
corporate myth in a historical work. Muntz’s clear and
concise analysis of the place of myth in ancient histori-
ography further exemplifies Diodorus’s uniqueness,
and this analysis can be used as an excellent coverage
of the topic for students (especially 89–101). The main
argument here is the most persuasive of the book; it
concentrates on the ways that Diodorus employs a eu-
hemeristic approach and on how he makes a clear and
sharp distinction between myth and history while using
structural elements to support it. Muntz also makes a
particularly noteworthy argument that Diodorus uses
the introduction of writing as the demarcating point be-
tween myth and history.
Chapter 5, the most important in the book, discusses

culture bringers, an element of the Bibliotheke that has
been in the forefront of modern Diodoran studies.
Muntz provides a new interpretation of this theme by
identifying deification as both reward to and proof of
the successful culture bringer as Diodorus’s focus. The
chapter’s discussion of lesser figures—from the legend-
ary Egyptian pharaoh Sesoösis to the formidable Pon-
tian king Mithridates VI—and their exclusion from the
ranks of culture bringers exposes Diodorus’s effort to
show why such famous, and occasionally revered, fig-
ures do not deserve deification. Interestingly, Muntz
asserts that Diodorus presents Alexander the Great as an
unsuccessful culture bringer who did not deserve deifi-
cation. The latter part of chapter 5 fully justifies Muntz’s
overall position that Diodorus engaged in the intellectual
and political debates of the late Roman Republic. The
detailed discussion of the debate on the deification of
mortals in the time of Cicero explains both Diodorus’s
own positioning in the debate and the pivotal place of
Julius Caesar in the Bibliotheke as a successful culture
bringer on a par with Heracles and Dionysus.
Chapter 6 focuses on Diodorus’s view of monarchy

and specifically on how he presents the pre-Persian
Egyptian monarchy as the most successful and stable
constitution in history. Muntz shows that Diodorus’s
views are heavily indebted to the philosophical discus-
sions on kingship that were a fixture of the Hellenistic
period. In Muntz’s view, Diodorus not only parallels
contemporary Rome with the failed and decadent As-
syrian monarchy; Diodorus also presents the Egyptian
kingship as the only successful answer to the common
criticism of monarchy as leading to tyranny.
Muntz’s arguments are strong, well researched, and

well presented; the book’s weaknesses are structural. In
an effort to avoid repetition, Muntz forces the reader to
jump forward and backward to achieve complete cover-
age of some topics. Most importantly, it is not until
chapter 7, which also serves as the de facto conclusion
to the book, that Muntz finally mentions the issue that
will plague any reader from chapter 2 onward. There
Muntz finally explores the effect of Diodorus’s focus
on Dionysus and Egypt as cultural icons worthy of
emulation by Roman leaders in the wake of the example

of Rome’s own culture bringer, Julius Caesar. In the
30s B.C.E., such a focus was a major flaw in Diodorus’s
presentation of the history of the oikoumene and, as
Muntz correctly infers, it must have affected signifi-
cantly both the publication of the Bibliotheke and its
contemporary reception.

ERRIETTA M. A. BISSA

University of Wales Trinity Saint David

MYLES LAVAN, RICHARD E. PAYNE, and JOHN WEISWEILER,
editors. Cosmopolitanism and Empire: Universal Rul-
ers, Local Elites, and Cultural Integration in the Ancient
Near East and Mediterranean. (Oxford Studies in Early
Empires.) New York: Oxford University Press, 2016.
Pp. xi, 282. Cloth $85.00.

Cosmopolitanism and Empire: Universal Rulers, Local
Elites, and Cultural Integration in the Ancient Near
East and Mediterranean is an important volume on an
emerging research theme, one that stands out because
of its strong internal cohesion. Cosmopolitanism is a
much-debated subject among historians of (early) mod-
ern intellectual history. The origins of the notion of
“world citizenship,” however, can be traced to the an-
cient world, where it developed as an instrument of im-
perial rule. These origins have received far less schol-
arly attention.
Though often wrongly seen as an innovation intro-

duced by Alexander the Great, the idea of belonging to
a single, unified world has much older roots. The ideol-
ogy of universal empire and the concomitant (or result-
ing) notion of cosmopolitanism have in the past been
studied mainly in connection to the Neo-Assyrian and
late Roman Empires. Foundational for the current inter-
est is probably Mario Liverani’s 1979 essay on Assyri-
an imperial ideology—an omission in the volume’s
bibliography (“The Ideology of the Assyrian Empire,”
in M. T. Larsen, ed., Power and Propaganda: A Sym-
posium on Ancient Empires [1979], 297–317). The vol-
ume under review is based on a workshop entitled
“Global Identities and Imperial Cultures,” held at Hei-
delberg University in 2013.
The editors describe cosmopolitanism as “a complex

of practices and ideals that enabled certain individuals
not only to cross cultural boundaries, but to establish
an enduring normative framework across them” (1).
They distinguish two variants. One is “assimilation”
(i.e., elite integration by ironing out cultural difference
between the central power and subject polities); the
other is “subordination,” which works through the rec-
ognition and management of difference. Both policies
aim to secure the cooperation of local elites. The edi-
tors rightly remind us that “cultural homogeneity of the
kind the modern nation-state produced was beyond the
reach of even the most infrastructurally developed of
these ancient states” (2).
The introduction provides a useful overview of uni-
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versal ideology and its associated practices from the
Neo-Assyrian Empire to late antiquity. And while aca-
demic output in the field of ancient history is enor-
mous, the editors did an admirable job in integrating re-
cent literature on a wide-ranging topic. Seth Richard-
son then opens the volume’s collection of case studies
with a discussion of elite networks in the Neo-Assyrian
Empire, based mainly on royal correspondence. The
additional use of iconographical material perhaps
would have yielded a more comprehensive image.
Richardson concludes that the written sources for the
Neo-Assyrian Empire give the impression that neither
a transcultural imperial identity developed, nor did a
distinct acknowledgment of cultural difference.
A separate study on the Achaemenid (or Persian) Em-

pire is absent from the volume, as is also a focused treat-
ment of the Qin and Han Empires with their claim to
comprise “all under heaven.” From the Assyrians we
jump to the Hellenistic period, which made three contri-
butions. It was in the Hellenistic period that the idea of
world citizenship was most explicitly expressed, espe-
cially in pro-imperial philosophy such as Stoicism.
Given the consistent promulgation of ideas of world
unity in previous empires, it is unlikely that the idea
was a Greek invention. First, Kathryn Stevens defends
the view that in Babylonia the Seleukids—the Macedo-
nian dynasty that dominated most of Alexander the
Great’s conquests during the third century B.C.E.—
adapted its self-presentation to local expectations and
thereby actively promoted what is now usually de-
scribed as “localism.” However, the view of the Seleu-
kid emperors as chameleon kings—as well as the view
of their empire as characterized by the continuity of in-
digenous “traditions,” which was advocated in the
1980s and 1990s above all by Susan Sherwin-White
and Amélie Kuhrt in their edited volume Hellenism in
the East: The Interaction of Greek and Non-Greek Civi-
lizations from Syria to Central Asia after Alexander
(1987)—is no longer universally accepted. Johannes
Haubold opens his contribution on the role of Babylo-
nian elites in the Seleukid Empire with a recapitulation
of my own argument that the cosmopolitan “Hellenism”
emanating from the imperial courts created supra-
regional elite networks as well as a sense of common-
wealth among local elites in empires characterized by
their political, ethnic, and cultural heterogeneity—but
unfortunately without reference (89–90; cf. Rolf Stroot-
man, The Hellenistic Royal Courts [2007], 19–22, 134–
136—which is a work that according to a note on page
93 of the volume under review was consulted for Hau-
bold’s article). Taking issue with John Ma’s view of the
Seleukid Empire as a transactional system based on
negotiations between imperial and local actors (Antio-
chos III and the Cities of Western Asia Minor [2000]),
Haubold argues that in the first half of the third century
B.C.E., the Babylonian author Berossos sought to influ-
ence imperial leaders with his Greek-language writings.

Christelle Fischer-Bovet, by contrast, challenges the
view of clear boundaries between “indigenous” and
Greco-Macedonian cultures in her well-argued piece on
the emergence of a translocal elite in Ptolemaic Egypt.
She shows that in the creation of an “integrated elite cul-
ture,” it was not Hellenic culture that brought them to-
gether; rather, the imperial dynasty with its rituals of
royalty and ruler cult served as the principal connector
of dispersed (priestly) elites (128). The Hellenistic sec-
tion ends with a study by Tamara Chin on the concept
of cosmopolitanism in Hellenistic philosophy, which
she sees as an anti-imperial tendency.
Next, three contributions discuss cosmopolitanism

as an instrument of empire in the Roman world. Myles
Lavan studies ecumenical rhetoric in the early Roman
Empire, arguing that politics of assimilation and subor-
dination are not mutually exclusive. In the west, “the
Romans largely ignored existing cultural traditions,”
while in the east, preexisting discourses of power were
encouraged (153). Clifford Ando focuses on one of the
most successful mechanisms of imperial cohesion in
world history: Roman citizenship. By allowing select
members of local elites to become Romans, imperial
leaders already from the second century B.C.E. could in-
tegrate these elites into an empire-wide imagined com-
munity—an identity that was more juridical than cul-
tural. Ando reminds us that the cosmopolitanism of the
Roman Empire was the cosmopolitanism of the elite,
based on the deliberate creation of social hierarchy
within local communities rather than on these commu-
nities’ wholesale integration into an ecumenical com-
monwealth. Focusing on the gradual development of
the Roman emperor’s self-presentation as a global ruler
taking care of all humankind, John Weisweiler ad-
dresses the difficult question of how this affected the
self-understanding of the imperial elite. Weisweiler
convincingly shows how particularly in the fourth cen-
tury C.E. a sense of “global” consciousness developed
among those aristocrats who were actively involved in
the rapidly centralizing of the imperial administration.
Richard Payne discusses the universalistic claims of

the Sasanian dynasty, specifically their claim to be the
protectors of two “cosmopolitan” religions within their
empire: Zoroastrianism and Christianity. Payne makes
the interesting observation that the radical exclusive-
ness of these systems of belief was in fact encouraged
by the Sasanian king’s claim to stand as a universal
leader above human particularities, a stance that “could
call into being clearly defined groups subordinate to
himself” (228); it is reminiscent of the way that early
modern Ottoman sultans later claimed leadership of
both Islam and the Orthodox Church, turning the latter
into an instrument of empire. Payne’s contribution pre-
figures the emergence of monotheism as an instrument
of empire in the Roman and Arab Empires of late antiq-
uity and the Middle Ages.
The volume is concluded with an essay by Peter
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Fibiger Bang, who places the contributions in the con-
text of nineteenth- and twentieth-century debates about
cosmopolitanism, including the modern tendency to as-
cribe the ideal of cosmopolitanism to Alexander the
Great.

ROLF STROOTMAN

Utrecht University

JESSICA A. COOPE. The Most Noble of People: Reli-
gious, Ethnic, and Gender Identity in Muslim Spain.
Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2017. Pp.
219. Cloth $60.00, e-book $50.00.

Recent studies on Muslim Spain, or al-Andalus, are
continuing the trend away from exceptionalist
approaches and moving toward approaches that situate
Andalusi history within larger cultural and geographi-
cal contexts. Jessica A. Coope’s The Most Noble of
People: Religious, Ethnic, and Gender Identity in Mus-
lim Spain is a welcome addition to this “larger-than-al-
Andalus” approach, alongside works like Janina M.
Safran’s Defining Boundaries in al-Andalus: Muslims,
Christians, and Jews in Islamic Iberia (2013) and
Brian Catlos’s Kingdoms of Faith: A New History of Is-
lamic Spain (2018); all of these are examples of this
trend, as they examine Andalusi history against the
backdrop of developments in North Africa, the Islamic
East, and the Mediterranean at large.
In The Most Noble of People, Coope studies the ten-

sions surrounding religious, ethnic, and gender identi-
ties during the Umayyad period—that is, from the mid-
eighth century to the fall of the Umayyad Caliphate
and the beginning of the Taifa period in 1031.
The title of Coope’s book is a reference to a verse

from the Qurʾān (49:13), in which God is said to prefer
the noblest people among his creation, regardless of
ethnicity—a verse that some medieval commentators
took to mean that Arab lineage alone did not make
someone worthier in the eyes of God. This distinction
between Arab and non-Arab Muslims lies at the center
of Coope’s analysis.
She argues that during this period, the Umayyad elite

articulated an identity for themselves that conflated
Arab with Muslim identity, to the exclusion of the non-
Arab majority population over which they ruled. And
while the terms of exclusion would have seemed rigid
enough—if you were not an Arab Muslim you could
not be a member of the elite—Coope contends that
Arab identity was relative and negotiable.
To claim Muslim identity required conversion, un-

less one’s father were a Muslim, in which case the per-
son in question would also be legally considered a
Muslim. To claim Arab identity required more ingenu-
ity. Coope identifies two main strategies to do so:
through one’s lineage, and through one’s proficiency in
Arabic language and literature. Barring a credible claim
to Arab descent (and fabricated genealogies were not

unknown), mastery of Arabic language and literature
conferred what Coope calls an “honorary Arab iden-
tity” to certain Iberian Muslims (2).
By the mid-tenth century, and as more and more of

the Andalusi population converted to Islam—and here
Coope follows Richard W. Bulliet’s “conversion
curve” in Conversion to Islam in the Medieval Period:
An Essay in Quantitative History (1979)—Muslim
identity became less contentious. Similarly, and despite
the political fragmentation of the Taifa period, Coope
argues that, at least from the viewpoint of identity,
whether or not one was an Arab ceased to be a matter
of consequence (the polemical anti-Arab Risāla of Ibn
García is not indicative of widespread tensions between
Arabs and non-Arabs, in Coope’s opinion).
For Coope, then, the tensions surrounding religious

and ethnic identity were “resolved” with the downfall
of the Umayyads. Yet gender identity followed a dif-
ferent path. By examining Islamic and Visigothic legal
texts, Coope posits the pros and cons of conversion to
Islam for Christian women. While the laws contained
similar marriage provisions (viz., dower was necessary
and remained in the wife’s control, a woman’s father
had the power to arrange marriage, and there was a
waiting period to remarry), in the realms of inheritance
and public modesty, Muslim status represented a step
down. For example, in Visigothic law, sons and daugh-
ters inherited equally and there was no distinction be-
tween cognatic and agnatic kin for inheritance pur-
poses, whereas in shariʿa this distinction enabled male
relatives to question a woman’s inheritance.
In an interesting comparison, Coope argues that the

overall diminished legal status of Muslim women was
similar to the status of non-Muslims, or dhimmīs. Con-
version would make it possible for a free man to be-
come a fully capable agent in shariʿa. The same was
not the case for women, which leads the author to con-
clude that tensions surrounding gender identity contin-
ued after 1031.
Coope’s examination of gender identity alongside re-

ligious, ethnic, and cultural identity is commendable,
although available sources dealing with gender identity
are not only more limited but also lack direct accounts
by women. In addition to well-known legal, polemical,
and literary texts—and the prolific Ibn Ḥazm occupies
a central place in Coope’s analysis—the author taps an-
other valuable, less-utilized resource: mystical writ-
ings. The work of the influential Sufi writer Ibn ʿArabī,
who died in 1240 and therefore postdates the period in
question, reveals a view of the masculine and feminine
genders that is more complementary than the one pre-
scribed by shariʿa.
Coope classifies sources between what we may call

“ideological” sources (legal, polemical, literary, mysti-
cal texts) and sources that, as she puts it, reflect “actual
treatment” of Muslim women (86); however, this clas-
sification is misleading. The handful of collections of
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