[bookmark: _Int_iHb6eghk]Reinvigorating object biography:
reproducing the drama of object lives
[bookmark: _Int_gVH776xD]This article by Jody Joy explores the idea of object biography and the lives that objects lead. He has a number of sections within his article including the introduction where he gives us an overview of object life and the ideas surrounding it. The next section is archeological approaches to object lives, here he goes into depth on how archeologists can determine lots of information about an object and its life using tools such as the ‘Chaine Operatoire’ and the ‘use wear’ analysis. The third section in this article is biographical and life history approaches where the difference between the two is explained. The biographical approach is widely used by anthropologists and looks at the independent objects and their relationships with people, whereas the life history approach is more commonly used by archeologists who work on a macro scale and wish to explain long-term change. After this the author deals with problems with the application of the biographical approach to prehistoric objects. In this section Joy explains that the main problems are the information available and that archeologists discover the objects at the moment they ended their social life; he then goes on to explain how object lives can change. The fourth section is recreating the ‘drama’ of prehistoric object lives where he discusses the ways in which anthropologists can bring objects to life, and the problems they can face in doing so, before finishing by explaining the difference between inscribed objects and lived objects. Next comes a section on relational biographies in which relationships with objects are explored by looking at things such as age, repair and wear; he then goes on to explain how  information can be gained by looking at similar objects and by asking what did not happen to that object. Finally the author discusses reconstructing the life of an Iron Age mirror from Portesham, Dorset. This section goes in depth into a particular mirror found in a grave in Dorset dated back to the first century AD, using pictures and diagrams to accurately explain the ideas that he discusses about the life and use of the mirror. Finally there is the conclusion, where he sums up everything that he has said in his article and gives references. 
This article does not have an argument, but Joy seeks to inform the reader about the ideas surrounding object biography, both with points that explain why it works and why it might not. He also explains in his article the problems with the object biography approach and the difficulties caused by this with a case study at the end to further show his points.
Jody Joy is the Senior Curator for British and European Archeology and used to be the Curator of European Iron Age collection at the British Museum. He has a PhD and is a fellow in the Society of Antiquaries. He specialises in the archaeology of northwest Europe during the first millennium BC, but his research interests also include the later Bronze Age and early Roman periods. (Museum of Archeology and Anthropology, 2023). He has written four books and a large collection of articles mostly discussing the Celts and the Iron Age. All of this information suggests that Jody Joy is an important expert in his field and is highly knowledgeable on his chosen subject which is the Iron Age. 
[bookmark: _Int_9NRGTRXH]This article adds much to the scholarly debate; the writing is intertwined with the words of other scholarship throughout, even referring to other people's case studies at points. Joy looks at a number of these studies and starts off with Dobres examining social relations in the French Pyrenes with bone and antler technology in ‘Creation of their Material World’. He considers this in his second section, ‘Archaeological approaches to life history’, and it is useful so early on to have something real to relate the ideas he discusses to. At the start of ‘Problems with the application of the biographical approach to prehistoric objects’ Joy tells us about Gerritsen and how he is able to demonstrate dynamic life courses of prehistoric houses in the southern Netherlands by using the biographical approach. He then goes on to inform the reader that one of the main problems is that people do not realise the full potential of the biographical approach. In the section ‘Recreating the ‘drama’ of object lives’ he looks at Hoskins and her woven bag. He says that this is one of the best examples of the relationship between both people and their objects and goes on to tell us about how the bag was owned by a story teller on the Indonesian Island, Sumba. This is due the bag being a prop for the story teller and this allowed him to make his stories more expressive and real.
[bookmark: _Int_9YuXZkS3]He does also quote a large number of other writers in his text with a few of his favorites being Schiffer, Gell and Gosden and Marshal. This thorough research and constant quotation add a feeling that the writer truly knows a huge amount about the subject and all that surrounds it, however, for me it does remove an element of personality as it feels as though the owners own thoughts are hidden at times by quotes from others.
As a non-anthropologist I did find this article somewhat difficult to follow at times. I felt at times the points that Joy was making were not explained terribly well, used technical jargon and difficult language and quoted writers that I had not previously heard of. These issues were easily resolved by researching the vocabulary and after that I generally found it easy enough to follow along. This article is however an academic one, so these points are to be expected and appreciated. Although this is a well written article with lots of ideas I can follow and understand the writer does say some things that I personally do not quite agree with. The first of these points is right at the start in the introduction when Joy claims that objects have similar lives to humans. I would personally disagree with this because the life of an object is simply what we humans make it, whereas the life of a human is dictated most often by that human themselves making their lives very different. 
The next point that could be disouted is in ‘Problems with the application of the biographical approach to prehistoric objects’ and it is where he writes that an object can die multiple times and can have simultaneous lives at once. It could be disputed that something cannot truly die twice, and if it is to come back to life it was not dead in the first place. With the second point my issue with that is that if something is to have separate purposes or purposes to separate people, this does not mean different lives, but simply one life that extends to more uses than equivalent objects. The final problem is in recreating the ‘drama’ of prehistoric objects and it is found when Joy claims that a person's biography is merely a sum of social relationships. This could be disputed because a person's unique individual journey can have as much influence upon them as other people around them. Despite these points I think that the vast majority of the article does make sense and is true. 
Overall Jody Joy has written a very well presented and academic article that accurately discusses all the points surrounding the subject of object biography before tying them together at the end with a case study to make sure that the reader does not only understand the points that he has put forward, but so that they can also apply them to real objects and truly understand. The article is highly informative and well researched, but it is not overly long and it does well at keeping the readers interest throughout.
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