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ABSTRACT This paper examines the shape and effectiveness of Kassandros’ policy 
towards and in Epeiros after he gained power in Macedonia. It considers the difficult 
family history between the Antipatrids and the Aiakids Kassandros inherited, and how 
this and broader strategic considerations shaped his approach to securing Macedonia’s 
western frontiers. It examines the limited evidence for the nature of Macedonian 
administration in Epeiros during the period of direct control between 317 and 312, 
and how this changed in subsequent years. Finally, it considers the broader 
implications for Kassandros’ reign and Epeiros’ history of Kassandros’ Epeirote 
policies and actions. 
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When Kassandros gained mastery of Macedonia in early 316 BC, he was faced with 
an array of impediments to overcome to secure his position1. Some were a 
consequence of his personal history and the route by which he came to power. In the 
struggle for supremacy in Macedon following the death of his father Antipatros in 
early 319, Kassandros had chosen to oppose the aged but respected general 
Polyperchon whom Antipatros had appointed as his successor as regent for the kings 
Philip III and Alexander IV in Macedonia2. Initially supported against Polyperchon by 
Antigonos Monophthalmos (who helped him raise forces after he left Macedonia in 
319), Kassandros allied with Adea-Eurydike in 317, who had her husband- king Philip 
transfer the regency to Kassandros3. Polyperchon, meanwhile, had allied with 
Olympias, mother of Alexander the Great and grandmother of the infant king 
Alexander IV4. This left the Macedonian empire, rapidly fracturing though it was, 
with two kings and two regents.  

This situation did not survive Olympias’ short ascendancy in Macedon in 317. 
After Eurydike’s Macedonian troops would not oppose an army led by the wife of 

 
1 All dates are BC. For Kassandros in general see HECKEL 2006, 79-91; GRAINGER 2019, 129-202. The 
chronology of the early Hellenistic period, with ‘high’, ‘low’, and ‘mixed’ versions, is notoriously 
difficult to settle. For a recent summary discussion with bibliography, see MCTAVISH 2019, 62-65. I 
here follow the chronology of MEEUS 2012. D.S. 19.3.6 and Just. 14.6.1 indicate Olympias’ control of 
Macedonia was brief, therefore the chronology in ANSON 2006 that has Olympias in control of 
Macedonia for more than a year with her capture by Kassandros in early 315 seems difficult to accept. 
2 Polyperchon’s appointment with Kassandros as second in command: D.S. 18.48.4-5. Polyperchon had 
previously been left in command in Macedonia when Antipatros and Krateros marched against 
Perdikkas in 321: D.S. 18.38.6; Just. 13.4. 
3 Antigonos’ help for Kassandros: D.S. 18.54.3, 68.1. Kassandros and Eurydike’s alliance: Just. 14.5.1-
4; D.S. 19.11.1. 
4 D.S. 18.49.4, 57.2. 
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Philip II and mother of Alexander the Great, Olympias took power in Macedonia, 
killed Philip III, forced Eurydike to hang herself, and killed a hundred of Kassandros’ 
most prominent supporters5. No matter how much these bloody reprisals might have 
dented her popularity, she was still a senior and respected Argead whose opposition to 
Kassandros undermined his support among the Macedonians while she was still 
alive6. Kassandros’ subsequent return to power in Macedonia saw him capture and 
arrange for the execution of Olympias; he then kept the remaining legitimate king of 
Alexander the Great’s empire under lock and key7. These were not acts calculated to 
win him broad support over that mass of Macedonians who still felt great affection for 
the Argead house. Furthermore, to those still concerned with such niceties in a time of 
political flux, Kassandros’ overthrowing of the position of Polyperchon, the man 
Antipatros had appointed regent, would also have been questionable. 

Therefore, in 316 Kassandros had a lot of work to do to solidify his mastery of 
Macedonia. To improve his image of power and legitimacy, Kassandros initially 
borrowed from royal modes of behavior established by Alexander the Great, Philip II, 
and their Argead predecessors. He gave Philip III and Eurydike a fine burial, as 
respect for the bodies and funerary rites of one’s royal predecessors was itself a royal 
act8. He linked himself to the Argead royal house by marrying Thessalonike, a 
daughter of Philip II9. Kassandros sought to buttress his position by these actions 
through association with the legitimacy of the Argead kingship, and these are 
comparable to actions by other Successors such as Ptolemy’s hijacking of Alexander 
the Great’s funeral cortège or multiple dynasts seeking to marry Kleopatra, Alexander 
the Great’s sister10. To some extent this continuity with an Argead past continued 
right through his reign. He named his two sons with Thessalonike Philip and 
Alexander11. Though Kassandros struck a limited bronze coinage in his own name, it 
bore traditional Macedonian types, and precious metal coinage in Macedon under 
Kassandros continued to use the types of Philip II and Alexander the Great12.  

Other steps Kassandros took mirrored those of the other Successors and drew upon 
precedents from previous rulers. Kassandros’ presiding over the Nemean Games in 
315 drew upon Philip’s panhellenic engagement, and was later mirrored by, 
minimally, Ptolemy at the Isthmia of 308 and Demetrios moving the Pythia of 290 to 

 
5 Eurydike’s soldiers deserting: Paus. 1.11.3; Just. 14.5.9-10; D.S. 19.11.1-2, although Diodoros cannot 
be correct that Olympias and Alexander IV were restored to Macedonia before the armies met: 
HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 140 n. 2. 
6 D.S. 19.51 relates Kassandros’ nervousness over Olympias’ reputation and the respect and loyalty for 
the house of Alexander and Philip among the Macedonians. He had Olympias condemned in absentia 
by a Macedonian assembly packed with the relatives of her victims. When she expressed a desire to 
defend herself in person, Kassandros felt she might persuade the Macedonians she addressed to change 
their minds, so he sent a hand-picked force of 200 men to kill her. When these men, over-awed in her 
presence, would not carry out their task, it was again the relatives of her victims who supported 
Kassandros’ aims and killed her: CARNEY 2006, ch. 4 for Olympias’ final years. 
7 D.S. 19.52.4; Just. 14.6.13; Paus. 9.7.2. 
8 D.S. 19.52.4; Ath. 4.155a. 
9 D.S. 19.52.1; Just 14.6.13 (confusing Philip Arrhidaios for Philip II); CARNEY 2000, 155-158. 
10 Ptolemy and Alexander’s body: D.S. 19.28.3. Kleopatra, Alexander the Great’s full sister, became an 
important symbol of the Argead dynasty and was sought after for marriage by virtually all the main 
successors at one point or another (according to D.S. 20.37.4): CARNEY 2000, 123-128, including the 
observation that Kleopatra’s interest in marriage with Leonnatos in 323/2 may have been another 
instance of Argead/Antipatrid rivalry, given that Antipatros had already offered Leonnatos one of his 
daughters in marriage: D.S. 18.12.1. 
11 On their short and chaotic reigns: HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 210-218. 
12 Kassandros’ bronze: GATZOLIS 2012. Post-323 Macedonian silver (including a dual system of light 
‘Philips’ and full weight ‘Alexanders’) and gold: LE RIDER 1993. 
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Athens13. Diodoros claims that the other dynasts followed suit after Antigonos and 
Demetrios proclaimed themselves king in 306, following their victory over Ptolemy 
off Salamis14. Plutarch claims Kassandros did not use the kingly title in his 
correspondence but that the others addressed him as king nonetheless, and while this 
may be true, Kassandros’ eventual adoption and use of the royal title is attested on his 
bronze coinage and on a statue base from Dion15. Perhaps, as the only Successor with 
a reputation for killing male Argeads and given lingering affection in Macedon itself 
for the house of Alexander, Kassandros delayed slightly compared to his rivals in 
adopting the royal title16. Yet he could not long delay for fear of appearing less 
prestigious than his rivals in a highly competitive political environment. Dates for his 
assumption of the royal title after the battle of Ipsos or in preparing to resist the 
Antigonid invasion of Macedonia in 303/2 seem too late17. Gatzolis’ analysis of the 
bronze coinage suggests 305/4, and this seems plausible18. 

In other ways, Kassandros stands out from the other warring dynasts. This has been 
overstated in some areas, such as his use of the more elaborate title “king of the 
Macedonians”. This was no limited territorial claim –as Gruen recognised, there were 
many Macedonians outside Macedonia at this time19. But Kassandros did go further 
and faster in balancing his respect for an Argead past with stretching the boundaries 
of what he could accomplish in his own name as ruler. He founded the cities of 
Kassandreia and Thessalonike, named for himself and his wife, as royal acts par 
excellence, in 316 or shortly thereafter, while Alexander IV was still very much alive. 
Perhaps after three years of chaos the Macedonian elite and soldiery were willing to 
overlook Kassandros’ presumption if he offered the prospect of greater stability and a 
familiar mode of leadership20. His refoundation of Thebes, while important to create a 
counterweight to the Aitolian League in central Greece, also reversed an unpopular 
action of Alexander and represented a direct repudiation of a notorious Argead 
action21. This break with tradition was recognised by Antigonos Monophthalmos, who 
in 315 in the proclamation at Tyre, accused Kassandros of supporting the enemies of 
Macedonia in refounding Olynthos (Kassandreia had absorbed the remaining 
Olynthians) and Thebes22. Overall, Kassandros emerges as a figure with much in 
common with the other Successors, but –perhaps enabled by an early and implacable 
enmity with Olympias– more willing and able to quickly push beyond the necessary 
respect for Argead tradition and begin to display his personal power on his own 
terms23.  

One thing all the Successors shared was the need to demonstrate successful 
military leadership, pursue territorial expansion, and by so doing enrich themselves 
and their followers24. Yet Kassandros, like Ptolemy in Egypt, acquired in Macedon a 
reasonably cohesive and established territorial power base that could act as a reliable 

 
13 MEEUS 2020, 302. 
14 D.S. 20.53.2-4; also Just. 15.2.11-15, 3.10-11; Plu. Demetr. 18.2.1-2. 
15 Coinage: MØRKHOLM 1991, 60; GATZOLIS 2012. Statue base: HATZOPOULOS 1996, II, no. 23. 
16 ADAMS 1983, 25-26. 
17 After Ipsos: ADAMS 1983, 26. Around the invasion of Macedonia: GRUEN 1985, 259. 
18 GATZOLIS 2012. 
19 GRUEN 1985, 259. 
20 MEEUS 2020, 305 for the ambition of eponymous foundation at this early date. 
21 D.S. 19.53.2. Many communities and individuals contributed to the rebuilding over an extended 
period of time: D.S. 19.54.2; SEG 31 502; BURASELIS 2014. 
22 D.S. 19.105.1-2. 
23 For a recent discussion on the comparative styles of the Successors: MEEUS 2020. 
24 On predatory Hellenistic kingship: AUSTIN 1985. 
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source of manpower and resources but whose safety would have to be prioritised. To 
successfully do this, Kassandros would need to confront the series of strategic 
problems that he inherited with Macedon. Since Philip II’s expansionary 
transformation of Macedon, these included the maintenance of Macedonian 
hegemony among the city-states of central and southern Greece. As Alexander’s 
empire fragmented into a series of regional power bases, Kassandros had to pursue 
policies to prove he was a force to be reckoned with across the varied theatres and 
alliances of the wars of the Diadochoi. But Kassandros also inherited strategic 
challenges that had faced the kings of the upper and lower Macedonian kingdoms as 
far back as historians can trace, namely sustaining relationships with and defending 
themselves from predatory military action from west, north, and east25. Focusing on 
his ‘western policy’, this paper will aim to outline what we know about Kassandros’ 
political, diplomatic, and military actions in and toward Epeiros, and what drove them 
to take the shape they did. It will attempt to contextualise them with actions in and 
toward Epeiros taken by other Macedonian monarchs. Finally, it will explore some of 
the wider implications of Kassandros’ Epeirote entanglements for his other ambitions, 
how we assess the dynastic legacy he inherited from Antipatros, and for the longer-
term history of the region. 

 
 
1. BACKGROUND 
 
There was a strong dynastic principle at work in Macedonian high politics. Prestige, 
authority, and reputation were all to some extent familial resources, and could 
therefore be shared and inherited among family members26. The operation of this 
principle underpinned the efforts of the Diadochs to marry into the Argead family and 
thereby associate themselves with the success of Philip II and Alexander III, including 
the efforts of Kassandros’. However, it also meant that enmities were family affairs, 
and the relationship between Kassandros’ father Antipatros and Olympias formed 
important background to Kassandros’ dealings with and in Epeiros. 

Antipatros acted as Alexander’s regent in Macedon during the latter’s absence on 
his campaigns27. The later years of Alexander’s reign saw growing enmity between 
Antipatros and Olympias, who had also remained in Macedon28. Both appear to have 
believed in their exclusive right to supremacy in Macedon because of their position –
Olympias as mother of the king, Antipatros as regent. While it is unclear exactly when 
Olympias left Macedon, by the end of Alexander’s reign she had withdrawn to 
Epeiros where her family, the Aiakids, had ruled the Molossians for centuries, and she 
and Antipatros each sent letters to Alexander denouncing the other29. 

 
25 HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 152 where “his western and northern neighbors” is identified as the 
most important of Kassandros’ theatres of operation for the safety of Macedonia. The others were 
Greece north of the Isthmos, and the Peloponnese. 
26 CARNEY 2015, 61-90 for a discussion of the dynamics of “dynastic image” in late Argead and 
Hellenistic Macedonia. 
27 Arr. An. 1.11.3; D.S. 18.12.1; Curt. 4.1.39; Just. 11.7.1. 
28 Plu. Alex. 39.7; D.S. 17.118; Plu. Mor. 180d; BOSWORTH 1988, 161-162. 
29 Olympias’ withdrawal and letters to Alexander: D.S. 18.49.4; Paus. 1.11.3; Plu. Alex. 68.4-5. While 
the sources attribute Olympias’ withdrawal to Epeiros chiefly to her fear of Antipatros, GRAINGER 

2019, 58 plausibly suggests that following the death of Alexander the Epeirote in Italy, Olympias had 
greater ability to exercise power in Epeiros than in Macedon. For the Aiakids, Molossians, and Epeiros, 
see MEYER 2013; RAYNOR 2017. Since Philip II’s marriage to Olympias and his subsequent actions to 
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While Alexander was still alive, there was no question of the feud between Olympias 
and Antipatros threatening the security and stability of the Macedonian settlement in 
the Balkans by leading to a breach between Epeiros and the Macedonian empire. 
There is no indication that Olympias’ withdrawal to a separate power base encouraged 
or was likely to lead to any wider Molossian or Epeirote actions against Macedonian 
interests. A feud between Alexander’s mother and one of his senior generals was 
effectively a court feud, an internal matter of the Macedonian empire’s increasingly 
geographically dispersed elite jockeying for position under the ultimate authority of a 
charismatic king. However, the enmity between Olympias and Antipatros would have 
severe consequences for Kassandros. Kassandros inherited both his father’s 
supporters and his enemies30. When, after Alexander’s death, the territories of the 
Macedonian empire began their transformation into the territorial and resource bases 
for the ambitions of their former overseers, Epeiros performed this role for Olympias. 
An increased willingness for Aiakid led troops to resist Antipatrid ambitions emerged 
quickly after Alexander’s death. King Arybbas of Epeiros, whom Diodoros knew as 
Aryptaios, led a band of Molossians into the Lamian War on the side of the Greeks31. 
In this move for Epeiros to an anti-Antipatrid stance, we can surely detect the hand of 
Olympias, even if this contingent later aligned itself with the Macedonian forces 
instead32.  

It was therefore logical for Olympias to align herself against Antipatros’ son, 
Kassandros, especially once he moved against Polyperchon, the successor Antipatros 
appointed as regent after his death. Olympias used her influence to bring Epeirote 
forces to Polyperchon’s aid, which must have pleased Polyperchon who had sought 
her support to strengthen his position against Kassandros33. With Epeirote military 
support Olympias was able to occupy Macedon and have Philip III and Eurydike put 
to death in autumn 31734. However, Kassandros was able to besiege her in Pydna over 
winter 317-316, and eventually starve her out and have her condemned to death 
before an assembly of Macedonians packed with the family members of the victims of 
her purge35. Aiakides, who had succeeded Arybbas in Epeiros, attempted to march to 
her aid upon Kassandros’ return, but after Kassandros’ general Atarrhias blocked 
Arybbas’ forces by occupying the Pindos passes toward Macedonia, a large portion of 
his Epeirote levies mutinied, evidently tired of being forced to support Aiakid 

 
install her brother Alexander I on the throne of an enlarged Molossia, Epeiros had become, if not an 
appendage to the Macedonian empire, at least a subservient region. 
30 ADAMS 1983, 18-19. 
31 D.S. 18.11.1. 
32 D.S. 18.11.1. Assuming Diodoros’ language here accurately transmits the sentiments of his likely 
source, Hieronymos of Kardia, the description of the Molossians as “those of the Molossians who were 
subject to Aryptaios”, and the fact that they later switched sides suggests some degree of political 
fragmentation in Molossia/Epeiros at this time. MEYER 2013, 122 suggests Aryptaios/Arybbas is 
generally thought to be the same king who had been driven out of Molossia by Philip II in 343/2 and 
replaced by Philip’s Epeirote protégé and Olympias’ brother, Alexander (I) (HAMMOND 1967; MEYER 

2013). He later led Molossians against Antipatros in the Lamian War: he could have returned of his 
own accord, been working with Olympias, or been sent by the Athenians (to whom he fled in 343/2, 
having inherited his grandfather’s and father’s Athenian citizenship; RHODES–OSBORNE 2003, no. 70, 
348-355) and raised an anti-Macedonian force in the turmoil accompanying the outbreak of the Lamian 
War. Arybbas seems to have died shortly after this point, which may have prompted the Molossians to 
switch sides. He was succeeded by his son Aiakides, who may have ruled jointly in some capacity with 
Neoptolemos II son of Alexander, who was still a child: D.S. 19.11.2; MEYER 2013, 122. 
Neoptolemos II’s identity is problematic: CARNEY 2006, ch. 4 n. 25, also below n. 38. 
33 D.S. 18.49.4; 18.57.2; 19.11.2. 
34 D.S. 19.11.2. 
35 D.S. 19.51.1-5; Just. 14.6.6-12; Paus. 9.7. 
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dynastic ambitions to little benefit to themselves36. Diodoros says that those of the 
Epeirotes who went back to their homelands, a majority, voted out Aiakides and were 
received into alliance by Kassandros37. The young Neoptolemos II perhaps remained 
as king in name only38. 

Diodoros remarks on the unprecedented nature of Aiakides’ removal and the 
Epeirotes subsequently allying with Kassandros, claiming that before this son had 
succeeded father and kings died on the throne all the way back Neoptolemos son of 
Achilles39. This broad claim is inaccurate even for earlier fourth century Epeirote 
history. Presumably Arybbas, Olympias’ uncle whom Philip II had ousted from his 
throne and replaced with Alexander I (Olympias’ brother) in 343/2, would have 
disputed the existence of such an orderly father to son royal succession40. This could 
perhaps cause concern for how well Diodoros or his source understands and 
accurately transmits Epeirote history, though we are heavily reliant on him in any 
case. Perhaps it was the fact that Aiakides was removed by Epeirotes who 
subsequently took political action as a self-determining community with independent 
agency that Diodoros means to highlight, a novelty in monarchic Epeiros41. It is true 

 
36 D.S. 19.36.2-5; MEYER 2013, 123. Just. 17.3.16 says Aiakides was unpopular due to repeated 
military action against the Macedonians, while Paus. 1.11.3-4 says the Epeirotes were unwilling to 
follow him because of their hatred of Olympias. 
37 D.S. 19.36.2-4; Paus. 1.11.3, who emphasizes Olympias’ control of Epeirote affairs at this time by 
noting that Aiakides was under her influence. Not all of Aiakides’ troops deserted him, and the 
remaining detachment were absorbed by Polyperchon when the latter heard of Olympias’ murder and 
withdrew to Aitolia later in 316: D.S. 19.52.6. GRAINGER 2019 suggests that the mutiny of Epeirote 
troops against Aiakides, the subsequent alliance of the Epeirotes with Kassandros, and the installation 
of Lykiskos as strategos and epimeletes occurred in such swift succession that Kassandros’ 
involvement in the turning of Aiakides’ troops is probable. 
38 Neoptolemos II and his status is problematic. Plu. Pyrr. 2.1 says that the Epeirotes when they 
expelled Aiakides (i.e., 316) “brought into power the descendants of Neoptolemos”. Plu. Pyrrh. 4.1 
relates how Pyrrhos fled (in 302) and the Molossians “put themselves under Neoptolemos”. Plu. Pyrrh. 
5.1 relates how Pyrrhos (in 297) was sent back to Epeiros with an army by Ptolemy I of Egypt and 
ruled jointly with Neoptolemos, and later (5.11) this Neoptolemos’ sister is called Kadmeia. SGDI 
1336 is dated by one “king Neoptolemos son of Alexander”, and appears on the basis of letter forms to 
be late fourth century: MEYER 2013, 67-69. For many, these accounts make it likely that after Aiakides, 
a young Neoptolemos (II) came to the throne, a son of Alexander I and Kleopatra who had a sister 
named to commemorate Alexander the Great’s destruction of Thebes, and this Neoptolemos was king 
at least nominally in Epeiros, sometimes alongside others, from after Aiakides’ expulsion in 316 until 
Pyrrhos killed him sometime after 297. There are problems with some or all of this. No source 
mentions Neoptolemos’ succession in 316 –Plu. Pyrrh. 2.1 would have to be referring to Neoptolemos 
I, Alexander I’s father. No source calls Neoptolemos and Kadmeia children of Alexander I and 
Kleopatra or says Alexander I had a son. In SGDI 1336 Alexander is not called king. If Kassandros 
dominated Epeirote affairs from 316, would he have allowed a grandson of Olympias to live? For a full 
recent discussion, see HECKEL 2020, who presents three possible identities for Neoptolemos II and 
eliminates his kingship from 316, assuming Plutarch has got it wrong. On balance I favor the existence 
of Neoptolemos II as a son of Alexander I and Kleopatra. His absence from our sources at key 
moments can perhaps be explained by his minority, his lack of freedom of action, his lack of 
noteworthiness, or the poor state of our sources. Kassandros may well have thought an underage Aiakid 
monarch dominated by a Macedonian governor would be more palatable to the Epeirotes than a 
Macedonian governor alone. 
39 D.S. 19.36.4. 
40 See n. 32. 
41 HECKEL 2020, 70 suggests Diodoros means the Epeirotes had never before ousted a sitting king, but 
does not account for the other part of Diodoros’ narrative; their subsequent political independence. Plu. 
Pyrrh. 5.2 claims it was customary for the kings and the Epeirotes to exchange solemn oaths, the king 
swearing to rule according to the laws and the Epeirotes swearing to guard the kingdom according to 
the laws, highlighting the traditional interdependence of king and community. 
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that we have no indication earlier Aiakids were ousted by their troops, though that 
cannot be conclusive given the state of our knowledge of earlier Epeirote history. I 
have elsewhere argued that Alexander I of Molossia founded a new regional political 
entity called Epeiros sometime between 343/2 and his Italian expedition of 334 as a 
way of consolidating or signalling dominance in the region42. Perhaps the vertical 
links of loyalty and obedience between Epeirotes and their king were not yet as strong 
as they had been in smaller Molossia. It is worth remembering that some Epeirotes 
had memories of non-monarchic political organisation to draw upon: Thucydides, 
when relating the local forces campaigning with the Spartan admiral Knemos in 
Akarnania in the summer of 429, describes a variety of contingents from Epeiros, 
some coming from communities with kings (Molossians, Atintanians, Parauaians, 
Orestians) and others kingless (Chaonians, Thesprotians)43. Numismatic evidence 
shows the existence of a formally constituted Epeirote community capable of minting 
fiduciary coinage around the time of Alexander I’s reign44. So it is not entirely 
surprising that Epeirotes should be capable of this degree of political self-
determination at this time. But the fact that this is the first time in our sources they do 
so justifies Diodoros’ remark, however clumsily expressed. 

To return to Kassandros, this sequence of events reveals two important points for 
the context within which Kassandros devised his priorities and policies toward 
Epeiros. One, it reveals the importance to Kassandros, as with Macedonian kings 
before him, of neutralising Epeiros to prevent invasion from the west, either by hostile 
Epeirotes themselves or by other parties such as Illyrians. Philip II’s marriage to 
Olympias, his placement of Olympias’ brother on the throne of Molossia, and his 
expansion by gift of Molossian territory were all designed to establish a strong 
Macedonian ally in the west who could protect the Upper Macedonian cantons from 
the devastating Illyrian invasions that had plagued the region prior to and early in his 
reign45. The success of this policy provided the security from western invasion that 
was a crucial prerequisite to his campaigns in Thrace, central and southern Greece, 
and to his planned campaigns further east. Kassandros needed this same security if 
Macedonia were to be as effective a power base for his ambitions in Greece and 
further east as it had been for Philip. However, the second point revealed by the 
course of Olympias’ contributions to the war against Kassandros is the impossibility 
of Kassandros gaining this security without the removal of his dynastic antagonists, 
the Aiakids, from leadership in Epeiros.  
  

 
42 RAYNOR 2017. 
43 Thuc. 2.80.5-6. 
44 FRANKE 1961 with OIKONOMIDOU-KARAMESINI 1984. 
45 Philip and Olympias married in 357: Plu. Alex. 2.2; Curt. 8.1.26; Satyros ap. Ath. 13.557c. Philip II 
gifted Alexander I Buchetion, Elatria, and Pandosia on the Gulf of Ambrakia: Theopomp. BNJ 115 F 
206 and F 207; HAMMOND 1967, 534. Just. 8.6.5-6 suggests Alexander had enjoyed an intimate 
relationship with Philip while a hostage at the Macedonian court. If true, the cultivation of this 
relationship by Philip should be added to the steps he took to secure the Epeirote alliance. Philip II’s 
first years leading Macedon (whether as king or regent) were dominated by attempts to recover from 
the devastating invasion and occupation of Upper Macedonian territory that had left his brother and 
predecessor as king dead on the battlefield in 360 along with many Macedonian troops (4.000 
according to D.S. 16.2.4-5). Given this experience, and the subsequent importance of the Upper 
Macedonian territories for the expansion of Macedonian manpower, it is no surprise that Philip 
attached such importance to securing the western frontiers of his expanded kingdom. For Philip’s 
crucial early years, LANE FOX 2011, 335-366.  



BEN RAYNOR 
 

 
CARNEY & MÜLLER (eds): Know Thy Neighbor. Macedonia and its Environment Karanos Supplement I, 2024 

 

50 

2. DIRECT GOVERNANCE 
 
If the Epeirotes who mutinied against Aiakides and decided to oust him as king did so 
because they were tired of Epeirote affairs being dominated by the power plays of the 
royal families of the Macedonian empire, they presumably hoped that by ousting the 
leaders that enacted these policies they would enjoy comparatively greater freedom 
from Macedonian interference. In this, they were to be sorely disappointed46. This 
must have been immediately clear when Kassandros appointed as epimeletes and 
strategos in Epeiros one Lykiskos47. We have no certain evidence of the nature of 
Lykiskos’ administration in Epeiros, although I have suggested that one enigmatic 
piece of epigraphic evidence may be relevant48. An inscription dated by Neoptolemos 
son of Alexander, with letter forms indicating the late fourth century, must date from 
one of the periods of sole reign of Neoptolemos II son of Alexander I, and therefore 
from either 317-313 or 302-29749. In it, “the allies of the Apeirotes” grant ateleia 
(freedom from taxes) and enteleia (tax status equivalent to inhabitants) “in Apeiros” 
to one Kleomachos, an Atintanian. The granting group has been translated as “those 
of the Epeirotes who are allied” and has been seen as an alternative term for the 
Epeirote alliance that many hold to have existed 330-23250. I, however, do not believe 
this alliance existed as a formally constituted body, and “the allies of the Apeirotes” is 
a much more natural translation51. But if this is correct, what are “the allies of the 
Apeirotes” doing granting financial privileges in Apeiros itself? I have suggested this 
is an oblique reference to the new Macedonian allies of the Epeirotes and shows the 
extent to which Kassandros from Macedon dominated and interfered with affairs in 
Epeiros. We know he did similarly in at least one other technically independent allied 
territory he controlled –he granted one Chairephanes ateleia in Kassandreia c. 306-
29852. At this time Kassandreia was formally an independent allied city, only to be 
integrated into Macedonia proper by Antigonos Gonatas53. Perhaps the ability to grant 
financial privileges to favoured individuals was one of the standard expectations 
Kassandros had when maintaining alliances with neighboring states. This is an 
enigmatic inscription and certainty is impossible, but the possibility that it is evidence 
for heavy handed management of Epeiros by Kassandros and Lykiskos deserves 
consideration. 

Whatever the case, to judge by Kassandros’ actions, by 314 he was not confident 
of the stability of Macedonian control in Epeiros. He may have been spurred into new 
action by Neoptolemos II coming of age. The young king may have reached his 
majority around this time, and the fact that Lykiskos was available for other duties in 
314 suggests that the latter may have handed over or been forced to hand over direct 
rule in Epeiros to Neoptolemos54. While there is no indication that Neoptolemos 
and/or Epeiros immediately sought an anti-Macedonian alignment, the possibility of a 
revival of Epeirote hostility under new Aiakid leadership may have prompted 
Kassandros’ decision to spend the bulk of 314’s campaigning season personally 

 
46 HAMMOND 1967, 567-568. 
47 D.S. 19.36.5. 
48 RAYNOR 2017, 264-265. 
49 SGDI 1336. Drawing and discussion: MEYER 2013, 67-69, fig. 8. 
50 HAMMOND 1967, 559-561; CABANES 1976, 150-185; GAUTHIER 1979, 122. 
51 MEYER 2013; RAYNOR 2017. 
52 VOKOTOPOULOU 1997; see also SEG XLVII 940.  
53 HATZOPOULOS 1993, 578-584. 
54 HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 154; GRAINGER 2019, 166. 
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leading his forces against Epeiros’ neighbors in the region. This would have the dual 
effect of securing additional potential sources of manpower and tribute for 
Kassandros while severely limiting the Epeirotes’ options for potential allies in any 
future effort to throw off Macedonian control. In 314, Lykiskos joined Kassandros for 
operations in Akarnania55. He was then left there with “adequate troops” to continue 
while Kassandros campaigned in the north, gaining the allegiance of Leukas, 
defeating the Illyrians of Glaukias, and garrisoning Apollonia and Epidamnos56. It 
was probably also at this time that he founded a Macedonian stronghold in the region, 
Antipatreia, which is usually identified with modern Berat57. Its site between 
Epidamnos and Apollonia was evidently supposed to prevent these two strongest 
cities in the region from combining against him and to further secure Epeiros with a 
permanent garrison. With the Illyrians defeated and the coast of the Adriatic from 
Epidamnos to Akarnania allied to him or occupied, Kassandros must have returned to 
Macedon in winter 314 confident that he could dedicate his attention to other theatres.  

This was not to be. Kassandros’ efforts to strategically encircle and isolate the 
Epeirotes, possibly combined with harsh and interventionist governance under 
Lykiskos, had clearly led enough Epeirotes to consider the settlement of 317 a bad 
deal by 313. In Diodoros’ narrative for this year, Kassandros sent a general named 
Philip (possibly Kassandros’ younger brother) to prosecute the war against the 
Aitolians58. However, when Philip arrived in Akarnania, he discovered that Aiakides, 
the king against whom the Epeirotes had turned in 317, had returned to Epeiros and 
gathered a large army. Philip attacked Aiakides’ forces before he could join forces 
with the Aitolians, and won two victories, slaying Aiakides himself in the second. But 
in the aftermath of the first Diodoros tells us that fifty of the men who were 
responsible for Aiakides’ return were captured and sent as captives to Macedonia. 
This gives us a glimpse into the circumstances underlying Aiakides’ return. Some 
relatively sizeable faction of the Epeirote elite seems to have orchestrated his return 
from exile, probably in 314 when Lykiskos and the Macedonian army were otherwise 
occupied in Akarnania. That they did so and that Aiakides was able to gather a strong 
force to resist Kassandros’ general speaks to Lykiskos’ failure to build strong 
relationships with Epeirote communities and their leaders in his years as Kassandros’ 
deputy in the region. This highlights the difficulty Kassandros faced in securing the 
region while he and its traditional royal family remained enemies. Though in truth we 
know little enough about mechanisms of Aiakid rule before Pyrrhos, if Pyrrhos’ early 
years are a guide, then the Aiakids relied upon vertical links of patronage and 
leadership with Epeirote elites to secure and exercise their rule, just like their 
Macedonian counterparts59. At a time when Aiakid rule was strong, the entire 

 
55 D.S. 19.67.5. 
56 D.S. 19.67.5-6. 
57 HAMMOND 1967, 567; COHEN 1995, 76.  
58 D.S. 19.74.3-5. Paus. 1.11.4 identifies a Philip who fought Aiakides at Oiniadai as Kassandros’ 
brother. 
59 The account of Pyrrhos’ early years in Plutarch’s life cannot be taken entirely at face value, as it 
likely transmits an encomiastic account of Pyrrhos’ rise to power written by Proxenos, Pyrrhos’ court 
historian: RAYNOR 2017. However, there is little reason to doubt Plutarch’s general picture of the 
importance of both the mass of Molossians and Epeirotes and the chief men among them to Pyrrhos’ 
ability to secure his position. Pyrrhos’ friends are portrayed as being driven out along with him in 307 
(Plu. Pyrrh. 4.1). Later the “chief men among the Epeirotes” are instrumental in supporting him to 
move against Neoptolemos, with whom Pyrrhos was ruling jointly, and secure his sole rule (Plu. Pyrrh. 
5.7). To Plutarch’s source, a king’s friends and the chief men among the Epeirotes were a crucial 
element in royal power. For the importance of vertical links of patronage in Macedonia at this time: 
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kingdom could be brought into the Macedonian orbit through marriage alliance with 
the royal family, as Philip II did. But reconciliation with the Aiakids was impossible 
for Kassandros in 317. Without the friendship of those native royals viewed as 
legitimate by the Epeirotes, who stood at the head of the political and social hierarchy 
of the region and gave it direction and coherence, Epeiros remained impossible to 
secure in the longer term. This was particularly the case while multiple Aiakids 
remained at large as theoretically more palatable alternatives to direct Macedonian 
overlordship. Kassandros found to his cost that there is a world of difference between 
wielding control over a region by securing the alliance of a king whose dynasty is 
historically embedded in the locality and its power relationships and attempting to 
wield that same control through an installed foreign governor or through strategic 
isolation and garrison forces. 

Kassandros appears to have come to the same conclusion, although it took another 
Aiakid led rebellion in Epeiros to convince him that détente with an Aiakid was 
preferable to the alternatives. After Aiakides was killed, another Aiakid, Alketas, was 
apparently given the kingship by the Epeirotes by 31260. This is an interesting turn of 
phrase that once again (assuming Diodoros has got these matters right) indicates the 
substantial level of agency the Epeirotes, or at least some of their self-appointed 
leaders, had in managing this Aiakid return. Alketas was challenged by Lykiskos, and 
while the Epeirotes at first bloodily defeated Lykiskos’ army, Macedonian 
reinforcements turned the tide and Alketas was besieged in Eurymenai61. Kassandros 
now had to see to things personally62. Arriving in Epeiros, he came to terms with 
Alketas. Clearly the losses and instability of the previous two years had convinced 
both rulers that setting aside dynastic enmity at least for the time being was the smart 
move. This was only an option for either Kassandros or the Epeirotes, however, once 
two separate Aiakid kings had demonstrated to Kassandros what a problem a 
rebellious Epeiros could be to his ambitions, but also once the military supremacy of 
Kassandros’ forces had been undeniably established.  

 
 
3. AFTER 312 
 
Being forced to come to terms with an Aiakid accompanied other humiliations for 
Kassandros in the west. His forces were badly beaten at Apollonia later in 312, and 
this was followed by his garrison being driven out of Leukas63. These setbacks were 
perhaps enabled by the losses Kassandros’ forces suffered against Aiakides and 
Alketas64. By the end of 312 Kassandros’ entire western position was seriously 
weakened. Meanwhile the attention these western problems demanded in 313 and 312 
had allowed the forces of Antigonos Monophthalmos to acquire most of the 

 
LANE FOX 2011, 383-384. Kassandros had made sure to enlist his friends in Macedonia “in common 
cause” with him before departing for the first time in 319 (D.S. 18.49.3).  
60 D.S. 19.88.1. 
61 The losses incurred by Kassandros here were ones he could ill afford. Multiple campaigns across 
Greece, the islands, and western Asia, and the requirement to maintain garrisons in many fortresses, 
clearly stretched Kassandros’ reserves of military manpower to the limit: ADAMS 1984. 
62 D.S. 19.89.1. 
63 D.S. 19.89.2-3. 
64 D.S. 19.89.2 attributes Kassandros’ lack of success against Apollonia partially to the fact that the 
Apollonians outnumbered Kassandros’ forces. Both Antipatros and Kassandros suffered from 
persistent problems with military manpower: ADAMS 1984. 
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Peloponnese, then later Chalkis, Oropos, and Thebes65. Kassandros’ inability to find a 
permanent secure settlement in Epeiros and its environs had severely undermined his 
wider position in the wars of the Diadochoi, and only Ptolemy’s resounding victory 
over Demetrios Poliorketes at Gaza in 312 and the subsequent peace of the dynasts in 
311 prevented the complete collapse of his position in Greece66. 

We have less information about Kassandros’ dealings in western Greece in 
subsequent years. Glaukias had been fostering Pyrrhos, son of Aiakides, in Illyria 
since Aiakides’ exile in 317; according to Plutarch, at one point Kassandros offered 
him 200 talents for the boy67. In 307, Glaukias returned the young Pyrrhos to Epeiros 
and installed him on the throne. While he was only twelve and therefore likely exerted 
limited influence over day to day political and military affairs in Epeiros, Pyrrhos’ 
installation probably moved Epeiros from a stance of shaky neutrality to assumed 
hostility to Kassandros. Demetrios Poliorketes probably saw Pyrrhos and Epeiros as a 
likely source of support for his efforts against Kassandros in Greece, as shown by his 
marriage in 303 to Deidameia the daughter of Aiakides and sister to Pyrrhos. In 302 
Pyrrhos was driven out, events with which Kassandros seems not to have been 
involved. Kassandros’ last recorded military expedition shortly before his death in 
297 was an expedition to Kerkyra, where he was repelled by an army of Agathokles 
of Syracuse68. Evidently Kassandros made some effort later in life to restore his 
western ambitions, although it is notable that in this instance, he had to sail around the 
Peloponnese to reach Kerkyra. With Pyrrhos returned as king, the land route west was 
clearly closed to Kassandros. The purpose of the Kerkyra expedition is not entirely 
clear. Walbank suggested it could indicate some ambitions towards the Adriatic coast, 
but it seems more likely to be an attempt to establish a base from which Pyrrhos in 
Epeiros could be attacked without the need to force the Pindos passes69. But in terms 
of drawing out the wider implications of Kassandros’ policies and actions towards 
Epeiros, we have to focus on the middle of the 310s, when Diodoros’ narrative gives 
us the most to work with. 

 
 
4. CONCLUSIONS 
 
Kassandros was not able to draw upon a record of military service under Alexander 
the Great as a source of prestige, unlike Ptolemy or Seleukos. He had to establish a 
reputation for successful military leadership from scratch, and Epeiros was only one 
of the areas where he sought military success and territorial expansion. He pursued 
ambitions in Asia Minor from at least 316, when he demanded Lykia and Kappadokia 
from Antigonos as part of the division of the spoils in the war against Eumenes70. 
When this failed, he tried more aggressive means, sending armies into Kappadokia in 
316 and Karia in 31471. His struggles in central Greece, Athens and Attika, and the 
Peloponnese against the forces of the Aitolian League, Polyperchon, Ptolemy, and 
Antigonos Monophthalmos form a key thread of the Diodoran narrative. Kassandros 

 
65 D.S. 19.74.1-2, 78. 
66 Plu. Demetr. 5; D.S. 19.105; HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 160-162. 
67 Plu. Pyrrh. 3.3. 
68 D.S. 21.2.1-3; HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 206-208; GRAINGER 2019, 193-196. 
69 HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 207. 
70 D.S. 19.57.1. 
71 Kappadokia: D.S. 19.57.4; 60.2. Karia: D.S. 19.68.2-7. Antipatrid ambitions in Asia Minor were 
finally realised in 302 when Kassandros’ brother Pleistarchos was given territory in Kilikia: GREGORY 

1995. 
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had to wage campaigns in multiple theatres across Greece and the eastern 
Mediterranean to compete and make the same claims to power and prestige as the 
other warring dynasts. From this perspective, it is perhaps surprising that he devoted 
so much attention and military manpower to Epeiros, where he was not in direct 
conflict with a rival Successor. But the need to secure his base of power in Macedon 
from the dynastic enmity of the Aiakid house and the Epeirotes they led necessitated 
an aggressive and determined western strategy. In terms of the longer-term 
implications of Kassandros’ actions and policies in Epeiros, three points deserve 
consideration. 

First, for Kassandros, his Epeirote entanglements clearly hurt his ambitions 
elsewhere. He had to call off his invasion of Aitolia in 313 to divert troops to Epeiros, 
and throughout this year and the next, his position in both western Asia Minor and 
southern Greece as part of the alliance against Antigonos Monophthalmos suffered 
serious setbacks72. The overall impression of Kassandros’ operations in these years is 
a lack of success. This seems to have at least partially been caused by a lack of 
manpower, and an inability to compete in multiple theatres. Recurrent problems in 
Epeiros were definitely a contributing factor, particularly given the several times 
Macedonian forces were defeated with heavy loss by Epeirotes and the forces of 
Apollonia73. Once again this highlights the importance to a Macedonian monarch, 
whether Argead Philip II, Antipatrid Kassandros, or Antigonid Demetrios II, of good 
relations with their neighbors in the west if they wished to pursue expansionist 
policies further afield. 

Second, Kassandros’ initial position in Macedon –where he was able to build a 
base of military and noble support sufficient to challenge Polyperchon– must, to a 
large degree, have been a dynastic inheritance. When Antipatros died, Kassandros 
took over enough of the patronage and inherited enough of the loyalty of his father’s 
supporters to make his play for power74. These are the friends and family members 
that Olympias targeted for elimination in 31775. In this sense, Kassandros’ dynastic 
inheritance supported his ambitions by giving him resources and loyal subordinates 
within Macedon to work with. With regards to his relationship with Epeiros, his 
dynastic inheritance was far more negative, however. It necessitated a degree of 
military exhaustion by both parties before a rapprochement with the Aiakid house was 
conceivable. If we are evaluating the whole of the legacy that Kassandros inherited 
from his father, it was ambivalent at best. This deepens our understanding of 
Antipatros’ decision-making upon his death, and his decision not to choose his son to 
succeed him. Perhaps one of the reasons Antipatros chose the unremarkable 
Polyperchon to succeed him in Macedon rather than Kassandros was because he knew 
that any Antipatrid ruling in Macedon was likely to face an implacable enemy in the 
house of Olympias to the west. This was an unacceptably risky position for Antipatros 

 
72 D.S. 19.74; GRAINGER 2019, 167-172. 
73 HAMMOND–WALBANK 1988, 164: “the losses which the Macedonians had suffered in the north-west 
area seem to have weakened the position of Kassandros in Macedonia and caused him to take no action 
in Greece”. ADAMS 1984; BOSWORTH 1986 for the persistent manpower problems both Antipatros and 
Kassandros faced following the strains Alexander’s campaigns had put upon the resources of 
Macedonia itself. 
74 D.S. 18.49.1-3. 
75 D.S. 19.11.4-9. 
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to endorse, and therefore he tried to avoid it, though he did not reckon on his son’s 
ambition76.  

Third and finally, Elizabeth Meyer in her 2013 monograph suggested that twenty 
years of interference and intermittent domination by Kassandros led the Epeirotes to a 
rapid consolidation of their collective identity77. They were forged from Molossians, 
Chaonians, Thesprotians and so forth into Epeirotes under collective threat from 
Kassandros’ Macedonians. I have written elsewhere how I feel that this process must 
have begun under Alexander I of Epeiros, and that Aiakid royal leadership and 
military action under Aiakid kings must have played a big part in Epeirote 
ethnogenesis78. But I also agree with Meyer that Kassandros’ interference likely led to 
greater Epeirote cohesion and think that we can trace the particular elements of 
interference that led to this in greater detail than Meyer does. These were regular 
military intervention combined with the destabilisation of the leadership of the 
institution of Epeirote kingship through defeat, rapid turnover, and its temporary 
replacement by a Macedonian overseer and general. Under the combination of these 
pressures, regional population groups seem to have articulated more forcefully a 
community identity that would hold them together in the absence of the previous 
strong Aiakid leadership upon which they had previously relied, and which they 
would find again for a while under Pyrrhos. While the actions of Epeirote troops in 
317, when they mutinied against Aiakides and allied with Kassandros, suggests this 
sense of mutual interest underpinning collective decision-making had begun to 
emerge earlier than Kassandros’ period of greatest influence in Epeiros, an 
interventionist policy toward Epeiros of appointed external governors, strategic 
isolation, and repeated military humiliation of both the Epeirotes and Aiakid kings 
must have accelerated this appreciation by populations living in Epeiros that they had 
much to gain by working more closely together with or without a charismatic military 
monarchy to organise their cooperation79. A greater regional cohesion between 
formerly competing population groups may have been Kassandros’ lasting legacy to 
his western neighbor. 
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