurrection. 
Until the mid-fourth century, representations of the Resurrection had been largely absent from the repertoire of Christian art, appearing sporadically in symbolic representations after that.49 A standard representation of the Resurrection was slow to emerge in early Christian art, not only because the Gospel accounts do not describe the moment of Christ’s resurrection but also because they do not agree in detail.50 The doctrine was also mostly prominent within a theology that embraced the letters written by the apostle Paul, which only gained in popularity from the mid-second century onward.51 The depiction of the Resurrection that became popular by about 400 CE can be seen on the Milan panel, in which two women are greeted by an angel before the empty tomb of Christ, in keeping with the narrative of Matthew 28:1–7 (see Fig. 7).52 The tomb building is similar in form to that on the Maskell plaque, and the panels of the open doors also include depictions of the raising of Lazarus. The Maskell scene does not wholly agree with any Gospel account or such imagery, however, but may perhaps depict a moment in the narrative of Luke 24:1–4: 
On the first day of the week, very early in the morning, the women took the spices they had prepared and went to the tomb. They found the stone rolled away from the tomb, but when they entered, they did not find the body of the Lord Jesus. While they were wondering about this, suddenly men in clothes that gleamed like lightening stood beside them.53 
The scene on the Maskell plaque was thus based on the events following Christ’s death as they occur in scripture, and it belonged to the wider pictorial tradition of representing the Resurrection emerging at this time. However, preexisting motifs from pagan and early Christian funerary art were used to construct the scene. 
This key Christian event was communicated using multivalent motifs chosen from the increasingly standardized repertory of Roman biographical and mythological sarcophagi of the second and third centuries as well as early Christian motifs that were themselves based on earlier pagan art. The two sleeping soldiers flanking a central motif are comparable in format to earlier symbolic representations of the Crucifixion and Resurrection that emerged in sepulchral art of the fourth century, inspired by the depiction of Roman military triumphs. The motif of the two soldiers, who guarded the tomb, seated beneath a cross surmounted by a wreath enclosing the Chi-Rho monogram emerged on sarcophagi—such as the fourth-century Passion sarcophagus now in the Vatican Museums (Fig. 8).54 However, the soldier on the right of the ivory plaque is also depicted in the well-known pose used in pagan art for in deep slumber, such as Endymion, Rhea Silvia, and Ariadne (Fig. 9).55 These forms were employed not only for their familiar visual vocabulary but also because they provided ready-made meaning for viewers conversant with the pictorial formulae of Greco-Roman art.56 Recognizable visual vocabulary was infused with new meaning, however: here the helplessness of the soldiers magnifies the power and victory of the resurrected Christ, who has burst forth from the doors of the tomb, most especially because sleeping was associated with the frailties of human flesh in patristic theology, with Pope Leo I asserting that “hunger, thirst, weariness, sleep are patently human.”57

Grieving women similar to those on the Maskell plaque were used as stock figures in Greek and Roman funerary art in a variety of contexts to represent human grief, for example in representations of the myths of Orestes and Meleager.58 Grieving parents on children’s sarcophagi from the second and third centuries CE are also comparable in form, such as those on a sarcophagus in the British Museum who sit in three-quarter profile at either end of the funerary bed with their heads veiled in grief and resting in their hands (Fig. 10).59 Grief was represented on the plaque in a manner understood by the Roman world. 
The cave that Jesus’s body was placed in after his death in the scriptural account and the stone used to seal it were replaced on the plaque by a structure influenced by Roman funerary architecture, which served also as a reference to, though not a literal representation of, the rotunda built by Constantine around the tomb of Christ in Jerusalem after the defeat of his eastern counterpart Licinius in 324 CE.60 The tomb of Christ was depicted on the plaque in the most ostentatious style available to convey his sovereignty, while also serving as a reference to the buildings of Jerusalem to affirm the reality of Christ’s resurrection. 
The prominent portal, which is the only indication of activity in an otherwise motionless scene, was a common motif in Greco-Roman funerary art. The door of death appears as a symbol in literature from Homer, Virgil, and Ovid to the biblical authors, and closed false doors were found on Etruscan sarcophagi, Hellenistic ash urns, Anatolian grave stelae, and Roman funerary altars, reliefs, and sarcophagi.61 The closed door was a popular motif on graveside monuments from Anatolia from the sixth to fourth centuries bce, for example.62 It functioned as a false door into the tomb and as a symbol of the gates of Hades, past which there was no return.63 In the Roman imperial period, however, open and half-open doors emerged.64 Figures began to surface from beyond the door of the grave, such as Hercules with the three-headed Cerberus, on a sarcophagus in Rome, ca. 180 CE (Fig. 11).65 Hercules also appears on a sarcophagus from about 150 CE with Alcestis, having brought her back from Hades to her husband Admetus.66 The meaning of the half-open door with an emergent figure is not entirely clear; it seems redolent with hope, but it is not clear if this hope extends to all or merely to Hercules and other heroes.67 The architectural theme of the door was introduced on the Maskell plaque to replace the stone of the cave that was rolled away at Christ’s resurrection because the door was an understood eschatological motif that could be modified to communicate a new message: the door into the tomb, at first closed with no hope of return and then penetrable to only a select few, could be blown open by the power of Christ. 
At times, the decoration of doors in Roman funerary art became more overtly symbolic, such as on seasonal sarcophagi which became popular in the third century CE—for example, the columnar sarcophagus front in the Palazzo dei Conservatori in the Capitoline Museums decorated with depictions of the four seasonal putti on its door panels (Fig. 12).68 The seasons appear frequently in Roman literature and funerary art, comprising different meanings, from simple figures who brought seasonal gifts to the grave of the departed to more profound considerations of the perpetual cycle of death, renewal, time, and new life. The Roman poet Horace (65–8 BCE) speaks of the eternal rotation of the four seasons and the futility of hoping for a return from Hades, whereas the poet Ovid (43 BCE–17/18 CE) compares them to the four ages of man and time as the great devourer.69 The inclusion of pictorial schemes on the panels of the established eschatological motif of the plaque’s door provided additional symbolic import.70 In this case, the open door indicated that Christ had returned from beyond the grave, but replacing the stone of the scriptural account with a door had the additional advantage of providing tableaux for further interpretative iconographies that could frame the beholder’s perception of the tomb.71 
The raising of Lazarus found on the door had, from an early date, been considered a typological forerunner of the Resurrection and a complete demonstration of the perfect unity of Christ’s divine and human natures: Christ’s weeping at the death of his friend displayed his humanity, while his power to raise Lazarus from the dead revealed his divinity. It disclosed the divine and human natures of Christ, present and operative simultaneously. Pope Leo I, whose pronouncements concerning the inextricably unified person of Christ formed the most authoritative articulations of fifth-century Christology in the West, said, “Let your own feelings explain to you why He shed tears over a dead friend: let His Divine power be realised, when that same friend, after mouldering in the grave four days, is brought to life and raised only by the command of his voice.”72 The women on the lower door panels are Mary and Martha, the sisters of Lazarus, who grieved their brother until Christ arrived and raised him to life. In this way, they provide types for the two women on the plaque who were grieving until the arrival of Christ, who, like Lazarus, had been raised from the dead. Self-reflexivity is evident here between the tomb and the box that depicts it: the women on the doors not only mirror but frame the women on the plaque, creating an interpretative parallel between the tomb of Christ and the box and its contents, with the lid of the box corresponding to the tomb door.73 
The concept of revelation provided the fulcrum where the knowability of God and his ultimate transcendence intersected, a concept that boxes were inherently suited to articulate in being made to contain, conceal, and reveal. Ideas of closure and disclosure were exploited fully on the panel, in particular the analogy made between the opening of the tomb door on the panel on the right and the act of undoing the box. The diminutive size of the tomb in relation to the figures that surround it engages in a play of scale, whereby the tomb structure becomes less like a building capable of hosting the bodies that surround it and more akin to the casket that hosts it. The box and the tomb became aligned through the diminutive scale of the represented structure and their reflexive iconographies, so that in opening the box, the beholder engaged in physically reenacting the sacred narrative on a reduced scale.74 This panel thus comprised a mise en abyme that framed the beholder’s approach to the box and its contents.75 Furthermore, the beholder’s action became a kinaesthetic analogy for the opening of the tomb and thus Christ’s resurrection from the dead. 
The Resurrection was impossible to express directly; it was articulated only in scenes of what happened after the fact. Here, the self-reflexive opening of the box became an analogical reenactment of the Resurrection at that moment in time. The box thus spoke to the containment of God in matter through the Incarnation, and the ultimate inability of the tomb to contain Christ due to his divinity. This mimetic act on a reduced scale became a physical reenactment of the human and divine natures present and operative at once, affirming the Christology that had developed in the fourth century and anticipating its final ratification at the Christological church councils of the fifth. 
The fifth century was definitive in terms of Christology, with lasting pronouncements made on the ontology of Christ.76 The paradox of God as human became increasingly important between the First Ecumenical Council of Nicaea (325 CE) and the Council of Chalcedon (451 CE), particularly during the conflict with Nestorius, Patriarch of Constantinople (428–31 CE), whose views were eventually condemned as heretical at the Council of Ephesus (431 CE).77 His assertion of a loose prosopic union of Christ’s divine and human natures, in which they remained distinct, stood in opposition to the full hypostatic union affirmed at Chalcedon, whereby Christ had one complete existence that was at once fully human and fully divine. The controversy reached a crescendo in the debates concerning the Virgin as Theotokos (God-bearer, or Mater Dei/Dei Genitrix in the West) at Ephesus. The Theotokos became the epicenter of debates concerning the containment of the sacred in matter because she first facilitated the physical dwelling of God’s presence in her womb—where the hypostatic union of flesh and divinity occurred. 
The phrase used in the title of this article, “containing the uncontainable,” was inspired by the phrase “the container of the uncontainable” (ἡ Χώρα τοῦ Ἀχωρήτου, hē Chōra tou Achōrētou), which dates back to at least the fifth century when it was used by Patriarch Cyril of Alexandria (ca. 375–444 CE)—one of the main figures who opposed Nestorius—as an epithet for the Virgin at the Council of Ephesus.78 The Greek words can also be translated as “the dwelling place of the uncontainable,” and they directly related to the intricacies of the incarnational debate in this way. Although the epithet referred to the Virgin, it derived from centuries-old debates concerning the uncontainable (ἀχώρητος/achōretos) nature of God.79 The epithet gained in currency in the fifth century due to the ongoing Christological debate, and it epitomizes the discussion of the paradoxical nature of Christ as a God-man at this juncture of human history. God had made himself known in matter, and so a sacramental appraisal of the material world became prominent, filtering out into the worldview of elite and ordinary Christians alike. The casket did not articulate the finer theological points of these Christological church councils but became a product of, and an actor in, the spiritual milieu of its time and place: it articulated and participated in the containment of the uncontainable, becoming a dwelling place for the sacred. 
The Maskell box can be compared to other ivory caskets from the period that may also have acted as vessels for the sacred. The religious iconographies hosted on the Maskell plaques and on other surviving late-antique boxes in ivory, such as the fourth-century Brescia and fifth-century Pola caskets, indicate that their contents were sacred. It is generally thought that the Brescia and Pola caskets functioned as reliquaries, at least at some point in their existence.80 The Maskell casket was relatively small in comparison to these other boxes. The Pola casket, made from wood, ivory, and silver, perhaps in the early or mid-fifth century, measures 7½ x 7⅞ x 6¼ in. (19 x 20 x 16 cm) (Fig. 13). This casket, found beneath the altar in the apse of the early Christian church of St. Hermagoras in the village of Samagher near Pola in Istria, was certainly used as a reliquary, but it is unknown whether it was created for this purpose. The Brescia casket, made from ivory panels affixed to a wooden substructure, is thought to have been created by a northern Italian workshop in the 380s. This casket, now in the Museo di Santa Giulia at San Salvatore in Brescia, is even larger at 12⅝ x 8⅝ x 9⅞ in. (22 x 32 x 25 cm) (Fig. 14). The smaller size of the Maskell box could indicate that it was a personal devotional item for a wealthy patron. However, the theological sophistication of its iconographic program suggests it was created to hold something of special import, like these two larger caskets, such as relics or portions of the consecrated host.81 The original contents of these unique commissions have long since disappeared, but each displays a self-conscious framing of the holy objects they were intended to hold through the scenes on their surfaces.82 Most interestingly, each played on ideas of concealment, revelation, and containment of the sacred in different ways, as befitting boxes carrying sacred materials. 
Jaś Elsner has shown that the Pola casket focused attention on the concealment of its contents through the recurring motif of the closed doorway, which “drew attention to its function as a sealed container of sacred things, to the promise of their revelation through the opening of doors or lid.”83 The hetoimasia, the empty throne prepared for the Second Coming of Christ, forms the main scene on the front of this casket; it stands apart from the main scenes on the other three sides, each of which shows a church building with columns and arcades, with an arched niche occupying the center of each scene.84 On the right and left faces a curtain is drawn back, revealing on the left an enticing lattice grille to potentially peer through. On the back, ideas of “closure, opening and the penetrative gaze” are suggested by means of worshippers approaching the closed doors (see Fig. 13).85 Elsner points to the theophanic resonance of doors in scripture (such as Revelation 3:20); it is clear that, from the earliest stage, the motif of the door was deemed desirable and meaningful in relation to these boxes to create tension between the concealment of their holy contents and the desire of the beholder to open them and connect to the sacred.
The Brescia casket also emphasizes ideas of concealment and revelation, particularly in the central scene on its front panel which shows Christ teaching in the synagogue at Nazareth (Luke 4:16–21).86 He unfurls a roll of scripture within an architectural structure, teaching the six figures seated to either side of him. Catherine Brown Tkacz, in her detailed examination of the casket, posits a novel and deeply typological arrangement, whereby scenes from the Old and New Testaments both foreshadowed and completed the Passion of Christ as it appears in five scenes across two registers on the lid. These five scenes from the Passion, from the Garden of Gethsemane to the judgment before Pilate, do not include the Crucifixion and Resurrection; rather, the cycle is completed by means of Old Testament types below. On the upper panels on the front of the casket, the Old Testament prophet Jonah is swallowed and regurgitated by the “great fish,” a biblical narrative that was considered a typological prefiguration of the death and resurrection of Christ, even by Christ himself (Matthew 12:39–41).87 The key to this typological interpretation is included underneath these representations of Jonah, where Christ opens the scriptures both physically and figuratively in the depiction of his unfurling the roll of scripture at Nazareth when he claimed to be the fulfillment of a prophecy from Isaiah 61:1–3. The Old Testament is thus shown to be unveiled in the New, confirming that Jonah should be interpreted as a Christological type. Tkacz points to a citation from Augustine (354–430 CE), the famous theologian and bishop of Hippo Regius in Numidia, North Africa, to confirm this explanation of the scene, in which he says: “For the Old Testament is the veiling [velatio] of the New Testament, and the New Testament is the unveiling [revelatio] of the Old Testament.”88 This idea of revealing the unseen can also be associated with the curtains that are drawn back to reveal Christ within the synagogue, which Tkacz relates to Augustine’s veil. However, the revelation of Christ on the front of the casket and the ideas of concealment and revelation—and of deposition/entombment and resurrection/regurgitation in the story of Jonah—should also be related to the larger purpose of the box and its containment of holy fragments that participated in the life of the risen Christ, which could be deposited in and removed from the box. 
Overall, the Maskell box became like a little tomb: the opening and closing of the box to deposit and remove its contents became moments of imitatio (imitation) of the burial and resurrection of Christ, with the beholder’s manipulation of the box functioning as a kinaesthetic analogy, akin to what Elsner refers to as “mimetic staging.”89 This mimetic act would have been deepened further if the Ascension was represented on the lid, with the gesture of opening the box simulating at once the opening of the tomb and, as the lid was hoisted up, the ascent of Christ into heaven. Overall, the third scene brought to the surface the objecthood of the box as a container intended for sacred materials that belonged to a larger, transcendent whole. It did so to foreground questions of the containment of God in matter, probed fully in the final scene. 
Touching 
Christ’s offer to Thomas to probe his wound and believe in his bodily resurrection formed the culmination of the program on the back of the casket (see Fig. 6). When Christ appeared to the disciples in the locked room of a house after his resurrection, Thomas was absent; afterward he declared that he would not believe unless he put his hand into the wound where a lance had pierced Christ’s side on the cross. When Christ appeared again, coming through the locked doors once more, he invited Thomas to place his hand into his side, prompting Thomas to be the first to openly declare Christ’s divinity in scripture.90 The scene was rare at this date, surviving only on a small number of other objects.91 
The box as a whole necessitated physical contact between the beholder and the high-relief iconographies that formed its surfaces. Thomas’s gesture toward Christ’s absent wound formed a further punctum within this scene, focusing the beholder on the relationship between touch and belief and extending Christ’s offer to the beholder. Thomas’s gesture on the back of the box connects visually and conceptually to a corresponding punctum in the same place on the front: the soldier spearing Christ’s side (see Fig. 4). Both men are located to Christ’s left and step forward into the space of the viewer while raising their right hands in parallel but contrasting actions: the soldier inflicts the wound through indirect contact with Christ’s body, proving the reality of his death, while Thomas reaches out to prove the reality of his resurrection through this same wound. These juxtaposed interactions with Christ’s body anticipated the beholder’s consideration of their own response to Christ, as they touched tangible representations of his dying and resurrected body. 
Touch was considered the lowest of the five senses in the sensory hierarchy of Greco-Roman antiquity because it was so pervasive in lived reality: it was understood as common to all of the other senses and as not locatable precisely in one organ.92 Aristotle most famously made the case for touch being the common denominator of all animate beings, without which there could be no life.93 He also asserted a superior link between touch and knowing, saying of man: “[I]n the other senses he is behind many kinds of animal, but in touch he is much more discriminating than the other animals. This is why he is of all living creatures the most intelligent.”94 Among early Christians, the Greco-Roman perception of touch was informed by a biblical understanding of Christ, who touched and was touched when he healed and saved.95 The faith was subsequently apprehended, activated, and expressed through physical engagements, such as tasting the eucharistic elements, bowing and raising hands in prayer, and the laying on of hands in healing and anointing, while significant moments in life, belief, and death were observed with corporeal rituals, such as being immersed in water and anointed with oil. Connections between touch, discrimination, and belief continued into early patristic theology, alongside suspicions regarding sensory engagement on the part of church fathers, such as the theologian Jerome (ca. 347–420 CE) who famously maintained that “through the five senses, as through open windows, vice has access to the soul.”96 
The prolific and influential theologian Origen of Alexandria (ca. 185–ca. 254 CE), however, was ultimately condemned at the Second Council of Constantinople in 553 CE for his conviction that one did not need a body to engage with and know God.97 By the mid-fourth century, the thought of Origen and his followers had been superseded by the belief that God had made himself known in the physical world and therefore the holy could be tangibly experienced through matter also.98 Touch increased in importance as the veneration of relics proliferated, and a Christian epistemology that conflated touch and sight grew also with the intensification of pilgrimage to the Holy Land following the interventions of Constantine and his mother there.99 The influential writer and poet Paulinus of Nola (ca. 353–431 CE) notes that it was not enough for pilgrims to see the holy places; they desired to physically touch the places where Christ had lived and ministered.100 No biblical narrative spoke more to this religious epistemology and the connection between touch and knowing than the incredulity of Thomas.101 It seems no coincidence that it took up an entire panel of the box, and the strikingly corpulent representational style, in combination with the choice of medium, seems to have conspired in inviting the viewer to touch and believe also. 
The biblical narrative does not reveal whether Thomas did touch Christ, and so the indeterminacy of the iconography is crucial here; the scene was left for the viewer to complete. Indeed, the high-relief panels demanded that the beholder touch the body of Christ. The plaques extend up to ¾ in. (2 cm) in depth in places, and they are deeply undercut. The depth of the cut and the corpulence of the figures that protrude from each panel made salient contact with the hands of the beholder inevitable. The natural curvature of the ivory grain was expertly manipulated by the carver on protruding limbs to give the impression of real bodies underneath the draperies.102 Undercutting and their sheer volume cause the figures to cast shadows that would have moved as the panels were manipulated in the beholder’s hands, enlivening the scenes and bringing them into the real time and space of the viewer, reinforcing the reality of Christ’s humanity and his resurrected body. Not only was the beholder not invited into the vista of another world, but the perception of these scenes as mere illustrations was precluded. Instead, the figures extended into the space of the viewer, their feet and limbs overlapping their thin frames, such as the feet of the disciples in the incredulity of Thomas. They exceed the surface to varying degrees, which would have made the box unwieldy in the hands. Full and arresting union with the bodies represented was thus inevitable, while the insistent and irregular materiality of the box would have continuously reminded the beholder of the reality of the sacred scenes represented. 
Spatial disjuncture was thus exploited as these scenes protruded into the space and hands of the beholder rather than receding into the picture plane, necessitating touch and prompting reflection on the nature of Christ’s resurrected body. The nature of Christ’s post-resurrection body was hugely topical in relation to the Christological debates of the period. Augustine was particularly interested in the nature of Christ’s resurrected body and asserted that, though incorruptible, it preserved its wounds for the sake of relieving Thomas’s unbelief.103 Thomas’s desire to touch was increasingly valued as an example for the faithful over time, rather than being perceived in a negative light. Leo I maintained that Thomas expressed doubt for the benefit of the faithful, asserting that his touch provided the ultimate affirmation of the fully unified human and divine natures of Christ.104 
Since its first articulation in the letters of the apostle Paul, the Resurrection had been discussed metaphorically because it stretched the bounds of rational thought: it was nearly impossible to express in language, other than to articulate what it was like by comparison. Paul first used an organic metaphor in 1 Corinthians 15 to explain the resurrected body by describing the deceased body as a seed that would germinate to give way to a new type of flesh. This was expanded upon by Origen, whose thought was ultimately rejected due to his reticence to affirm physical continuity between the original particles of the believer’s body and the resurrected body. With the corporeal turn of the fourth century, thinkers such as Victricius, bishop of Rouen (393–407 CE), Augustine, and Jerome turned instead to “metaphors of re-assemblage” in language that was less organic and more structural.105 Caroline Walker Bynum describes this as a disavowal of the “oozing, disgusting” reality of death through terminology that emphasized a flesh that would not decay.106 In his correspondence, especially his diatribe against Bishop John of Jerusalem (ca. 387–417 CE) in 397 CE, Jerome repeatedly stressed the actual reassemblage of the body, in the same manner that Christ was raised in an incorruptible flesh.107 The representation of Christ’s resurrected body in ivory seems appropriate to convey analogously the nature of resurrected flesh. Here the once-living, organic material of ivory seems indestructible, previously radiating pearly white and impervious to decay. 
Sustained physical engagement with the medium of the box contributed additional layers of significance, however. The process of material discernment in relation to the ivory of the box formed a further kinaesthetic analogy that spoke to contemporary theological issues. Here the material had agency in its own right. Ivory as an organic medium that warms to the touch, with similarities in behavior to human skin, lent itself to a haptic mode of engagement.108 These properties were understood since classical antiquity and were most famously embodied in the myth of the sculptor Pygmalion in Ovid’s Metamorphoses.109 Dissatisfied with the Cypriot women around him, Pygmalion sculpted a beautiful woman from ivory and fell in love with his creation. In answer to his prayers, the goddess Venus gave the statue life. The unique properties of ivory led Ovid to choose it over marble for Pygmalion’s creation of a living woman from artistic matter. As Pygmalion probed the ivory, it transformed into flesh under his fingers: “She seemed warm to his touch. Again he kissed her, and with his hands also he touched her breast. The ivory grew soft to his touch and, its hardness vanishing, gave and yielded beneath his fingers.”110 The choice of material in the myth stems from how the medium itself behaves. The chill of ivory jolts the human hand on first contact but then warms to the touch. Here it spoke uniquely to the doctrine of the Resurrection: cold, dead, organic matter started to warm as it was handled and turned in the beholder’s hands, forming a further kinaesthetic analogy in relation to Christ’s rising from the dead. Ivory was uniquely suited to emulating the sacred event of the Resurrection. Its properties simulated his rising and conveyed the properties of resurrected flesh, understood by theologians of the fourth and fifth centuries as hard, radiant, and indestructible.111 
Analogies must break down at a certain point, however: the box remained ivory, not flesh, and the artifice could not ultimately be surmounted, speaking to the transcendence of God. The tangibility of Christ’s resurrected body is held in tension on the box with the fact of his divinity: he had passed through the locked doors in the first place to gain entrance to the room where the disciples were, and we are never told if Thomas did indeed touch the wound.112 Here, the pedestal on which Christ stands resonates with the statue bases that “framed” three-dimensional sculptures in antiquity, setting them apart from the real world of their beholders.113 The pedestal separates Christ from the living that surround him, becoming a striking reminder not only of his divinity but also of the sculptural nature of his re-presentation here. Christ’s wound was no longer available, and its absence here formed a conspicuous reminder. Thomas had the option to touch and believe, but the box reminded the beholder of Christ’s words to Thomas in that locked room, that to touch and believe was good, but to believe without touching, or even seeing, was better as the faithful awaited his return.114 The sacred interiority of the closed room which hosted Christ but could not contain him, represented on the back panel, referred the beholder back once again to the box and its sacred contents—holy fragments that facilitated access to the divine on a local level until the Second Coming of Christ but which ultimately could not contain the full transcendent reality of which they formed part. 
Containing 
Such references to containment are found as puncta throughout the visual program of the casket, from the tomb with its successive layers of interiority to the new life of the young birds contained in the nest above Judas, which signaled the victory that would come from his betrayal and resonated with the life-giving contents of the box.115 Finally, then, we arrive at the holy fragments that may have been contained within the casket. Relics and the Eucharist have been suggested, and neither can be conclusively ruled out, but I suggest that the box most probably contained portions of the consecrated host.116 Either way, it is clear from its program that the box was created to carry material fragments that facilitated access to the divine, a practice made possible by the incarnation of Christ. 
Many late antique reliquaries were concealed beneath an altar to consecrate it, but the good condition of the plaques and the extent to which the meaning of the box seems entirely predicated on physical handling seem to suggest that it was kept in use above ground.117 It could have been created as a receptacle for secondary relics related to the Passion, given its iconographic program, but more probably it functioned as a container for portions of the Eucharist.118 Indeed, the program of the box as a visual and material articulation of the Incarnation seems perfectly suited to carrying portions of the consecrated host at this point in history: the box would thus have been opened and closed regularly so that its kinaesthetic analogies were realized often, affirming each time the fully human and divine nature of both Christ and the eucharistic matter within. 
From the fourth century onward, a materialist understanding of the Eucharist grew in prominence, whereby the sacramental elements of bread and wine were increasingly understood to have been transformed into the body and blood of Christ.119 Indeed, for Cyril of Alexandria, this understanding of the Eucharist was pivotal in opposing Nestorius, and it was Cyril’s Christology that prevailed.120 For Cyril, the transformation of man through the Eucharist was made possible by means of the Incarnation.121 The eucharistic elements were necessarily transformed and were at once human and divine, like the incarnated Christ himself, so that by consuming “the flesh that he assumed,” the faithful could be adopted into the divine life and be assured of the resurrection of their own bodies in turn.122 
For Pope Leo I, the Incarnation was proven each time the eucharistic meal was received; the box and its contents would thus have been united in affirming the incarnation of Christ. Leo compelled the faithful: “You ought so to be partakers at the Holy Table, as to have no doubt whatever concerning the reality of Christ’s Body and Blood.”123 Disparaging those who would deny the reality of Christ’s humanity, he affirmed that by partaking of the host, “we pass into the flesh of Him, Who became our flesh.”124 He maintained that even Judas in his infamy could have been saved by the paschal meal, had he not hung himself before Christ’s blood was shed for all of humankind.125 This sentiment may explain the unusual representation of Judas hung before Christ, further supporting the claim that the box was created for the host and that this striking scene was intended to emphasize that all who partook of Christ’s body—contained within—could be saved. 
All over the box, the stocky, corpulent, and shadow-casting body of Christ executed in ivory testified to the profound truth of the Incarnation: his body became flesh and blood, was made tangible within human experience, and became indestructible in the Resurrection, promising the same possibility to the faithful through partaking of the Eucharist within. The equation of the box to Christ’s tomb would have taken on profound resonance as the handler deposited Christ’s body in the form of the consecrated host into the tomb-like box and took it out again for use, emulating his death and resurrection and confirming the humanity and divinity of Christ and of the eucharistic particles. The box carrying the body of Christ in the form of the host became a dwelling place for the uncontainable in a manner analogous to the Virgin’s womb, which first bore his incarnated body. John Chrysostom (ca. 347–407 CE), Archbishop of Constantinople, emphasized that through tasting the Eucharist the believer’s mouth was transformed into “doors of a temple which holds Christ.”126 The bodies of those partaking of the contents of the box would thus have taken its place as containers of the uncontainable—dwelling places for the Holy Spirit—through taking Christ’s body into their own through the doors of their mouths. 
The incarnation of Christ attributed a localized holiness to the portions of bread, and the “eyes of the heart” (oculos cordis) were needed to see the whole reality beyond the pieces.127 Material fragments could now synecdochically participate in the divine. Whether the casket contained relics or eucharistic matter, all spoke to the relationship between part and whole; all were puncta themselves at the intersection of the earthly and the transcendent, possible because of the incarnation, death, and resurrection of the real body of Christ. Just as the walls of the closed room could not contain Christ’s body, this box could not contain the immanent but ultimately transcendent nature of the holy fragment. All required the ability to see the larger reality that such material traces participated in. The original and subsequent contents of the box will remain unknown, but what is clear is that the patron intended it to contain holy materials and to refer beyond itself to the idea of the containment of the sacred in matter. The box formed an invitation not only to open and reveal but to touch and believe that the sacred could now be accessed through the material world because of the Incarnation. 
Closing 
The two final scenes are static, centralized tableaux that play on the idea of physical presence but also on the idea of divine absence. The material and visual aspects of the box conspired to remind the viewer that Christ could no longer be touched in bodily form until his Second Coming: deferred longing referred the beholder beyond the container to that which was contained within. The directive materiality of the panels and their representations stimulated longing for those material traces through which the sacred could be accessed until Christ’s return to earth. The box became in this way a material mediator between the viewer, the contained, and the theological reality beyond: handling and manipulation created kinaesthetic analogies, imitating and connecting realities beyond the boundaries of words. The box formed a vehicle for the sacred, and referred through physical analogies to the larger theological issues at stake in its contents, especially the way in which things that could be touched referred beyond themselves to things that could only be comprehended with the “eyes of the heart.” 
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Fig. 4 The Suicide of Judas and the Crucifixion , Roman, ca. 420–40 CE, ivory, ca. 3 × 4 × 3/4 in. (7.5 × 10.2 × 2 cm), weight 3.7 oz. (106 g). British Museum, London (artwork in the public domain; photograph © The Trustees of the British Museum) 
Fig. 5 The Women at the Tomb , Roman, ca. 420–40 CE, ivory, ca. 3 × 37⁄8 × 5⁄8 in. (7.5 × 9.9 × 1.8 cm), weight 3.5 oz. (99 g). British Museum, London (artwork in the public domain; photograph © The Trustees of the British Museum) 
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