Theory and Methodology Discussion:

For the purpose of my dissertation research on Philip’s military reforms I have chosen for this piece to pay specific attention to the debate on the chronology and timeline of the reforms, specifically relating to that of the Macedonian sarissa. In order to do this, I will focus my attention on the ancient literary sources and that of modern scholars, whilst analysing archaeological finds. There are obvious limitations to this study, the scholarly debate concerning the chronology is likely primarily due to the lack of archaeological and literary sources during this time period. 
The sarissa was one of the most significant innovations that was introduced to the Macedonian military and ultimately went on to become one of the defining characteristics of the Macedonian infantry (Garlen, 1994, P686). The sarissa was a long spear made from cornelian cherry, a wood that grew plentifully in Macedonia, and was cheap and easy to acquire (Gabriel, 2010, P64). Cornelian cherry is characterised by its hardness, elasticity, and strength and was commonly used for making javelins and spears (Gabriel, 2010, P 64-65). What set the Macedonian sarissa apart from the Greek hoplite spear was its length. One of the contemporary sources for Philip, Theophrastus, tells that the Macedonian sarissa of Philip’s time was twelve cubits (eighteen feet) long (Gabriel, 2010, P65 and Theophrastus 3.12.2). However, other sources give differing lengths from ten cubits (Asclepiodotus 5.1 and Arrian 12.7) to sixteen cubits (Polybius 16.29.2-5). It is entirely possible for varying sizes to have existed, based on archaeological evidence, as Markle found that the Macedonians utilised sarissae of varying lengths (Markle, 1977, 323-325). According to Manti the Macedonian infantry sarissa ranged from the length of 15 ¾ to eighteen feet long, which was the relative length of the cornelwood tree trunk (Manit, 1992, P32-41). The cavalry also carried the sarissa but was shorter than that of tha utilised by the infantry (Manit, 1992, P32-41, and Markle 1977, P337-338). 
The archaeological evidence referenced by Markle for this conclusion comes from the Royal tombs in Vergina, among the Philip cluster (Andronicas, 1984, P144-145). The sarissa was an effective weapon and extremely effective when used in the phalanx formation (Markle, 1977, P323-325).
As stated previously, the primary disagreement regarding the Macedonian sarissa, concerns its initial introduction and utilisation. When broaching this subject, it is important first to turn to Greek historian Diodorus Siculus. In his works, Diodorus makes the ambiguous claim that Philip “…devised the dense formation for heavy infantry and its equipment…” (Diodorus 16.3.2) Griffith and Hammond agree with Diodorus’ statement, and Griffith asserts that Philip began his reforms in 359BC and continued to make innovations until his death in 336BC (Hammond and Griffith, 1979, 407) Sage states that Diodorus employs ‘considerable telescoping’ and that the sarissa was unlikely to have been implemented during the first year of Philip’s reign as Diodorus suggests (Sage, 2003, P167). Markle takes a similar stance, as the word of Diodorus is not sufficient enough evidence to arrive at the conclusion date of 359BC, and he goes on to suggest that Philip in fact didn’t make use of the sarissa until 338BC at the Battle of Chaeronea (Markle, 2978, P483). In this discussion Markle holds the more convincing argument, which can be validated with the fact that there is no archaeological evidence of the sarissa being used before the Battle of Chaeronea. One would expect that if the sarissae had been used pre the battle of Chaeronea, that excavations of older sites would have produced evidence. Compellingly, the earliest dated remains of spearheads found large enough to have belonged to a sarissae were found at the site of the battle (Sotitiades, 1903, P301-330). Markle also comes to the conclusion that at the battle, only the Macedonian cavalry was equipped with the sarissa, his rationale being that the terrain at Chaeronea would not have allowed a sarissa equipped infantry to make a feigned tactical retreat (Markle, 1978, P489). In his article the Annihilation of the Sacred band at Chaeronea,’ Rahe strongly disagrees with Markle’s stance, arguing that there was indeed sarissa using infantry at Chaeronea (Rahe, 1981, P84). Disputing Markle’s supposition of the cavalry being exclusively armed with the sarissa, (Rahe, 1981, P84) Rahe argues that Markle’s evidence rests solely on the reports of Plutarch, who mentions that the prince Alexander was the “first to break the ranks of the Sacred Band” (Plutarch 9.2) and in addition they “they faced the long spears of [Philip’s] phalanx.”(Plutarch 18.4) Markle interprets these statements to mean that it was indeed Alexander’s cavalry charge that broke the Sacred Band with the sarissa. Importantly, Rahe points out that it is not specified by Plutarch who was equipped with sarissae, (Rahe, 1981, P84) therefore it is logically impossible for a scholar to make definitive judgment. He also points out that during the battle the Sacred Band fought opposite the Macedonian left, which was on flat ground, therefore suitable for both infantry and cavalry (Rahe, 1981, P84). This presents a substantial flaw in Markle’s argument. Whilst it is not possible to make a definitive judgment it is hard to understand why given the circumstances and the terrain why the infantry would not have been equipped with the sarissa. 
Anson presents a compelling argument for the introduction of the sarissa, placing it two decades before that of Markle’s date, instead positioning it in the winter of 359/8 BC (Anson, 2010, P51-68). As mentioned previously the literary sources attribute the introduction of the sarissa to the first year of Philip’s reign, (Diodorus 16.3.2, and Polyaenus 4.2.10) although this is unsatisfactory as evidence. Anson’s proposed date becomes subject to more scrutiny when the earliest archaeological evidence of use of the sarissa comes from the Battle of Chaeronea (Sotitiades, 1903, P301-330). In addition, the earliest mention of the use of the sarissa in the literary sources is in Didymus’ account of a campaign where Philip’s leg was injured by a sarissa (Didymus 13.2-7). That particular campaign is often dated to 339 BC, which is two decades after Anson’s proposed introduction date (Hammond and Griffith, 1979, P583). With this in mind, how Anson came to his conclusion can be questioned.
Macedonia had a long history of frequent defeats in battles against their neighbouring tribes and had thus long been known for their ‘military weakness.’ (Anson, 2010, P54).  This makes their sudden change in fortune significant and would seem to indicate a major change or development within the military itself. Within a year of his brother Perdiccas’ defeat and death at the hands of the Illyrians, Philip managed to go on to defeat the same army and caused a loss of seven thousand men (Diodorus 26.5.7 and Justin 7.6.7). In addition, prior to this victory he had defeated a force of three thousand Athenian hoplites backing the pretender, Argaeus, (Diodorus 16.3.5) even though such a force would have been sufficient to defeat any previous Macedonian force (Anson, 2010, P56). Anson comes to the conclusion that Macedonian infantry units must have been participants in these clashes and given how close they were to Perdiccas’ defeat; under Philip, Macedonia regrouped and recovered rapidly (Anson, 2010, P57). Anson is adamant that significant changes had been made to the Macedonian military by this point (Anson, 2010, P58). It would have been a difficult task for Philip to have implemented such adjustments in the short period between his accession and his confrontation with Argaeus and the Illyrians. Anson provides a compelling solution which can be viewed as significant in the timeline of Philips reforms. Second Century BC writer Carstyius of Pergamon makes the claim that Plato sent Euphraeus to argue a case to Perdiccas, to give Philip control of a section of Macedonia, and in addition, states that Philip had his troops in a state of readiness in 359BC (Athenaeus 1.506e-f). Scholars such as Hammond and Anson believe that Euphraeus was successful, and the reign of Macedonia was given to Philip in 364BC; the exact location given to Philip is unknown (Hammond, 1989, P58). If this is accurate Philip was in control of a region of Macedonia and in addition any troops in that location, meaning that Philip had the opportunity to train and experiment; possibly forming developing his ideas for his reforms five years prior to his accession. With this in mind, Philip would have had sufficient time to introduce changes which then would have led to his immediate military success. A significant change can be observed in the Macedonian infantry in their victory over the Illyrians, at the hands of whom they had suffered defeat earlier the very same year. In order to make this victory possible there must have been a significant change in the infantry or cavalry, the introduction of the sarissa is a possible way to explain it. In addition, the sarissa was relatively cheap to make, which given Philip’s financial situation upon his accession would have been a viable option. It was also an effective weapon and had potentially been tested by Philip previously (Anson, 2010, P64). Despite the dire state of the Macedonian finances, Macedonia was rich in natural resources, including the cornel wood, used to make the sarissa (Hammond, 1999, P367). There is no concrete evidence to prove Anson’s proposed introduction date, however, the theory does appear compelling and there is considerable circumstantial evidence for the sarissa being introduced in 359/8 BC (Anson, 2010, P64).
When first considering the subject of the introduction of the Macedonian sarissa, based on the archaeological evidence available and in agreement with Markle, I held the view that the sarissa had indeed been introduced around the time of the Battle of Chaeronea. However, the argument of Anson, whilst being wholly speculative and at present, lacking in archaeological evidence, is indeed compelling and merits further exploration. If further archaeological evidence where to be unearthed, my opinion could be revised.
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