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Abstract

This dissertation considers the most important natural resources that were abundant in the region both of, and around Macedon. By looking individually at these resources and how they were utilised, a comparison between Philip and some of his more prolific predecessor kings can be drawn. The argument throughout this dissertation is threefold. Firstly, Macedonian kings before Philip II exploited the timber, gold, and silver available to them comparatively proficiently, contrary to the opinions of Worthington. Secondly, the majority of these valuable resources that Philip acquired by 338 BCE were mostly from the outside of the territory owned by most previous Macedonian kings. Thirdly, while this advantage may somewhat lessen Philip’s image in modern scholarship of an economically innovative ruler, Philip does live up to the idea nonetheless, being able to utilise gold, silver, and timber, whilst tackling Macedon’s problems using its timber in its traditional way.
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Introduction

Macedon’s kings before Alexander III are often overlooked in modern perspectives of the ancient world.[footnoteRef:1] Macedon until recently was almost exclusively mentioned in relation to its military capability, notably in the late fourth century BCE.[footnoteRef:2] It is incontestable that Philip’s reform and construction of the Macedon army in this period was vital to these conquests, and his predecessors played important roles in the ancient world.[footnoteRef:3] Also, military elements are often emphasised over the economic achievements of Philip II, which allowed Macedon to compete with such a mighty opponent as Persia, and the albeit depleted, Greeks of Hellas.[footnoteRef:4] This lack of attention given by scholars until recently makes examination into the Kingdom of Macedon difficult, as the evidence is scarce.[footnoteRef:5] However, Macedon possessed some of the best timber in the ancient world, and in its periphery were mines that possessed incredible wealth.[footnoteRef:6] These resources are crucial in understanding this region at the time of its ascendency, as Philip could not have raised Macedon so high on sarissas and bribery alone.[footnoteRef:7] What makes Philip so intriguing is that he able to achieve these accomplishments in just 23 years, inheriting a disintegrating kingdom, in a time period where many Greek states seemed to struggle enormously.[footnoteRef:8] [1:  Borza 1990: 198-199; Worthington 2008: xi-7]  [2:  Borza 1990: 198-199; Worthington 2008: xi-7]  [3:  Worthington 2008: xi-7]  [4:  Borza 1990: 230; Worthington 2008: xi-7]  [5:  Borza 1990: 3-5]  [6:  Borza 1990: 50-51]  [7:  Worthington 2008: 2-5]  [8:  Cawkwell 1978: 14-15, 69; Gabriel 2010: 2; Worthington 2008: 1] 

Therefore, this dissertation outlines, and argues for, Philip II’s resource exploitation as the principal subject of both his success, and his focus. Worthington acknowledges the importance of what Philip did for Macedon’s economy.[footnoteRef:9] However, Worthington goes on to heavily imply Philip’s main assets were his politics, deception, bribery, and military ingenuity.[footnoteRef:10] This is essential to scholarship to explore elements of history like Macedon’s resources, which are often ignored due to most literary sources tending to be from the ‘Greek perspective’, focussing only on interactions with Greece.[footnoteRef:11] Another prolific scholar of Macedon, Borza, in his work In the Shadow of Olympus: The Emergence of Macedon, clearly emphasises the importance of Philip’s economic investment, particularly in Crenides, and the Pangaion mines, which is supported heavily by Diodorus.[footnoteRef:12]  [9:  Worthington 2008: xi, 7]  [10:  Diod. 16.1; Worthington 2008: xi-xii]  [11:  Borza 1990: 20-21]  [12:  Diod. 16.8.6; Borza 1990: 214-215] 

In order to examine the most important resources to Philip, this dissertation focusses primarily on the period of time between Philip’s reign up to the Battle of Chaeronea, as Macedon’s status changes drastically after the southern Greek poleis are defeated.[footnoteRef:13] However, in order to properly assess Philip’s achievements, this dissertation discusses the exploitation of resources not just under the kingship of Philip, but also under the kingship of previous kings in Macedon, allowing there to be a discernible contrast which highlights the successes and drawbacks of Philip’s reign. This comparison shows conclusively that the abundant resources outside of where Macedon’s kings usually possessed, were crucial to Philip, who was able to effectively and efficiently secure and utilise these, in ways that previous rulers had been unable to.[footnoteRef:14] Therefore, contrasting with Philip’s predecessors, his vast success in bringing these valuable resources into his possession are clearly pivotal in Macedon’s ascendency to hegemony.[footnoteRef:15] In order to achieve a concise examination of Macedon’s resources, and the resources the different kings acquired and extracted, focus must be placed on the most significant resources of the region; the timber and precious metals.[footnoteRef:16] Thraco-Macedonia is one of the most resource-rich regions in the classical period, and as Philip gained more of it, Macedon possessed staggering quantities of precious materials, most notably from the Pangaion mines.[footnoteRef:17] [13:  Worthington 2008: 1]  [14:  Diod. 16.8.6]  [15:  Diod. 16.8.6; Hdt. 5.17; Strab. 7.7.8]  [16:  Hammond 2002: 5]  [17:  Diod. 16.8.6; Hammond 2002: 5] 

This dissertation consequently begins by examining the issue of timber, outlining the logistics of timber as a useable resource.[footnoteRef:18] Next, this dissertation examines how Philip had to use timber in different ways to his predecessors due to his conflicts with Athens and the Chalcidian League, which could have seriously hindered his economy.[footnoteRef:19]  Then this dissertation compares how Philip uses this resource, and how the previous kings exploited timber for political uses, which varied greatly.[footnoteRef:20] Throughout this analysis, attention is paid to the sparse ancient sources, and the difficulties in using this information.[footnoteRef:21] Then it is important to examine the other foremost resource in Thraco-Macedon: The silver and gold deposits.[footnoteRef:22] This examines the main areas of interest, the skilled workforce and general wealth of the Macedonian people, and then important mentions of Macedonian kings before Philip in relation to these precious metals.[footnoteRef:23] This dissertation then considers Philips exploitation of these metals on the periphery of Macedon, and how their great wealth allowed him to enrich his country and expand.[footnoteRef:24] [18:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115; Kremydi 2015: 160-161]  [19:  Philoch. FF. 162; Hammond 2002: 49-51]  [20:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115; Kremydi 2015: 160-161]  [21:  Hammond 2002: 11-17]  [22:  Diod. 16.8.6; Hdt. 5.17; 4, 9, 26, 33]  [23:  Hdt. 5.17; Borza 1990: 88]  [24:  Borza 1990: 139-140, 175; Hammond 2002: 24] 














Timber

Perhaps Philip’s greatest but most underused resource, timber, was abundant in Philip’s territories, of which he acquired more and more.[footnoteRef:25] Large mountainous areas in Macedon held enormous forests containing many different types of useable timber.[footnoteRef:26] Timber is a major resource for the kings of Macedon, mentioned in relation to several kings.[footnoteRef:27] Therefore this resource can be compared in stark contrast to Philip, who is almost never mentioned in relation to timber.  [25:  Theophr. Caus. Pl. 3.3.1; Bissa 2009: 107; Borza 1990: 55; Worthington 2008: 7]  [26:  Borza 1990: 55; Worthington 2008: 7]  [27:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115; Kremydi 2015: 160-161] 

As we are told by Theophrastus, the best wood to construct triremes is silver-fir, and fir is the best to construct round ships.[footnoteRef:28]  Theophrastus’ input into shipbuilding is invaluable as he was a Greek writing about horticulture during the time of Philip II so this information is important to understanding the valuable timbers for the Greeks at the time.[footnoteRef:29] The silver-fir mentioned grows in mountainous climates, and can reach 100 feet tall, ideal for the straight timber of the trireme.[footnoteRef:30] The timber is referred to as aged, which is important to create a stronger warship, and has little effect on the bending or toughness of the wood.[footnoteRef:31] The valuable forests of Macedon possessing this timber may have been deliberately preserved by the kings of Macedon.[footnoteRef:32] [28:  Theophr. Caus. Pl. 5.7.1-2]  [29:  Dorandi 1999: 52-53]  [30:  Larson 2000: 90]  [31:  Sonderegger, Kránitz, Bues, and Niemz 2015: 885-888]  [32:  Bissa 2009: 149-150] 

However, while Bissa’s argument that the Macedonian implied restrictions on timber use to preserve the forests and ensure future revenues is viable, it seems equally plausible that the lack of mass scale exploitation of several timber reserves is primarily due to inaccessibility.[footnoteRef:33] This is due to the forests in the mountainous Upper Macedon being difficult to both access, and bring to the sea if it was far enough from a river.[footnoteRef:34] However, Bissa’s renewable resource argument is of course valid, as Theophrastus describes efforts at this period to maintain forests and ensure future revenues from timber, but this requires the exploitation to be achievable in the first place, which the difficult terrain does not allow.[footnoteRef:35] Macedonian kings however, are somewhat unjustly perceived as poorly exploiting resources, as evidence suggests many Macedonians were reasonably affluent.[footnoteRef:36] In addition, it must be remembered that they did not exclusively possess the Thraco-Macedonian timber reserves, or even have most of the large silver and gold deposits, which were often found just outside of a Macedonian king’s borders.[footnoteRef:37] This is why Worthington’s assessment that before Philip II, Macedon’s was exploitation was meagre, is highly unfair, as they simply did not have access to all of the vast resources that Philip had.[footnoteRef:38] Clearly, the poor exploitation of natural resources is profuse in regions of Thraco-Macedonia, and particular emphasis should be directed towards the spectacular transformation of the Pangaion mines as told by Diodorus.[footnoteRef:39] This stands as a primary example of how Philip rejuvenated and improved the economy of the region through conquest, which will be discussed in detail later on.[footnoteRef:40]  [33:  Bissa 2009: 149-150; Worthington 2008: 7]  [34:  Bissa 2009: 149-150; Worthington 2008: 7]  [35:  Theophr. Caus. Pl. 2.2.2; Bissa 2009: 149-150; Worthington 2008: 7]  [36:  Borza 1990: 88; Worthington 2008: 7-8]  [37:  Worthington 2008: 7-8]  [38:  Diod. 16.8; Worthington 2008: 7-8]  [39:  Hdt. 5.23.1-3; Diod. 16.8]  [40:  Hdt. 5.23.1-3; Diod. 16.8] 

However, an examination of a potential neglect for natural resources can be found in Macedon’s timber supplies, of which the land-based kingdom had less use for than other states.[footnoteRef:41] Of course, local use by ordinary Macedonian citizens on a small scale is likely to have gone on as usual, but no serious continuous attempts at extracting timber has been recorded, although this could be due to the scarce sources not focussing on this matter, of whom none were Macedonian.[footnoteRef:42] It should be noted however that Macedon does appear to have a navy under Perdikkas, but the size of which is unknown, and it is not otherwise mentioned apart from a single implication in an inscription.[footnoteRef:43] The notion of preserving these important forests is suggested to continue into the Roman period by Thommen.[footnoteRef:44] However, the source he cites simply speaks of the Romans disallowing timber being cut for shipbuilding.[footnoteRef:45] This may be due to strategic reasons, or overuse in the Hellenistic period, so this may not support the notion of sustainability in Macedonian forestry.[footnoteRef:46]   [41:  Hdt. 5.23.1-3; Bissa 2009: 112, 123-124]  [42:  Bissa 2009: 113]  [43:  IG I3. 61]  [44:  Thommen 2012: 86]  [45:  Thommen 2012: 86; Livy. 45.29.14]  [46:  Thommen 2012: 86; Livy. 45.29.14] 

Borza mentions reasonably that the timber was felled using axes, stripped of smaller branches, and then crosscut to prepare for sea transportation.[footnoteRef:47] However, it is likely that timber was not often transported by sea, as Bissa notes, as there is evidence that ships tended to be produced near the timber deposits, not transported.[footnoteRef:48] While the sources provide little insight, the do suggest the notion that ships were built primarily in the naupegia at the resource centres.[footnoteRef:49] Thommen suggests that the majority of Athens’ wood supply was indeed imported from Thrace and Macedon, stating their forests as ‘more productive’.[footnoteRef:50] However, Thommen’s citation of Herodotus only mentions the potential for productive forests, and even implies the forests are not yet productive, making mention of Athens importing any wood from there, so this argument can be rebuked easily.[footnoteRef:51]  [47:  Borza 1990: 55]  [48:  Bissa 2009: 134]  [49:  Bissa 2009: 132-133, 146]  [50:  Thommen 2012: 39]  [51:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; Hdt. 5.23.1-3; Thommen 2012: 39 ] 

Meiggs states reasonably that Athens had a long history of timber importing from Macedon, helped by prominent Athenians having have friendships with the Macedonian royalty, like Andocides, who is the source and also the friend of the Argeads, making his information direct and more likely to be accurate.[footnoteRef:52] Also, Meiggs counters Bissa’s argument that the ships were constructed at the naupegia near the timber sources to an extent, inferring that Archelaus’ was actually granting Athenian ship-wrights access to build ships in Macedon, inferring this is unusual.[footnoteRef:53] This argument is based on a severely fragmented inscription which Meiggs acknowledges, but Meiggs’ interpretation is highly probable and commonly accepted.[footnoteRef:54] This however differs from Bissa’s more probable argument, as Meiggs seems to imply that Athenian shipwrights normally would build the ships in Athens, and also the local naupegia did not have sufficient shipwrights able to manufacture triremes.[footnoteRef:55] Bissa’s argument is more likely as Meiggs himself points out that making a trireme rather than using transports would be a much safer way to move the timber, and also Macedon appears to have a skilled workforce, who are adept with the wood.[footnoteRef:56] Hammond supports this notion, stating that Macedon’s workforce built both merchant ships and warships.[footnoteRef:57]  [52:  Meiggs 1998: 123]  [53:  IG I3. 117; Bissa 2009: 134; Fox 2015: 234; Meiggs 1998: 128-129]  [54:  IG I3. 117; Meiggs 1998: 128-129]  [55:  Bissa 2009: 132-134, 146; Meiggs 1998: 128-129]  [56:  Bissa 2009: 132-134, 146; Fox 2015: 234; Meiggs 1998: 128-129 ]  [57:  Hammond 2002: 113] 

Fox also notes the importance and prominence of the Macedonian workforce and their woodsman skills.[footnoteRef:58] Hammond claims that Macedonian woodworkers became experts by citing an event in the 1930s, so, while correct, does not seem to be informing the reader of the correct context or argument.[footnoteRef:59] This is correct however, due to Theophrastus’ account of the expertly prepared pitch that Macedonian foresters were able to extract.[footnoteRef:60] This is an accurate use of this source as it shows clearly the skill and knowledge of the Macedonians concerning a relatively complex product.[footnoteRef:61] Fox rightly takes the stance that Macedon had a large forestry-skilled labour-force also, due to Xenophon attesting that envoys noted that the ‘πολυανθρωπία’ of the region was skilled and near the timber, and it is known Macedonian workers produced high quality oars.[footnoteRef:62] It should be noted that the lands they are referring to incorporated regions that were under the leadership of Olynthus in the Chalcidian League like Potidaea, although seemingly mainly the lower plains of Macedon.[footnoteRef:63] Interestingly, this assessment in Xenophon seems to exclude the Upper Macedonian regions.[footnoteRef:64] Amyntas gifted lands in Lower Macedon to the Olynthians due to an invasion of Illyrians.[footnoteRef:65] Amyntas eventually lost his control of the region entirely, and due to Xenophon’s evidence, significant amounts of territory was captured by the Olynthians.[footnoteRef:66] This may suggest that the timber supply Xenophon’s passage attests to was not located in the low plains of Macedon, as this was no longer in Macedon’s lands, so therefore the timber was probably further North-west towards Upper Macedon.[footnoteRef:67] The Olynthian invasion captured considerable reserves of timber, and when peace was made the Chalcidian League, they also possessed an abundance of wood and harbours.[footnoteRef:68] [58:  Fox 2015: 234]  [59:  Hammond 2002: 113]  [60:  Theophr. Caus. Pl. 9.3.1-3; Fox 2015: 234]  [61:  Theophr. Caus. Pl. 9.3.3]  [62:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; Xen. Hell. 5.2.14-17; Fox 2015: 234]  [63:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.14-17]  [64:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.14-17]  [65:  Diod. 14.92; Fox 2015: 121]  [66:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.16-17]  [67:  Diod. 14.92; Xen. Hell. 5.2.16-17; Fox 2015: 121]  [68:  Psoma 2015: 122] 

Therefore, when Philip campaigned against the Chalcidian League, he was also gaining vital control of these resources, not only preventing them from being used against him, but also potentially using them to construct Macedon’s own ships.[footnoteRef:69] Timber while heavily valued by naval powers like Athens, could never be fully utilised by Macedon, which rarely focussed on naval matters.[footnoteRef:70] However, it should be noted, that while it has been said that Macedon was a land-based power, it is important to remember that Macedon did not simply ignore naval affairs.[footnoteRef:71] When Archelaus moved the capital of Macedon to Pella, he ensured that the lake was used as an innovative estuary harbour, connected to the Aegean via the Axios river.[footnoteRef:72]  [69:  Diod. 16.53; Psoma 2015: 122]  [70:  Bissa 2009: 112, 123-124]  [71:  Gabriel 2010: 98, 115; Hammond 2002: 35]  [72:  Gabriel 2010: 36] 

Despite often being seen as unimportant to Philip’s reign, it is clear that Philip was building good quality ships, in the numerous Naupegia that he controlled.[footnoteRef:73] Due to Philip capturing vital locations throughout his reign for shipbuilding like the Chalcidice and Amphipolis, and with a significant ship-building workforce, it is likely that Philip would have turned significant attention towards maintaining a fleet.[footnoteRef:74] While Hammond speculates that the ships were only raiding vessels like pentecontors or triacontors, Philip could also have produced the powerful triremes that Athens built from these lands.[footnoteRef:75] Philip by 354BCE controlled all the harbours on the Western and Northern Thermaic Gulf coasts, so Hammond’s assessment that Philip’s warships were all ‘small’ may not be accurate.[footnoteRef:76]  [73:  Thucy. 4.108; Bissa 2009: 132-133, 146; Gabriel 2010: 115]  [74:  Gabriel 2010: 98, 115]  [75:  Bissa 2009: 132-133; Hammond 2002: 35]  [76:  Hammond 2002: 39] 

Indeed, in 339BCE Phocion, an Athenian general, captured several ships from Philip.[footnoteRef:77] To be important enough for Plutarch to mention, and for Phocion to care about, these ships likely were larger than raiding vessels.[footnoteRef:78] Of course as Gabriel says, Philip’s fleet was not large, and was not capable during the siege of Byzantium of controlling the region.[footnoteRef:79] However, this body of water is large, and Philip was in conflict with Byzantium and Athens, so it does not mean that Philip’s fleet was insignificant, simply inadequate for such a massive task.[footnoteRef:80] Indeed Philip showed excellent naval strategy in the capture of the Athenian grain fleet at Hieron, and while Demosthenes boasts of Athens’ superiority, he was in conflict with Philip, so would not highlight Philip’s increasing naval strength.[footnoteRef:81] Demosthenes is of course probably inflating the greatness of his own polis’ fleet, and diminishing the power of his enemy’s fleet.[footnoteRef:82] This shows that while Philip’s navy may not have been superior, it was significant, and utilised to great effect, capturing 230 merchant ships.[footnoteRef:83] Philip was able to use this victory to achieve significant revenues of 700 talents, and the utility of the ships to capture and raid to create a profit was not lost on Philip.[footnoteRef:84] Of course, if Macedon and Athens competed on the water, Philip could not win.[footnoteRef:85] Nevertheless, there is clearly evidence for Macedon to have a serviceable and growing navy at the time, capable of having a significant strategical role, and protecting trade routes from pirates.[footnoteRef:86] Philip to create this navy and to profit from his naupegia and timber reserves needed to have complete control of these resources that he had conquered.[footnoteRef:87]  [77:  Plut. Phoc. 14]  [78:  Plut. Phoc. 14]  [79:  Gabriel 2010: 196]  [80:  Gabriel 2010: 196-197]  [81:  Dem. 6 36; Philoch. FF. 162]  [82:  Dem. 6 36]  [83:  Philoch. FF. 162]  [84:  Cawkwell 1987: 138]  [85:  Cawkwell 1987: 138-139]  [86:  Philoch. FF. 162; Cawkwell 1987: 138-139; Gabriel 2010: 196-197; Hammond 2002: 35, 39, 113]  [87:  Kremydi 2015: 160-161] 

The pastoral tradition in Macedon created a system in which leaders were in control logging, and other economic decisions, which continued in Macedon’s kings.[footnoteRef:88] The revenues from the woods therefore went directly into the king’s treasury.[footnoteRef:89] This meant that Macedonian kings were advantageous in that they were in direct control of the timber resources in their kingdoms, being able to use this resource in a variety of diplomatic ways.[footnoteRef:90] It is important to acknowledge that while the king owned the mines of Macedon, he was also able to lease, or gift the mines out to others, providing different exploitation methods, being less direct but also negating upkeep and administrative costs.[footnoteRef:91] The benefits of renting out the exploitation of these forests not only would improve relations between the Macedonians and the timber-needing Southern Greeks, but it would also provide revenues without the need for administrative costs and burdens.[footnoteRef:92] Kremydi states this idea, which is supported by the frequency of this occurring before Philip.[footnoteRef:93]  [88:  Gabriel 2010: 37; Worthington 2008: 7]  [89:  Hatzopoulous 2015: 48; Kremydi 2015: 160-161]  [90:  Bissa 2009: 112-115, 125, 134; Worthington 2008: 7]  [91:  Kremydi 2015: 160-161]  [92:  Kremydi 2015: 160-161]  [93:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115; Kremydi 2015: 160-161] 

Due to the highly mountainous regions of Upper Macedon, it is also probable that vast swathes of woodland were unsuitable for significant exploitation, and while useful for locals, would be impractical for trireme production.[footnoteRef:94] Philip’s securing of Upper Macedon would have given him unprecedented control of these timber resources, which often were under tenuous control.[footnoteRef:95] However, as Gabriel mentions, there were few population centres in Upper Macedon, so providing appropriate facilities for any serious exploitation of timber would be even more arduous.[footnoteRef:96] Nevertheless, Gabriel does mention that ‘Macedonia was also a land of lumberjacks’, which is supported by the large scale ship construction in the kingdom if Bissa’s model of shipbuilding is accurate.[footnoteRef:97] Therefore the beech and oak forests would be very accessible for local construction, and due to the amounts of these trees, the Macedonian peoples would have unrestrained access to material for building and crafts.[footnoteRef:98] While these local benefits may not have had much effect on Philip’s wealth, it would have benefitted the people, which would increase the wealth of Macedon.[footnoteRef:99] Due to Macedon traditionally lacking a slave workforce, the manpower of the Macedonians was their people, which may have limited any mass scale exploitation of timber.[footnoteRef:100] [94:  Cawkwell 1978: 20; Worthington 2008: 7 ]  [95:  Gabriel 2010: 40]  [96:  Gabriel 2010: 33-34]  [97:  Gabriel 2010 34]  [98:  King 2018: 33]  [99:  King 2018: 33]  [100:  Gabriel 2010: 37] 

The Macedonian kings, who never seemed to have much need of significant quantities of their valuable timbers, were able to gift or lease quantities of this resource to allies for either revenue, or improved relations between the king and the agent.[footnoteRef:101] Therefore, the use of timber by Macedon to trade, or to use as political gifts, is an important area of study, as Alexander I, Perdikkas II, Archelaus I, Amyntas III, Perdikkas III, and Ptolemy I appear to prominently do so.[footnoteRef:102] Meiggs argues reasonably that Corinth did not seek Macedonian timbers, having closer sources of timber and this is attested to by no sources suggesting directly deals between Macedon and Corinth concerning ships or wood.[footnoteRef:103] [101:  Bissa 2009: 112-113; Worthington 2008: 7]  [102:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115]  [103:  Meiggs 1998: 424] 

King reasonably states that the reason for Athens praising Alexander I was his supply of timber to the Athenians and possibly other Greeks.[footnoteRef:104] This is likely as it would have been needed for the construction of ships in the Persian wars, as the Athenians were outnumbered in the water.[footnoteRef:105] However, recently scholars seem to conclude that due to Alexander I’s Macedon being a vassal state of Persia, it is unlikely that the Persian’s would have permitted Macedon supplying timber to their enemies: the Greeks.[footnoteRef:106] Therefore, Bissa examines the idea that the timber came from Southern Italy, and that this may also explain why Herodotus failed to mention it due to personal rivalry.[footnoteRef:107] Bissa goes on to conclude that the timber for the Greek fleet at Salamis probably came from several different resource centres, located not in the Aegean, but around Italy.[footnoteRef:108] This is well backed up by several sources and points, but seems to dismiss the ability of Alexander I to supply any of this timber at all.[footnoteRef:109] Taking the reasonable stance that the fleet was constructed in several locations so as not to overload specific areas, Macedon could easily have been one of these sources.[footnoteRef:110] Afterall, Alexander I is shown in Herodotus to be playing both sides of the Persian wars, and extremely pro-Greek at times.[footnoteRef:111] Alexander according to Borza seems to act relatively freely under Persian rule.[footnoteRef:112] Due to Alexander being named a proxenios, and probably supplying oars to the Greeks, it is not impossible that also several triremes were also supplied to the Greeks, improving relations and allowing Alexander to gain Greek favour.[footnoteRef:113] While Meiggs makes a compelling argument for Macedon not supplying ships, the argument is based on the assumption that Macedon provided the entire fleet, and that it would be conspicuous.[footnoteRef:114] However, the argument that Alexander would not risk supporting the Greeks seems unlikely, due to Alexander allegedly personally visiting the Greek camp before a battle and informing them of the Persian plans.[footnoteRef:115] This, if true, would mean that Meiggs’ argument does not equate to the source evidence of Alexander’s character, who is shown to be bold and anti-Persian.[footnoteRef:116] This could of course also be due to Herodotus’ writing, and the stories of Alexander I’s pro-Greek efforts may be fabricated.[footnoteRef:117] Yet it seems likely they are not, as Alexander was honoured by Athens.[footnoteRef:118] [104:  King 2018: 7-8, 27-28]  [105:  King 2018: 27-28 ]  [106:  Bissa 2009: 118]  [107:  Bissa 2009: 118-119]  [108:  Bissa 2009: 120-121]  [109:  Veg. Mil. 4.36; Plut. Cim. 12.2; Thuc. 1.14.2; Bissa 2009: 118-121]  [110:  Bissa 2009: 120-121]  [111:  Hdt. 5.20-21, 8.136, 9.45]  [112:  Borza 1990: 115]  [113:  RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 118-119]  [114:  Meiggs 1998: 123-124]  [115:  Meiggs 1998: 123-124]  [116:  Hdt. 5.20; Meiggs 1998: 123-124]  [117:  Hdt. 5.20, 9.45; Meiggs 1998: 123-124]  [118:  RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 118-119; Meiggs 1998: 123] 

Perdikkas II, is recorded as granting exclusive export rights to Athens.[footnoteRef:119] While this inscription does not have certain dating, the political climate of Perdikkas’ reign facilitates this inscription being placed at this time.[footnoteRef:120] These export rights were cancelled when Amphipolis was founded, which Psoma describes as economically disastrous, which in turn implies that this exploitation was large scale.[footnoteRef:121] This shows that Macedon at this early period was not simply a kingdom on the edges of the Greek world, but it had a thriving and profitable timber trade.[footnoteRef:122] This is rightly described by Psoma as a role reversal in the complicated relationship between Macedon and Athens, as then Athens did not need Macedon for timber.[footnoteRef:123] While these are likely not Macedon’s primary timber reserves, they were highly valuable and would have meant Athens would no longer be Macedon’s customer.[footnoteRef:124] [119:  IG I3. 89; Mari 2015: 90]  [120:  IG I3. 89; Mari 2015: 90]  [121:  Psoma 2015: 119]  [122:  Psoma 2015: 119]  [123:  Psoma 1999: 279]  [124:  Borza 1990: 139] 

A primary issue that must be highlighted is the settlement of Amphipolis at this time and resources of the Strymon valley.[footnoteRef:125] Athens and Macedon’s history of timber trade was long, but as Meiggs rightly notes, the trading and relations with Macedon and Athens depended heavily on the Macedonian kings’ disposition, which would often change.[footnoteRef:126] Combined with Athens requiring to import all of its significant timber requirements, Athens required a steady and permanently secure supply of timber.[footnoteRef:127] The reason for the founding of Amphipolis according to Meiggs is that Athens needed this security, which was something that was too tenuous with Macedon, and so the more than ample forests in the Strymon was a great prize.[footnoteRef:128] Importantly, as Borza accurately assesses, Athens’ influence over the Strymon River did not at all deny Macedon of timber reserves, only the demand of the biggest importer of their timber.[footnoteRef:129] Philip’s capture of this region therefore was an excellent and purposeful move, ensuring that Amphipolis did not again fall into the hands of the Athenians, preventing a timber supply for their fleet.[footnoteRef:130]  [125:  Meiggs 1998: 127]  [126:  Meiggs 1998: 127]  [127:  Finley 1999: 133]  [128:  Meiggs 1998: 127]  [129:  Borza 1990: 139]  [130:  Diod. 16.8; Meiggs 1998: 127] 

Again, during the reign of Archelaus, Andokides of Athens said that he had been granted export rights of Macedonian oars due to his family connections with the Argeads.[footnoteRef:131] Andokides uses these oars in his speech to demonstrate his utility to Athens, highlighting not only the quality of Macedonian timber, but also the need of it in Athens.[footnoteRef:132] In a fragmented inscription, Archelaus is seen to have allowed Athenian’s to access timber reserves in Macedon to produce ships, presumably triremes.[footnoteRef:133] As Kremydi assesses, Athens was desperate for timber, as Brasidas denied Athens control of the Strymon, and this is why Athens needed to deal with Archelaus.[footnoteRef:134] This seems reasonable, as after the Sicilian expedition, it is logical that they would need to restore their fleet to maintain their conflict with Sparta.[footnoteRef:135] Archelaus is an excellent contrasting example of a Macedonian king that was able to exploit Macedon’s timber for political gain and wealth in a way that Philip could not due to his conquests.[footnoteRef:136] This was so important to Athens they even honoured Archelaus with the title proxenos and euergetēs.[footnoteRef:137] [131:  Andoc. 2.11; Borza 1990: 163]  [132:  Andoc. 2.11; Borza 1990: 163]  [133:  IG I3. 117]  [134:  Kremydi 2015: 164]  [135:  Kremydi 2015: 164]  [136:  IG I3. 117; Borza 1990: 162-163]  [137:  IG I3. 117; Borza 1990: 162-163] 

Amyntas III, during the Corinthian war had already ceded land to the Chalcidians, and according to Borza, when he regained his throne, he granted them with export rights to Macedonian timber.[footnoteRef:138] However, Psoma argues that this occurred early in his reign, and potentially not in his later reign. This perhaps was due to exceedingly threatening times for Amyntas, who clearly needed allies at this period as Psoma suggests, supported by the strained relations with Olynthus, which makes this argument seem the most likely.[footnoteRef:139] However, it also displays the great wealth of Macedonian timber, as this is used as an effective diplomatic tool which the Chalcidians clearly valued.[footnoteRef:140] The primary evidence for this is an inscription, which Fox seems to decrypt the meaning of accurately, making sense of both sides of this tablet, which implies the agreement between the two powers, and the crucial role that timber played.[footnoteRef:141] If this was a renting of timber export rights it could have benefitted the Macedonian economy.[footnoteRef:142] However, it appears the deal was more of a desire to gain favour than wealth, as it does not imply that the timber was rented, but rather ‘granted’.[footnoteRef:143] Amyntas also later uses this timber to build ties with Athens without the need for bribery or monetary expenditure.[footnoteRef:144] At this period Borza states that Athens relied on Macedon for timber, and this seems accurate as it is the nearest source, and Xenophon states that contemporary sources declared that if they could not have Macedonian timber, Athens would struggle obtaining it from elsewhere, which is evident by their attempts to regain Amphipolis.[footnoteRef:145] [138:  RO. 12.9-18; Psoma 2015: 121]  [139:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.16-17; Psoma 2015: 121]  [140:  RO. 12.9-18; SIG I3. 135; Psoma 2015: 121]  [141:  Fox 2015: 221-222]  [142:  Kremydi 2015: 160-161]  [143:  RO. 12.9-18; Psoma 2015: 121]  [144:  IG II/III2. 120; Psoma 2015: 123]  [145:  Xen Hell. 6.1.11; Borza 1990: 187; Worthington 2008: 38-45] 

Under the reign or regency of Ptolemy, Macedon was compelled to ally with Thebes, which allowed Ptolemy to supply Epaminondas with timber.[footnoteRef:146] This alliance with Thebes was partly due to Macedon’s neighbour’s increasing power, and Macedon needing to leave Athenian relations and counter the Chalcidian League.[footnoteRef:147] Macedon was also dealing—according to Aeschines—with the city of Amphipolis controlling the Strymon region, potentially in an attempt to restrict other timber monopolisation.[footnoteRef:148] This deal continues under Perdikkas III according to Hammond, who is implying that this timber trade may have facilitated the return of the hostage Philip II, which seems reasonable.[footnoteRef:149] However, Fox proposes a more likely alternative, that Philip II was returned under the reign of Ptolemy, and that Perdikkas III reverses this trade.[footnoteRef:150] This is likely, because having a new ruler of Macedon would explain the sudden shift in relations, crucially selling timber to Athens, and probably most importantly, profiting from it.[footnoteRef:151]  [146:  Psoma 2015: 126]  [147:  Psoma 2015: 126]  [148:  Aesch. 2.29; Psoma 2015: 126]  [149:  Fox 2015: 262-263]  [150:  Fox 2015: 263; Psoma 2015: 126]  [151:  Fox 2015: 263; Psoma 2015: 126] 

As many scholars are keen to emphasise the timber resources in Macedon, they often focus on the Strymon River.[footnoteRef:152] It is true, that the Strymon is mentioned as having vast timber supplies by ancient sources.[footnoteRef:153] Due to the Strymon River flowing in Thracian controlled regions, most Macedonian kings would not have controlled them until Philip.[footnoteRef:154] However, Alexander I took advantage of the Persian retreat and was able to capture the important timber reserves, although how he exploited these is not mentioned, as there is little evidence about the region until Philip II.[footnoteRef:155] There is evidence to suggest that during the Persian control of the region they garrisoned Eion, which is at the mouth of the Strymon, highlighting this region’s great importance.[footnoteRef:156] Also, Archelaus in the late 5th century extended Macedonian control over the Strymon, possibly to facilitate dealing with Athens.[footnoteRef:157] While Eion was also situated on the Strymon, it was not located in a position that allowed it to control the resources of the interior, and therefore Amphipolis’ position was the more important and commanding which debilitated Macedon’s influence over the region.[footnoteRef:158] The subsequent lack of Macedon’s ability to hold and exploit the Strymon region may be partly due—as Psoma suggests—to the foundation of Amphipolis in 437BCE, which halted Macedon’s potential for control in this region.[footnoteRef:159] This move for Athens was vital for their timber requirements, as Amphipolis took control of the Strymon River’s resource outlet.[footnoteRef:160] It must be mentioned that Amphipolis was not the only site of interest in this region, just the most pivotal and imposing.[footnoteRef:161] [152:  King 2018: 3-5]  [153:  Hdt. 5.23.2; Thuc. 4.108.1]  [154:  Gabriel 2010: 33; King 2018; 3-5 ]  [155:  Hdt. 5.23.2; Borza 1990: 120-121; King 2018: 3-5, 31; Kremydi 2015: 161]  [156:  King 2018: 27]  [157:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; Gabriel 2010: 36]  [158:  Borza 1990: 138]  [159:  Psoma 2015: 119]  [160:  Borza 1990: 136]  [161:  Borza 1990: 136-137] 

These timber reserves in the Strymon basin may be the forests that were used by Archelaus, but could not have been used by Amyntas and Perdikkas, who did not have access to these forests, and therefore must have been using the forests within Macedon.[footnoteRef:162] Strymon’s forests would be useful, as the method of moving the timber down the river would be easier than acquiring timber from some of the mountainous Upper Macedonian forests, and were relatively close to both powers’ assets.[footnoteRef:163] Due to the considerably inaccessible mountainous regions of Upper Macedon, it is probable that vast swathes of woodland were unsuitable for significant exploitation, although much would still be accessible via Macedon’s large rivers.[footnoteRef:164] As noted by King, the Strymon, the Haliacmon, the lesser Loudias, and the Axios were vital routes for the transport of timber, which agrees with Borza’s descriptions of transporting timber via river.[footnoteRef:165] While Fox states this sentiment similarly, they do so without providing evidence, although this is ancillary in this case, not affecting their assessment.[footnoteRef:166] The emphasis on the Strymon River by modern scholars therefore seems to be somewhat justifiable, as it provided the fastest way to supply timber to the Aegean, controlled by Amphipolis.[footnoteRef:167] However, when Philip ascended to the throne, he controlled only a small area, which was indeed full of this valuable timber, so Philip did have access to this resource immediately.[footnoteRef:168] [162:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115]  [163:  Borza 1990: 55; King 2018: 3-5]  [164:  Borza 1990: 28-29; Cawkwell 1978: 20; Worthington 2008: 7]  [165:  Borza 1990: 55; King 2018: 33]  [166:  Fox 2015: 234]  [167:  Hdt. 5.23.2; Thuc. 4.108.1; Borza 1990: 55; King 2018: 3-5, 33]  [168:  Hammond 2002: 5] 

To conclude timber, it can be of no doubt that Macedon was extremely fortunate in its this resource, being amongst the most competitive in the Mediterranean.[footnoteRef:169] King’s assessment that timber played a highly significant role in politics is agreeable, as Athens’ conflicts concerning Amphipolis are heavily weighted in ancient sources.[footnoteRef:170] Unfortunately, Philip had a disadvantage, as Athens from the beginning of his reign opposed him, and they were the major importer of shipbuilding timber from Thrace and Macedon, relying heavily on the region around Amphipolis for timber.[footnoteRef:171]  Consequently, Philip was compelled to use the timber to increase his naval power.[footnoteRef:172]  [169:  Theophr. Caus. Pl. 4.5.5]  [170:  King 2018: 34]  [171:  Bissa 2009: 123-124, 140; Borza 1990: 201]  [172:  Thuc. 4.108; Bissa 2009: 132-133, 146; Gabriel 2010: 115] 


Gold and silver

The study mining and metallurgy in the ancient Greek world is relatively new.[footnoteRef:173] For Philip, he famously was the arbiter of the development of the Pangaion mines, of which Diodorus lavishly claims: ‘ὥστε δύνασθαι φέρειν αὐτῷ πρόσοδον πλεῖον ἢ ταλάντων χιλίων’.[footnoteRef:174] Metals for Macedon were an extremely lucrative resource, although often difficult to exploit, with several extremely precious deposits requiring conquest before falling under Philip’s control.[footnoteRef:175] This dissertation therefore looks at Macedonian kings’ access to mining deposits and their exploitation of them, then contrasting this with Philip II’s use of these resources, paying due attention to the historiographical and potential archaeological aspects of this area of study. However, while all of these deposits within the Macedonian king’s territories are important, two of the most valuable and sought-after metals, gold and silver, are crucial to the resource exploitation of Macedon, causing the kingdom to claim considerable wealth, and are therefore worthy of more focussed analysis in this dissertation.[footnoteRef:176]  [173:  Treister 1996: 1]  [174:  Diod. 16.8.6]  [175:  Diod. 16.8.6; King 2018: 4, 9; Treister 1996: 169]  [176:  Diod. 16.8.6; King 2018: 4, 9; Treister 1996: 169] 

Unfortunately, several of Macedon’s deposits go unmentioned, and without detailed archaeological analysis--which is often lacking— it is simply impossible to determine the precise locations or outputs of these areas.[footnoteRef:177] For example Treister is unable to be certain about the precise nature of Macedon’s copper production in the period of Greek colonisation.[footnoteRef:178] Although Treister’s speculation is useful, it could be misleading, and highlights the constant historiographical uncertainty in the study of ancient mining in this region.[footnoteRef:179] Treister also acknowledges that a considerable source of silver used in early coinage may have originated from Macedonia, although it could also be from Lydia.[footnoteRef:180] This creates a very different perception of 6th century Macedon depending on if this silver was Macedonian.[footnoteRef:181] While fortunately several kings’ names are directly attached to some sites, much of the mineral wealth comes from sources mentioned in reference only to location.[footnoteRef:182] Indeed Borza identifies three primary regions of mining in Macedon: The Pangaion mines, the Cholomon Mountains, and the Echedoros river basin.[footnoteRef:183] [177:  Treister 1996: 21]  [178:  Treister 1996: 21]  [179:  Treister 1996: 21]  [180:  Treister 1996: 27]  [181:  Treister 1996: 27]  [182:  Borza 1990: 53]  [183:  Borza 1990: 53] 

While usually not in Macedonian territory—with the possible exception of Alexander I—until Philip II, the Pangaion Mountain and the area around it in Eastern Macedon was extremely wealthy.[footnoteRef:184] This region—Borza attests—was the source of wealth for much of the Balkans throughout history, and considering Diodorus’ exceptionally high yield estimates under Philip, this seems reasonable.[footnoteRef:185] The Thasians seem aware of this valuable region, probably founding Crenides as an outpost for exploitation, perfectly located, as Diodorus mentions Philip perceived the gold mines within its territory.[footnoteRef:186] While famous for gold, this region allowed the Thracians to mint masses of silver coinage.[footnoteRef:187] The Thasian establishment of Skapte Hyle in Thrace was the main site for Mt. Pangaion’s gold reserves in the peraia of Thasos, but was also probably exploited by the Thracians before the Greeks occupied the region, as Thucydides mentioned they belonged to Olores, a Thracian dynast.[footnoteRef:188] Herodotus writes that the mainland mines of the peraia of Thasos produced 200 talents, which could be 300 during their highest exploitation.[footnoteRef:189] Herodotus claims to have seen these mines, so it is likely that he had good first-hand information, although perhaps the Thasians may have inflated their output somewhat to seem more illustrious.[footnoteRef:190] Yet, their figure could be supported by Roman times, as these mines proved still lucrative.[footnoteRef:191] Around this region, speaking of the Strymon basin, Megabazus mentions the mines of silver in this region, which appear to be the primary output.[footnoteRef:192] Amphipolis is known for striking silver coins, which indicates this wealth, although it also has been recorded as striking bronze coins.[footnoteRef:193]  [184:  Borza 1990: 53-54; Kremydi 2015: 161]  [185:  Diod. 16.8.6; Borza 1990: 49]  [186:  Diod. 16.8.6; Borza 1990: 54]  [187:  Borza 1990: 54]  [188:  Plut. Cim. 4; Loukopoulou 2004: 857 Treister 1996: 185]  [189:  Hdt. 6.46.3]  [190:  Hdt. 6.47.1]  [191:  Borza 1990: 54]  [192:  Hdt. 5.23; Borza 53-54]  [193:  Flensted-Jensen 2004: 820] 

This region clearly possessed much mineral and timber wealth, evidenced by Histiaeus trying to secure the region, before Amphipolis’ successful foundation.[footnoteRef:194] It is also possible that this is the target location of Miltiades and his 70 ships trying to claim gold reserves in roughly this area, which seems likely given that Athens eventually founded here.[footnoteRef:195] There is considerable argument, as Treister suggests, for the mines of Pangaion producing primarily silver until Philip, as Diodorus describes these mines as insignificant, yet it is known that these mines produced much silver, so Diodorus is probably referring to the gold output.[footnoteRef:196] This, if correct, would solve the discrepancies in the source material.[footnoteRef:197] Crenides and Skapte Hyle were both exploited before Philip, but by the Thracians and the Thasians, who produced lots of silver, but little gold.[footnoteRef:198] Peisistratos also founded a colony in the Gulf of Thermae, which is where he was able to gain sufficient money from the Pangaion mines to hire soldiers capable of having military successes quickly.[footnoteRef:199] This suggests that even when these mines were not producing the extremely lucrative gold output under Philip, this region produced a large amount of precious metal, as Treister speculates—in agreement with Isaac—that they were owned by the Thracians, who may not even have rented all of the mines in the area to Peisistratos.[footnoteRef:200]  [194:  Hdt. 5.126; Borza 1990: 104]  [195:  Borza 1990: 118]  [196:  Treister 1996: 184]  [197:  Diod. 16.8.6; Hdt. 8.46.3-8.47.1; Treister 1996: 184]  [198:  Treister 1996: 184-185]  [199:  Arist. Const. Ath. 15; Hdt. 1.64]  [200:  Arist. Const. Ath. 15; Diod. 16.8; Hdt. 1.64; Isaac 1986: 14-15; Treister 1996: 136-137] 

Gold mines existed as stated by Strabo, near where Amphipolis was founded, which were also exploited by locals before Greeks or Macedonians.[footnoteRef:201] These mines were owned by Thucydides, as he has inherited the region’s mines from Cimon according to Plutarch, which Brasidas saw as valuable enough to worth moving to seize.[footnoteRef:202] However it may be that these mines are mentioned purely in relation to the famous figure, and would not be worthy of note otherwise.[footnoteRef:203] Thucydides himself probably mentions this detail because it is personal, and he wants to address what Brasidas took from him.[footnoteRef:204] [201:  Treister 1996: 185]  [202:  Plut. Cim. 4.1; Thuc. 4.105; Treister 1996: 185]  [203:  Plut. Cim. 4.1; Treister 1996: 185]  [204:  Thuc. 4.105] 

The Cholomon Mountains were located in the Chalcidice, and as such, were rarely available to Macedonian kings, and in fact it is uncertain if these mines were open before Philip II.[footnoteRef:205] The silver and gold mines in this region were closed by the Romans, perhaps fearing they were so lucrative that they could be used against them.[footnoteRef:206] Interestingly, Livy makes mention of the copper and iron mines which were able to continue, and while Macedon is known for these metals, they are rarely mentioned in the ancient sources.[footnoteRef:207] Treister supports Borza’s argument that the mines in the Chalcidice were unused until the 4th century, as it is highly likely that when envoys mention of the resources of Olynthus, they makes no mention of mines, which they surely would.[footnoteRef:208] However, it could simply be that Xenophon did not mention these mines because his sources omitted this knowledge, or that Xenophon did not deem them important enough to mention.[footnoteRef:209] Moreover, Bissa mentions that the speech in Xenophon was made by Akanthians, who would have no cause to mention the resources of his region, which may not have factored into his point, therefore these mines may have been exploited before Philip II.[footnoteRef:210] Stageira on the Eastern coast of the Strymonian Gulf had deposits of silver that were exploited by the locals, which were found in the Chalcidice, but the output of which is unknown.[footnoteRef:211] Extensive archaeological evidence has also been found in the Chalcidice, suggesting considerable Exploitation, which is something Philip would have been aware of if dated to before his reign, and could have been a minor motivating factor for his conquest of the Chalcidice.[footnoteRef:212] [205:  Borza 1990: 54]  [206:  Livy 45.29]  [207:  Livy 45.29; Treister 1996: 21]  [208:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.16-17; Treister 1996: 186]  [209:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.16-17]  [210:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.16-17; Bissa 2009: 34]  [211:  Treister 1996: 186]  [212:  Xen. Hell. 5.2.16-17; Bissa 2009: 34-35; Cawkwell 1978: 82-85] 

The name of the last of Borza’s primary locations is a river in central Macedon is named ‘Εχέδωρος’, meaning ‘Giving-gold’.[footnoteRef:213] This is because this river flows from the Rhodopi Mountains, and many rivers from this range are auriferous.[footnoteRef:214] It is known that the Macedonians extracted this gold because the extraction process produces slag which has been recovered by archaeologists.[footnoteRef:215] Borza states that in prehistoric Macedonia, the river basin around the Echedorus is considered the most prosperous, due to arable lands.[footnoteRef:216] Still, this could also very easily be attributed to the high presence of metal deposits in this region, and would seem likely due to the amount of mines around that area.[footnoteRef:217]  [213:  Hdt. 7.127.2; King 2018: 8; Treister 1996: 184]  [214:  Borza 1990: 53]  [215:  Borza 1990: 53]  [216:  Borza 1990: 42]  [217:  Borza 1990: 42, 50] 

Silver and gold were both extracted from this region along with whatever gold was borne in the river Echedorus itself, but in quantities unknown.[footnoteRef:218] Given that the Echedorus is in central Macedon, it is likely that these metals were extracted for most of Macedon’s history, although no Macedonian kings are specifically linked, their control of them can be assumed.[footnoteRef:219] Bissa states that this is the only certain gold deposit directly in Macedon that was extracted in the Archaic and Classical period, and the gold deposits of the Axios and Mount Dysoron may not have been exploited by the Macedonians.[footnoteRef:220] This would corroborate with Treister’s argument concerning the lack of gold extracted from Mount Pangaion until Philip.[footnoteRef:221] This suggests further that in the Thraco-Macedonian region the people failed to realise the full potential of their gold deposits until Philip.[footnoteRef:222] This may be due to several factors such as their lack of knowledge of specific extraction techniques, their inability to assess the value of these deposits, or their ignorance to the gold’s existence.[footnoteRef:223] However, as Bissa notes, the exploitation of these deposits would have been worthwhile, and therefore it is likely that the reason they were ignored is due to the Macedonian people lacking awareness of their presence until after the Classical period, making them unexploitable by Macedon’s previous kings.[footnoteRef:224] Also, within where Hammond describes as ‘the old kingdom’, he states there are no silver mines, which explains some controversies within the surviving coinage if accurate.[footnoteRef:225] [218:  Borza 1990: 53]  [219:  Hdt. 7.127.2; Gabriel 2010: 37; King 2018: 8; Treister 1996: 184; Worthington 2008: 7]  [220:  Ps.-Scyl. 66.7; Bissa 2009: 33]  [221:  Diod. 16.8.6; Hdt. 8.46.3-8.47.1; Bissa 2009: 33; Treister 1996: 184]  [222:  Diod. 16.8.6; Hdt. 8.46.3-8.47.1; Bissa 2009: 33; Treister 1996: 184]  [223:  Bissa 2009: 33]  [224:  Bissa 2009: 31, 33]  [225:  Hammond 2002: 40] 

It is important to remember that precious metals were not the only worthwhile resource to extract from the ground. Valuable minerals such as realgar, orpiment, and Chrysocolla are said by Theophrastus to be found near mines at this time.[footnoteRef:226] ‘χρυσoκόλλα’ means ‘gold glue’, and has important uses in gold-working, or simply as jewellery.[footnoteRef:227] At Aiani evidence shows that metalworking was present from the Bronze Age, showing that the Macedonian’s were exploiting resources to manufacture from an early date, which continued under Philip.[footnoteRef:228] From Scapte Hyle, Theophrastus also attests to a rock they extracted with curious properties, though it is not known if the people there put it to any practical or efficient use.[footnoteRef:229] Thracian stone, often considered the same stone as Spinos, appears to be some form of coal or lignite, which is combustible, and would be useable in the working of metal.[footnoteRef:230] Philip would have been able to utilise all of these resources alongside the main gold and silver mines, which Philip realised were some of his most important possessions, however, while their presence within the boundaries of Philip’s control are known, nothing is said concerning their exploitation, of which can only be speculated.[footnoteRef:231] The lack of specific attention paid to these resources in the ancient sources makes the study of gold and silver a much easier task for modern scholars, but clearly the Macedonians held knowledge of other resources and were able to exploit them.[footnoteRef:232] [226:  Theophr. Ston. 50-51]  [227:  Plin. H.N. 33; Theophr. Ston. 26, 51]  [228:  Karamitrou-Mentessidi 2015: 98-99]  [229:  Theophr. Ston. 17]  [230:  Nic. Ther. 45; Plin. H.N. 33; Strab. 7.3.3; Theophr. Ston. 13]  [231:  Fox 2015: 367]  [232:  Theophr. Ston. 31-33, 50-51] 

Fox points to Macedon’s natural metal deposits as one of its most important features, highlighting the various ‘lesser’ mines.[footnoteRef:233] This phrasing seems misleading, as some of these mines were no doubt highly lucrative, as silver and gold deposits of all sizes were highly valuable, and Fox is comparing them to a monumental gold deposit, which naturally puts even very wealthy mines in its shadow.[footnoteRef:234] Nevertheless, this again demonstrates the great importance of this site being accessible to Philip.[footnoteRef:235] [233:  Fox 2015: 367-268]  [234:  Diod. 16.8.6; Bissa 2009: 31; Fox 2015: 367-368]  [235:  Diod. 16.8.6; Fox 2015: 367-368] 

Due to Macedon’s natural resources, metal-working was developing throughout the later Archaic period.[footnoteRef:236] Macedon’s bronze production in the 8th-7th century BCE was able to utilise its own natural resources of copper in this manufacturing, suggesting that the Macedonians were able to extract significant amounts of copper in the region.[footnoteRef:237] These bronze items have been found in several Pan-Hellenic sanctuaries showing that this manufacturing was able to produce items at a good standard.[footnoteRef:238] The Macedonians also are recorded as possessing a relatively high level of material goods not just manufactured, but also owned.[footnoteRef:239] [236:  Treister 1996: 49 ]  [237:  Treister 1996: 50, fig. 3.1]  [238:  Treister 1996: 106-108]  [239:  Borza 1990: 88] 

The Macedonian people are seen to have had a class possessing much material wealth in the late Archaic period, expressed in golden artefacts, and other valuable grave goods.[footnoteRef:240] Interestingly items located in Eastern Macedon besides the Axios, have a high frequency of Eastern influences, which Borza suggests creates a connection with Thracian mining.[footnoteRef:241] Although it must be remembered that during the later Archaic period this land may not have been entirely Macedonian, and therefore these grave good may not reflect the wealth of Macedonians, only the wealth of the region Philip would conquer later on.[footnoteRef:242] However, if these were Macedonian grave goods, then this wealth of gold is also shown in what is believed by many to be the likely tomb of Philip II, supporting the idea that the Macedonians occupied this territory earlier than Hammond and Borza assume.[footnoteRef:243] Also, grave goods in Lete also show considerable wealth, which was also found to possess Macedon’s unique blend of Greco-barbarian influences.[footnoteRef:244] In the 6th century, Macedon produced more jewellery, as a general trend towards craftsmen moving to the periphery of the Greek world.[footnoteRef:245] Treister attributes this to the craftsmen moving closer to rich barbarian nobles, and not towards the primary sources of gold. it is however clear that Macedon produced a large amount of gold, and therefore it is plausible that both of these reasons were contributing factors to improved jewellery production in Macedon.[footnoteRef:246] This manufacturing of products for both the local and international markets is a great generator of income and a sophisticated form of prolonged exploitation.[footnoteRef:247] Along with recent discoveries of earlier urbanism in Upper Macedon than previously thought, this supports Macedon being a thriving and wealthy state, long before Philip.[footnoteRef:248]  [240:  Borza 1990: 88]  [241:  Borza 1990: 88]  [242:  Borza 1990: 88-89; Drougou 1994]  [243:  Borza 1990: 89]  [244:  Flensted 2004: 818]  [245:  Treister 1996: 142]  [246:  Treister 1996: 142]  [247:  Kremydi 2015: 160-161]  [248:  Diod. 16.8; Kremydi 2015: 160-161] 

This may indicate to an extent that although sources claim—and considerable evidence suggests—that Philip increased Macedon’s wealth greatly, Macedon may be considered wealthy throughout from the Archaic period.[footnoteRef:249] This would be much easier to assess and examine if the other tumuli around the site of Aigai were exhumed and examined, as currently only the largest tumulus has been assessed, and it is possible that the perceived wealth in these burials was standard for burials made in Aigai.[footnoteRef:250] This is because the ancestral burial place of the Argeads was Aigai, and therefore the excavation of these tombs will better inform historians about the wealth of the Macedonian kings before Philip II, who have to rely heavily upon rare mentions in ancient sources.[footnoteRef:251] There is also doubt about whether these grave goods are of Philip II himself, or from other Argeads from Macedon post-Philip, as a recent study concluded the skeleton had not suffered Philip’s notorious eye injury.[footnoteRef:252]  The Macedonian region is known to have also produced silver from sources of unknown location, so it is possible that Macedonian kings have often possessed more wealth than modern scholars might assume.[footnoteRef:253] This is supported also by other archaeological finds within Macedon dated to before Philip II, which show sophisticated and affluent gold and silver items were possessed in Macedon by the elite.[footnoteRef:254] [249:  Borza 1990: 88]  [250:  Drougou 1994; Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2015: 272-273]  [251:  King 2018: 194]  [252:  Barisiokas 2000: 511-515]  [253:  Drougou 1994; Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2015: 272-273; Treister 1996: 21]  [254:  Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2015: 272-273] 

As for the deposits specifically linked to kings, Mount Dysoron produced under the reign of Alexander I one talent of silver every day.[footnoteRef:255] This Prasiad mine curiously by Herodotus is mentioned as signifying that Macedonia is close by, which means that for Herodotus this was not considered as a fundamentally Macedonian-owned location.[footnoteRef:256] Borza mentions that unfortunately we do not at present understand the exact location of these mines, as it could be located at several mountains in a range, but it is entirely possible due to Herodotus’ description that this area would not have counted towards the revenue of other Macedonian kings who would not have dominion over this region.[footnoteRef:257] While the Prasias lake mine is described as close enough for it to be interpreted as the mines of Mt. Dysoron, it is possible that this mine Herodotus mentions is a different but very near mine.[footnoteRef:258] Alexander I was able to take this area when he saw the opportunity, recognising its great wealth, allowing him to exploit this regions resources, unavailable to many other Macedon rulers.[footnoteRef:259] The archaeological evidence also shows that the area of Lake Prasias has a deposit of silver and gold.[footnoteRef:260] The silver deposit Bissa believes is the one Herodotus mentions, which seems most likely.[footnoteRef:261] This allowed Alexander I to mint high quality coinage of silver.[footnoteRef:262] Indeed, Treister believes this marked the start of Macedon being able to mint coinage, and this is supported by Kremydi.[footnoteRef:263] While Borza believes that the numismatic evidence when this region was lost to Alexander does not prove that Alexander’s sources of silver were limited, Hammond’s argument seems reasonably founded, as Mount Dysoron’s talent of silver a day and the other mines in the region would have been a great loss.[footnoteRef:264] This is also supported by Treister concurring that this was Macedon’s first major source of silver to use for minting.[footnoteRef:265] While Kremydi and Hammond’s arguments may be perceived as suggesting that Macedon did not possess enough precious metals before Alexander I to mint good coinage, it may also be because Macedon had a surplus of gold rather than silver before this, and the Macedonian kings had other uses for gold.[footnoteRef:266] This could be due to many ancient peoples preferring to mint in silver, which was more accessible and standard.[footnoteRef:267] Philip’s use of gold in his coinage was partially due to him following a trend of popularity for eastern golden darics.[footnoteRef:268]  [255:  Hdt. 5.17; Borza 1990: 53; Treister 1996: 184]  [256:  Hdt. 5.17]  [257:  Hdt. 5.17; Borza 1990: 53]  [258:  Hdt. 5.17; Borza 1990: 53]  [259:  Borza 1990: 119; Kremydi 2015: 161]  [260:  Bissa 2009: 35]  [261:  Hdt. 5.17; Bissa 2009: 35]  [262:  Borza 1990: 119]  [263:  Kremydi 2015: 162; Treister 1996: 184]  [264:  Borza 1990: 122; Hammond 1972: 114 ]  [265:  Treister 1996: 184]  [266:  Hdt. 7.127.2; Borza 1990: 53 Gabriel 2010: 37; King 2018: 8; Kremydi 2015: 161-165; Treister 1996: 184; Worthington 2008: 7]  [267:  Finley 1999: 141]  [268:  Finley 1999: 168] 

Perdikkas II faced a serious issue in revenues from mining, as with the founding of Amphipolis, Macedonian interests in the Strymon reserves, the Crenides, and the Pangaion mines were effectively stopped.[footnoteRef:269] This valuable region would be even more unobtainable to the Macedonians with Amphipolis’ founding, and even before this there was danger from the Thracians.[footnoteRef:270] Perdikkas II is noted as not having as high-quality coinage as Alexander I, and it was not until Archelaus that this quality was restored.[footnoteRef:271] This demonstrated the incredibly valuable wealth of the region of Eastern Macedon and Bisaltia, the closest regions to Thrace.[footnoteRef:272] [269:  Borza 1990: 139-140]  [270:  Mari 2015: 87]  [271:  Borza 1990: 164, 175; Hammond 2002: 24]  [272:  Borza 1990: 164, 175] 

Archelaus is recorded by Kremydi as having a better coinage than Perdikkas II who lost the important silver mines.[footnoteRef:273] Kremydi suggests that this does not indicate that Archelaus retook the lost silver deposits, and it was the trade of timber with Athens that provided Macedon with the necessary silver.[footnoteRef:274] As discussed, Athens was in need of timber and would have provided Macedon with a highly competitive price bringing a lot of silver into the kingdom for minting due to the king having direct exploitation.[footnoteRef:275] However, while this may be the case, given that Archelaus was able to mint a large amount of silver, and that we do not have sufficient evidence from this time, it is not impossible that this influx of silver did indeed come from the reacquisition of the Prasiad mines, or perhaps even another unmentioned silver deposit, which are common in the region.[footnoteRef:276] It is still however valid that Athens could have supplied enough silver to Macedon through the timber trade to mean that exploiting silver was not as worthwhile to Perdikkas as exploiting timber.[footnoteRef:277] [273:  Kremydi 2015: 164-165]  [274:  Kremydi 2015: 164-165]  [275:  Andoc. 2.11; Borza 1990: 163; Hatzopoulous 2015: 48; Kremydi 2015: 164-165]  [276:  Hdt. 5.17; Borza 1990: 53; Kremydi 2015: 164-165; Treister 1996: 184]  [277:  Hdt. 5.17; Borza 1990: 53; Hammond 2002: Fig. 4; Kremydi 2015: 164-165; Treister 1996: 184] 

Philip II was able to gain control of, and exploit efficiently, several vital locations for the extraction of precious metals.[footnoteRef:278] During one of Philip’s campaigns in the West, the people around the mines of Damastium came into his possession.[footnoteRef:279] The precise location of these mines are unknown, but it is probable that Bissa’s conclusion that it is the modern site Argyrokastro is correct, as this name means: ‘Silver castle’.[footnoteRef:280] While it is not known what quantities they produced, it is said that they produced silver.[footnoteRef:281] Hammond curiously marks this location as being just east of Lake Ohrid.[footnoteRef:282] As Bissa points out, due to the scarcity of silver, this mine would be economically viable in the ancient world, and so would have proved highly useful to Philip.[footnoteRef:283] As marked on Hammond’s map, several mines were located in territory that most Macedonian kings would not have held dominion over, and it is under Philip that Macedon was able to expand to control all of these valuable sites which would have boosted his wealth significantly, with a consistent supply of precious metals.[footnoteRef:284] Also, like Alexander I, Philip was quick to realise the enormous value of nearby mines, securing them swiftly.[footnoteRef:285]  [278:  Diod. 16.8; Kremydi 2015: 160-161; Loukopoulou 2015: 468-469]  [279:  Strab. 7.7.8]  [280:  Bissa 2009: 33]  [281:  Strab. 7.7.8]  [282:  Hammond 2002: Fig. 4]  [283:  Strab. 7.7.8; Bissa 2009: 31]  [284:  Hammond 2002: Fig. 4]  [285:  Strab. 7.fr.34-35; Borza 1990: 53-54; Kremydi 2015: 161] 

Philip, realising the potential of Mount Pangaion, improved the mines greatly, generating an enormous amount of gold if Diodorus is to be believed.[footnoteRef:286] Philip improved the land around the region to be more arable, to enable this site to prosper, which would help the mines prosper.[footnoteRef:287] It is clear this was his intention as he increased the population of the region also, and these mines were so profitable he was able to mint large golden coins called ‘Φιλίππειον’, which displayed not only his wealth, but also his influence and power to the surrounding peoples.[footnoteRef:288] While the involvement of the owners of the mines around Mount Pangaion and the exploitation is uncertain before Philip, it is clear that Philip took an active interest in this region.[footnoteRef:289] Additionally, knowing and understand the potential for conflict in the region, and the great value of the location, Philip fortified the location appropriately.[footnoteRef:290] [286:  Diod. 16.8]  [287:  Diod. 16.8.6-7; Theophr. Caus. Pl. 5.14.5-6; Borza 1990: 51]  [288:  Diod. 16.8.7]  [289:  Diod. 16.8.6-7; Bissa 2009: 37]  [290:  Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 2015: 440] 

As Bissa rightly asserts, Philip must have directly exploited these mines rather than using the common practice of leasing them, which is reinforced by the significant investment in their infrastructure.[footnoteRef:291] This is further attested to by Diodorus: ‘ταχὺ σωρεύσας πλοῦτον’, which implies that this wealth was generated quickly, which would have meant direct exploitation was employed.[footnoteRef:292] Philip was in a unique position leading up to the battle of Chaeronea, as he possessed most of the mines in the Strymon region, the Chalcidice, Paeonia, and Illyria.[footnoteRef:293] Hammond mentions that the Chalcidice in particular held many large deposits of silver, gold, copper, iron, and lead, which in 348 BCE would all be property of Philip II.[footnoteRef:294] All of these mines would have likely been exploited by Philip, and it is possible that due to Diodorus’ account of the mines of Philippi, these mines may have received analogous investment.[footnoteRef:295] Diodorus’ relatively small passage therefore is vital to understanding and assessing Philip’s economic investments in the exploitation of natural resources, even if Diodorus gives a potentially outlandish figure alongside it.[footnoteRef:296]  [291:  Arist. Const. Ath. 15; Diod. 16.8; Hdt. 1.64; Bissa 2009: 36-37; Hatzopoulous 2015: 48; Treister 1996: 136]  [292:  Diod. 16.8.7; Bissa 2009: 39; Hatzopoulous 2015: 48]  [293:  Diod. 16.1]  [294:  Hammond 2002: 113]  [295:  Diod. 16.8.5-7; Hammond 2002: Fig. 4]  [296:  Diod. 16.8] 

Philip’s conquests in Thrace opened new areas for metal exploitation.[footnoteRef:297] Yet, this was achieved indirectly, as most of Thrace was not under direct control of the king, and revenues from Thrace would come from an imposed tithe on the Thracians.[footnoteRef:298] This increased the loyalty of both the Greeks and the Thracians, but prevented full exploitation of many of Thrace’s natural resources.[footnoteRef:299] Philip clearly deemed this a worthy sacrifice.[footnoteRef:300] [297:  Kremydi 2015: 160-161; Loukopoulou 2015: 468-469]  [298:  Loukopoulou 2015: 468-469]  [299:  Diod. 16.71.2; Loukopoulou 2015: 468-469]  [300:  Diod. 16.71.2] 

Therefore, to conclude Philip’s unique exploitation of precious metals, Philip directly sought to claim these locations and maximise income to ensure his continued conquests.[footnoteRef:301] Philip’s capture of Amphipolis and his population increase of Crenides shows how Philip targeted and valued these important areas, not just for their strategic location.[footnoteRef:302] While few Macedonian kings before him had sought to exploit the precious metals in the surrounding regions of Macedon, Philip was able to capitalise upon his new gold and silver deposits by investing significantly into these regions.[footnoteRef:303] The wealth of Macedon’s core areas has always been relatively high—especially in copper and iron—yet it is clear that Philip’s expansions and investments worked, as he was quickly able to mint a large golden coinage, hire a large mercenary force, and employ significant bribes, which was typical of his reign.[footnoteRef:304] Macedon has been seen to have a strong history of metalworking from at least the early Classical period, which would have provided skilled workers, which Philip utilised.[footnoteRef:305] It is highly likely Philip would have recognised the advantages of investing in mines to increase yield, and therefore probable that Philip rejuvenated or improved several mining sites that Diodorus and other sources fail to mention.[footnoteRef:306] This could be due to either distance from Hellas, a lack of knowledge, or that these locations possessed little importance to his overall narrative.[footnoteRef:307] It is also agreeable that the area of primary interest for Philip was the Pangaion mines and Philippi, as Fox emphasises.[footnoteRef:308] Nevertheless, all the mines were of utmost importance to Philip and his kingdom, helping Macedon become able to defeat the Southern Greek states, who repeatedly sought the precious metal deposits that he now possessed since the 8th century BCE.[footnoteRef:309]  [301:  Diod. 16.8]  [302:  Diod. 16.8]  [303:  Diod. 16.8; Hdt. 5.17]  [304:  Diod. 16.1, 16.8; Hatzopoulous 2015: 48]  [305:  Paspalas 2015: 198-199]  [306:  Diod. 16.8]  [307:  Diod. 16.8]  [308:  Diod. 16.8; Fox 2015: 367-368]  [309:  Diod. 16.1, 16.8; Kremydi 2015: 160 ] 













Conclusion   
                       
To conclude overall, the exploitation of the Macedonian kings has always been relatively substantial, and comparable to Philip’s endeavours, albeit restricted.[footnoteRef:310] It is often unfair to compare Philip’s resource exploitation to previous kings like Worthington—and to an extent Diodorus also—does, because Philip’s resource pool was so much larger than theirs due to his military reforms.[footnoteRef:311] Yet, Philip’s masterful exploitation of precious metals cannot be contested, with Philip’s zenith represented by the ivory and gold statues commissioned for Olympia, and his ‘Φιλίππειον’.[footnoteRef:312] However, while Philip was to an extent also able to exploit Macedon’s timber assets, the ability to gain serious wealth from this was hampered by his conquests; warring with his primary potential importers.[footnoteRef:313] It seems that Macedon’s kings before Philip were more able to exploit their timber resources, being able to secure alliances and wealth through the trading and gifting of this valuable and rare shipbuilding timber.[footnoteRef:314] Nevertheless, Philip was able to deny his allies of timber, which was achieved by the capture of Amphipolis and the securing of the Strymon River, and also expand his military capabilities.[footnoteRef:315] Although Philip II did indeed innovate and apply more attention to extracting his land’s naturally abundant precious metals, these deposits came primarily from outside of the traditional borders of Macedon that he had to conquer first.[footnoteRef:316] Therefore, modern scholarship’s image of Philip as an economic genius may not be entirely accurate, as it was through his conquests that he accrued the resources to exploit, which other Macedonian kings did not have the military or tactical strength to obtain.[footnoteRef:317]  Consequently, Philip’s resource exploitation of the region around Amphipolis and Philippi was the core of Philip’s wealth, controlling both the enormous silver and gold mines, but also the valuable forests along the Strymon River.[footnoteRef:318] This region was partially also held by Macedon under the reign of Alexander I, although the gold mines that made Philip rich were not known about at this time.[footnoteRef:319] Subsequently, Philip’s capture of the Pangaion mines and Amphipolis’ abundantly wealthy regions are the primary reasons why Philip was able to fund his lavish bribery, his large army, and his patronage of the arts.[footnoteRef:320] Moreover, these resources were of utmost importance to Philip, as Demosthenes, although biased against Philip, was keen to point out.[footnoteRef:321] This great wealth combined with all of Philip’s other mines and timber reserves across his territory, combined with Macedon’s large and skilled workforce allowed Macedon to become powerful enough to dominate the united power of the Southern Greek states.[footnoteRef:322] [310:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; Hdt. 5.17; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115]  [311:  Diod. 16.1, 16.8; King 2018: 110-122; Worthington 2008: 7-9 ]  [312:  Diod. 16.8, 16.92; Saatsoglou-Paliadeli 2015: 279-280]  [313:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115; Gabriel 2010: 56-57; Hammond 2002: 44]  [314:  Andoc. 2. 11-12; IG I3. 89.3; RO. 12.9-18; Bissa 2009: 112-115]  [315:  Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 2015: 409-410]  [316:  Diod. 16.1, 16.8; Thuc. 2.99]  [317:  Diod. 16.1, 16.8; Gabriel 2010: 61]  [318:  Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 2015: 409-410]  [319:  Hdt. 5.17; Fox 2015: 367]  [320:  Koukouli-Chrysanthaki 2015: 409-410]  [321:  Dem. 4 9]  [322:  Diod. 16.1, 16.8, 16.95; Hdt. 5.17 Fox 2015: 367-368] 
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