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Introduction

Head of the Sasanian army was the Šāhānšāh (the King of Kings), but restricted 
by the internal structure of the state and, mainly due to the vast territory of the Ira-
nian empire (the Ērānšahr), the king had to use contingents of the aristocratic 
Parthian houses.1 According to Ammianus Marcellinus the members of the Par-
thian clans of Suren and Mehran commanded the army of Shapur II (Šābuhr, 
r. 309–379).2 This alliance of the Sasanian kings with the Parthian wuzurgān3 

1  See: James Howard‑Johnston, „The Late Sasanian Army,” in Late Antiquity: Eastern Perspec‑
tives, eds. Teresa Bernheimer, Adam Silverstein (Warminster: Gibb Memorial Trust, 2012), 87–127; 
Scott McDonough, „Fighting the Other: Part III: Military and Society in Sasanian Iran,” in Handbook 
of Warfare in the Classical World, eds. Brian Cambell, Larry A. Tritle (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
2013), 601–620; Katarzyna Maksymiuk, „The Sassanian Empire’s Strategies,” in The Cambridge History 
of Strategy, Volume 1: From Antiquity to the American War of Independence, eds. Isabelle Duyvesteyn, 
Beatrice Heuser (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2024), 192–193; eadem, „Early Sasanian 
Expansion and Military Institutions,” in Brill’s Companion to War in the Ancient Iranian Empires, 
eds. John Hyland, Khodadad Rezakhani (Leiden–Boston: Brill, 2024), 457–460.

2  Amm. Marc. [Ammianus Marcellinus, transl. John C. Rolfe (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 2014)] 24.3.1, 24.4.7, 25.1.11, 25.3.13.

3  Parvaneh Pourshariati, Decline and Fall of the Sasanian Empire: The Sasanian‑Parthian Con‑
federacy and the Arab Conquest of Iran (London–New York: I.B. Tauris, 2008).
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remained unchanged even after the introduction of the quadripartition of military 
power, when Khusro I (Husraw Anōšag‑rūwān, r. 531–579) replaced the single army 
commander with four spāhbeds responsible directly to the king.4 Military authority 
in three of the four quarters was exercised by members of the Parthian aristocracy.5

A breakthrough of history of the Ērānšahr was the revolt of the chief com-
mander Bahram Chobin (Warahrān VI Čōbēn, r. 590–591), who questioned the 
legitimacy to the throne of the Sasanian king Hormizd IV (Ōhrmazd, r. 579–590).6 
Bahram was a member of the Mehran clan, the Parthian family from Ray in Gur-
gan.7 It should be pointed out here that after the reforms of Khusro I, a military 
function of kust ï Ādurbādagān spāhbed was transferred to this clan.8 According 
to Theophylact Simocatta, Bahram commanded a unit of soldiers which cap-
tured Dara in 572.9 Later, under Hormizd IV, he probably became the spāhbed of 
the Ādurbādagān10 and led the Sasanian army against the Byzantines in northern 
Mesopotamia.11 After a massive Turkic invasion of the eastern Ērānšahr in 588, he 

4  Ṭabarī [The history of al‑Ṭabarī, vol. 5: The Sāsānids, the Byzantines, the Lakhmids, and Yemen, 
transl. Clifford Edmund Bosworth (Albany: State University of New York Press, 1999)] 894; Rika Gyse-
len, The Four Generals of the Sasanian Empire: Some Sigillographic Evidence (Roma: Istituto italiano 
per l’Africa e l’Oriente, 2001). On the reforms see: Andrea Gariboldi, Il regno di Xusraw dall’anima 
immortale: riforme economiche e rivolte sociali nell’Iran sasanide del VI secolo (Milano: Mimesis, 2006).

5  Katarzyna Maksymiuk, „The Parthian nobility in Xusrō I Anōšīrvān court,” in Elites in the 
Ancient World, v. 2, eds. Danuta Okoń, Piotr Briks (Szczecin: Minerwa, 2015), 189–198; eadem, „The 
titles of the (h)argbed, the artēštārān sālār and the spāhbed in the Iranian and non‑Iranian sources,” 
in Sasanian Studies: Late Antique Iranian World, vol. 2, eds. Shervin Farridnejad, Touraj Daryaee 
(Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2023), 166–171.

6  Pourshariati, Decline and Fall, 122–127; Alireza Shapour Shahbazi, „Bahrām VI Čōbīn,” 
Encyclopaedia Iranica 3 (5): 514–522; Michael R. Jackson Bonner, The Last Empire of Iran (Piscata-
way: Gorgias Press, 2020), 247–255; Joonas Maristo, “Bahrām Čūbīn in Early Arabic and Persian 
Historiography – Why so many stories?,” PhD thesis, University of Helsinki, 2020.

7  On the Mehran clan, see: Katarzyna Maksymiuk, „The Pahlav‑Mehrān family faithful allies 
of Xusrō I Anōšīrvān,” Metamorphoses of History 6 (2015): 163–179; see also eadem, „A New Pro-
posal for the Identification of the Sasanian commander Mermeróēs of Byzantine sources: Šāpur of 
Ray from Mehrān, in The Byzantine Missionary activity and its legacy in Europe, ed. Mitko B. Panov 
(Skopje: Euro‑Balkan University, 2017), 93–98.

8  Rika Gyselen, Sasanian seals and sealings in the A. Saeedi collection (Leuven: Peeters, 2007), 
272, III/27: gōrgōnī mihrān, 274, III/29: sēdhōš ī mihrān. See also Mahir Khalifa‑Zadeh, Katarzyna 
Maksymiuk, „Reforms of Sasanian king Khusro I and the northern bank of the Araxes – Arrān 
(Caucasus Albania),” Historia i Świat 12 (2023): 167–182.

9  Theophylact Simocatta [The History of Theophylact Simocatta: An English Translation with Intro‑
duction and Notes, transl. Michael Whitby, Mary Whitby (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997)] 3.18.10.

10  Dīnawarī (“An historiographical study of Abū Ḥanīfa Aḥmad ibn Dāwūd ibn Wanand al
‑Dīnawarī’s Kitāb al‑Aḫbār al‑Ṭiwāl” [especially of that part dealing with the Sasanian kings], transl. 
Michael R. Jackson Bonner, PhD thesis, Oxford University, 2014, 81–82) calls Bahram Chobin the 
“viceroy on the border of Āzarbāyjān and Armīnīyya,” a military jurisdiction that in corresponds 
to the spāhbed of the Ādurbādagān.

11  Theophylact Simocatta 3.6.7; see also David Frendo, „Theophylact Simocatta on the Revolt 
of Bahram Chobin and the Early Career of Khusrau II,” Bulletin of the Asia Institute 3 (1989): 77–88.
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was appointed as the commander‑in‑chief of the Iranian army, and began a cam-
paign in Central Asia that ended in a decisive Iranian victory.12 

The texts associated with the Sasanian royal tradition13 emphasize the enor-
mous booty from the eastern war. What is more, according to them, the conflict 
over the division of Turkic treasures was the reason for the Bahram’s revolt.14 The 
following discussion explores one of the aspects of maintaining discipline in the 
Sasanian army, namely the distribution of war spoils among soldiers. The analysis 
is based on source accounts of the revolt of Bahram Chobin.

Sources on the division of the booty from the eastern war

According to Dīnawarī (d. ca. 903), Bahram was accused of keeping some of 
the spoils for himself. Angered, Hormizd demanded an explanation in a letter 
to the commander. At the same time, he humiliated Bahram by symbolically send-
ing him the necklace, woman’s belt and a spindle.15 Bahram’s entourage outraged 
by the Šāhānšāh actions rejected their obedience.

Bahrām went back until he reached the city of Balḫ. He put down there and sent to king 
Hurmazd the booty that he had taken from the camp of the Šāhānšāh. He sent him 
the golden throne, and what he sent to him reached him: three hundred camel loads. 

12  Dīnawarī 83–84; Ṭabarī 992–993; Theophylact Simocatta 3.6.12‑13; Sebeos [The Armenian 
History attributed to Sebeos, transl. Robert W. Thomson (Liverpool: Liverpool University Press, 
1999)] 73. On the situation in the Far East before the war, see Katarzyna Maksymiuk, „Relevance 
of the Diplomatic Activities of Xusrō I Anōšīrvān in China for the Military and Political Situation 
in the Far East in Sixth Century CE,” in Archaeology of Iran in the Historical Period, eds. Kamal‑Aldin 
Niknami, Ali Hozhabri (Cham: Springer Nature Switzerland, 2020), 357–362. Disscusion on the 
sources of the eastern campaign, see: Jackson Bonner, The Last Empire, 248–250. On the campaign 
see: Khodadad Rezakhani, ReOrienting the Sasanians: East Iran in Late Antiquity (Edinburgh: Edin-
burgh University Press, 2017), 177–178.

13  See Philip Wood, „The Christian Reception of the Xwadāy‑Nāmag: Hormizd IV, Khusrau II 
and their successors,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society 26 (2016): 407–422.

14  Dīnawarī 84–85; Yaʿqūbī (The Works of Ibn Wāḍiḥ al‑Yaʿqūbī, vol. 2, transl. Matthew S. Gor-
don [Leiden–Boston: Brill, 2018]) 189–190; Šāh‑nāma (Shahnameh. The Persian Book of Kings, 
transl. Dick Davis [New York: Viking, 2006]) 757; Ṭabarī 993; Nihāyat al‑arab (Edward G. Browne, 
„Art. X.‑Some Account of the Arabic Work Entitled ‘Niháyatu’l‑Irab Fí Akhbári’l‑Furs Ua’l‑‘Arab,’ 
Particularly of That Part Which Treats of the Persian Kings,” Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society of 
Great Britain & Ireland 32.2 [1900]: 195–259) 237. On the immense haul of booty, see also Theophy-
lact Simocatta 3.6.14 and Sebeos 73–74; see also Maristo, “Bahrām Čūbīn,” 111–125.

15  According to Ferdowsī (Šāh‑nāma 757), Hormizd ordered to send: a spindle, raw cotton, 
a purple blouse woven from hair, a woman’s red coif, and a pair of woman’s yellow pants; It should be 
noted at this point that Bahram did not remain obligated to Hormizd and, in letters sent to the king, 
called him a the daughter of Khusro I, see Theophylact Simocatta 3.8.3: “The insult was symbolized 
in the dispatches, and in the counter‑statement that very Hormisdas was abusively recorded as the 
daughter rather than the son of Chosroes.” 
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When the booty arrived to Hurmazd and it was spread before him [85] and around 
him and behind him and the grandees of his Marzbāns, said Yazdān Jušnās the chief 
of the viziers: “what was the great board whence cometh this mouthful?” […] He sent 
Bahrām the necklace and belt of a woman, together with a spindle, and he wrote to him: 
“prove to me that thou hast not sent me only a little booty from a great mass of it, else 
it was a transgression for me to exalt thee. I send thee a necklace that thou mayest put 
it on thy neck, and the belt of a woman. Gird thyself with it. As for the spindle, let it be 
in thy hand; for verily perfidy and ugratefulness are the attributes of women.” When 
this reached Bahrām, he restrained his anger and knew that it had been brought to pass 
by slanderers. He put the necklace upon his neck and put the belt round his waist, and 
took the spindle in his hand. Then he called to the grandees among his companions 
and they came before him. Then he read to them the king’s letter to him. When his 
companions heard this theywere aggrieved at the disposition of the king and they knew 
that he was not thankful to them for their excellent bravery (Dīnawarī 84–85, transl. 
Michael R. Jackson Bonner).

Ferdowsī (ca. 940–1020) also identifies the conflict over the booty as the reason 
for the dispute between the commander and the king.16 

King Hormozd was dissatisfied with Bahram, and his impetuous behavior filled the 
king’s soul with foreboding; first, because Bahram had intentionally mistreated the 
emperor, and second, because of his presumptuousness in taking spoils to which he 
was not entitled (Šāh ‑nāma 757, transl. Dick Davis).

A slightly different version of events is presented by Yaʿqūbī (d. ca. 905). According 
to him, the accusations against Bahram were not the result of the plots in the Persian 
court, but resulted from reports by the agents of the king, confirmed by Barmūdhah 
(the son of Khāqān of the Eastern Gök Türks,17 who was personally killed by Bah‑
ram) who came to Hormizd. Furthermore, Yaʿqūbī cites Hormizd’s conciliatory steps, 
which the Šāhānšāh was said to have taken after receiving news of the mutiny.

Hurmuz, meanwhile, had dispatched certain men against Bahrām Chūbīn. Barmūdhah 
made his way to Hurmuz; Hurmuz treated him with honor and kindness and seated 
him on the throne with him. Barmūdhah told him of the great wealth and treasures 
that had come to Bahrām and that Bahrām had concealed them from the king’s agents. 
Hurmuz’s agents told him the same thing and that what Bahrām had sent back was 
a small part of the whole (Yaʿqūbī 190, transl. Matthew S. Gordon).

16  See also Šāh‑nāma 754: “Among the valuable objects were a pair of earrings and a pair of 
boots with gold thread braided on them and jewels at the end of each braid. There were also two 
bolts of Yemeni cloth of gold weighing seven man each. In his perversity and arrogance Bahram 
ignored his duty and set these things aside.”

17  See Clifford Bosworth (note 701 on the page 299) in Ṭabarī; Dīnawarī (81), wrote about 
him the Šāhānšāh of the Turks. On the name of Ču‑lo‑hóu in Chinese sources see: Josef Marquart, 
„Historische Glossen zu den alttürkischen Inschriften,” Wiener Zeitschrift Für Die Kunde Des Mor‑
genlandes 12 (1898): 189–190.
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Only Ṭabarī (d. 923), does not mention the problem of dividing the spoils in the 
context of the revolt, writing that Bahram handed over the booty to the Šāhānšāh. 
Ṭabarī provides the fear of „Hurmuz’s violence” as the only reason of the mutiny.

Bahram sent him [Shabah’s son – K.M.] back captive to Hurmuz and plundered immen-
se treasures that were laid up in the fortress. It is said that he transported to Hurmuz 
wealth, jewels, vessels, weapons, and other plundered items amounting to two hundred 
fifty‑thousand camels’ loads. Hurmuz thanked Bahram for the booty he had gained 
and which had reached him (Ṭabarī 993, transl. Clifford E. Bosworth).

It should be pointed out that authors not associated with the Persian tradition 
also emphasize that the cause of the conflict between Bahram and Hormizd IV was 
the division of booty. The Armenian historian Sebeos (mid‑7th century) wrote that 
Bahram “appropriated all the treasures,” moreover, he questioned the competence 
of the Šāhānšāh in distributing them himself among the troops accompanying him.

Then this Vahram, giving battle to the great king of the Mazk’ut’k’ who was in that 
region beyond the great river, defeated the multitude of his army and killed their king 
in the battle. He seized and appropriated all the treasures of that kingdom. Then he sent 
letters with the news to the Persian king through his messengers, and a small part of the 
booty from the enormous [74] treasures acquired from the plunder of the expedition, 
as a token from these precious things of his control. And all the treasure he bestowed 
on his troops according to each one’s merit… Then instead of a letter of greeting he 
[Hormizd – K.M.] ordered a letter to be written in very angry terms, which he despa-
tched by a company of auxiliaries and royal guards, with orders to go to the army and 
seize the whole treasure. They went and began to demand it. Then all the troops were 
galvanized. They killed the king’s trusted [servants], rebelled from his service, and 
installed Vahram as their king (Sebeos 73–74, transl. Robert W. Thomson).

Almost identical circumstances of the mutiny to those described by Ferdowsī 
are found in an anonymous Nestorian ecclesiastical history known as the Chronicle 
of Seert (9th–11th century).18

Hormizd avait envoyé le commandant de ses armées Bahram Sobin (Djôbîn) pour 
combattre les Turcs; il en avait triomphé et avait envoyé un riche butin à Hormizd, 
qui honora fort le triomphateur. Mais les courtisans jaloux le desservirent auprès de 
lui en disant que le butin envoyé était bien médiocre à l’égard de celui qu’il avait pris 
pour lui‑même. Or le roi, en récompense de tant de services, lui envoya une chemise 
rouge et un fuseau muni de la boule qui le termine19 (the Chronicle of Seert 131, transl. 
Addai Scher).

18  Histoire Nestorienne Inédite (Chronique de Séert): Premère partie (I), transl. Addai Scher 
(Paris: Firmin‑Didot, 1907).

19  Hormizd sent his army commander, Bahram Chobin, to fight against the Turks; he defe-
ated them and sent rich spoils to Hormizd, who greatly honored the triumphant general. However, 
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According to the author of the Chronicle, similarly to the versions of Yaʿqūbī 
(190) and Ṭabarī (995), Bahram was to support young son of Hormizd, future king 
Khusro II (Husraw Abarwēz, r. 590–628).20 

Theophylact Simocatta (early 7th‑century) describes the spoils of Bahram’s 
victory in the east.

Persian affairs flourished again and distinguished triumphs were established for Hor-
misdas: for they took as booty the couches, tables, and thrones of gold, horse‑trappings, 
jars, and everything which is marshalled for the honour of tyrants (Theophylact Simo-
catta 3.6.14, transl. Michael and Mary Whitby).

However the Byzantine historian presents the circumstances of Bahram’s revolt 
differently, and associates the humiliation of the commander with the defeat of 
the Sasanian army in Suania.21

And so like a spark in the ashes he [Bahram – K.M.] concealed the motive for his 
grievance from Hormisdas the king, but whipped up the multitude by deceitfully con-
triving to make it appear indeed that the Persian king was angry against his army 
and had in addition even threatened death on the Babylonian soldiers because of 
their misfortunes in the engagement in Suania (Theophylact Simocatta 3.18.13, transl. 
Michael and Mary Whitby).

Discussion

From the perspective of the present discussion, an analysis of the epic descrip-
tions of the reactions of the various characters, the actual purposes of their actions, 
or even the chronology of events is irrelevant. This important event in the history 
of the Ērānšahr provides several details regarding functioning the Sasanian army 
in the late antiquity.

jealous courtiers slandered him [Bahram], claiming that the booty sent to the king was far poorer 
compared to what he had kept for himself. As a reward for such numerous merits, the king sent 
him a red shirt and spindle.

20  On the circumstances of Khusro II’s assumption of power in Iran see: Pourshariati, Dec‑
line and Fall, 130–136; Miklós Sárközy, „Anti‑sasanian movements in 6th century Persia – the case 
of Wistaxm and Windoē,” in Európé égisze alatt. Ünnepi tanulmányok Fekete Mária hatvanötödik 
születésnapjára kollégáitól, barátaitól és tanítványaitól, eds. Zoltán Csabai, Ernő Szabó, László Vilmos, 
Adrienn Vitári‑Wéber (Budapest: Pécsi Tudományegyetem, 2015), 287–291.

21  Theophylact Simocatta (3.7.13–19) wrote on the defeat of Bahram in the plain of Albania 
upon the shore of the river Araxes. Theophylact overestimates the significance of Bahram’s defeat 
in Suania, a battle which was a minor episode compared to his successes in the east, see: James 
Howard‑Johnston, „The Sasanians’ Strategic Dilemma,” in Commutatio et Contentio: Studies in the 
Late Roman, Sasanian, and Early Islamic Near East in Memory of Zeev Rubin, eds. Henning Börm, 
Josef Wiesehöfer (Düsseldorf: Wellem Verlag, 2010), 57.
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One thing that strikes through most texts (e.g. Dīnawarī, Yaʿqūbī, Sebeos) is 
that all the war conquests belonged to the king, even when he himself did not 
personally participate in the expedition. This is confirmed by the information 
provided by Ferdowsī that, after defeating the Khāqān of the Eastern Gök Türks, 
Bahram waited for the king’s decision regarding the war booty.

The prisoners and plunder he [Bahram – K.M.] deposited untouched in Herat, awa-
iting the king’s orders as to what was to be done with them (Šāh ‑nāma 745, transl. 
Dick Davis).

It was the Šāhānšāh who personally decided about the division of booty among 
the soldiers.

He [Hormizd – K.M.] ordered him [Bahram – K.M.] to give the plunder from the 
battlefield to his soldiers, except for Saveh Shah’s personal treasure, which was to be 
sent to the royal court (Šāh ‑nāma 746, transl. Dick Davis).

The execution of these royal prerogatives seems to have been ensured by “the 
king’s agents” in Bahram’s entourage, whom Yaʿqūbī mentions. From Ferdowsī’s 
account describing the events after the battle in which Khāqān was killed and later 
after the capture of his son, we can deduce the “procedures” that were applied in the 
division of booty. The scribes who accompanied the army first compiled a very 
detailed list of all the valuables.22 Subsequently, these spoils were sent, under the 
escort of the army, to the king.23 Significant is the passage suggesting that the chief 
scribe monitored whether commanders sent back all valuables and informed the 
Šāhānšāh of this by letter.

A mounted messenger arrived with a letter from the chief scribe, which read: “May 
the king reign in prosperity forever, and all his actions be generous and just. Know 
then that the army’s champion has taken two bolts of Yemeni cloth, a pair of boots 
encrusted with uncut jewels, and the earrings of the noble Seyavash …” (Šāh ‑nāma 
755, transl. Dick Davis).

Whether the final decisions of the king about the division of booty were com-
municated in the form of official documents remains uncertain, as was the case 
with the rules for the funding of individual units from the royal treasury, as men-
tioned by Theophylact Simocatta. 

22  Šāh‑nāma 750: “Everything of value in the castle was recorded”; see also Šāh‑nāma 754: 
“Among the valuable objects were a pair of earrings and a pair of boots with gold thread braided 
on them and jewels at the end of each braid. There were also two bolts of Yemeni cloth of gold 
weighing seven man each.”

23  Šāh‑nāma 754: “Then he [Bahram – K.M.] ordered Payda‑Goshasp to take the treasures to the 
king, with an escort of a thousand troops. He demanded ten caravans of camels from the emperor 
and counted off the goods as they were loaded.”
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He also produced forged edicts of Hormisdas which curtailed the customary distri-
butions to the contingents from the royal treasuries. And hence the whole multitude 
was infuriated and proceeded to mutinous insubordination (Theophylact Simocatta 
3.18.14, transl. Michael and Mary Whitby).

In the case of loot after defeating the Khāqān of the Eastern Gök Türks, Hor-
mizd left a free hand to Bahram,24 but after the surrender of the son of Khāqān, 
he asked for the names of the most distinguished in the battle, whom he wished 
to honour personally.25 The latter case may be related to the end of the entire 
campaign though. 

Conclusions

These brief considerations lead to the necessity of noting that, despite the 
attempts made by the authors of the source accounts, who, depending on the milieu 
in which they worked, highlighted different aspects of the conflict, finding the 
causes of the rebellion in the characteristics of the antagonists, the socio‑political 
structure of the Ērānšahr, or even religious factors,26 it is the economic factor that 
comes to the fore. Sebeos cites a very plausible detail of events, according to which 
the booty was distributed among Bahram’s army, and the attempt by the forces of 
Hormizd to recapture it ended in a brutal massacre of the king’s army. 

In the context of the current considerations, it is also important to mention 
a decrease in the army’s pay by one‑tenth by Hormizd, attested by Theophylact 
Simocatta.  

He also reduced military pay by a tenth, and compelled the army to face great dan-
gers, so that through the destruction of the Babylonian force his royal throne might 
remain established free from revolt (Theophylact Simocatta 3.16.13, transl. Michael 
and Mary Whitby).

The above information corresponds with the account of Ṭabarī of Hormizd’s 
reduction of the income of the cavalrymen.

He provide well for the mass of troops (al ‑jund), but deprived the cavalrymen (al
‑asāwirah) of resources (Ṭabarī 990, transl. Clifford E. Bosworth).

24  Šāh‑nāma 746: “He [Hormizd – K.M.] ordered him [Bahram – K.M.] to give the plunder 
from the battlefield to his soldiers.”

25  Šāh‑nāma 751: “Give me the names of those Persians who have acted well and valiantly 
in this war, so that they may be rewarded.”

26  Károly Czeglédy, „Bahrām Čōbīn and the Persian Apocalyptic Literature,” Acta Orientalia 
Academiae Scientiarum Hungaricae 8.1 (1958): 21–43.
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On this basis of the extracts from Ṭabarī and Theophylact Simocatta quoted 
above, it can be assumed that the reductions introduced by Hormizd in the funding 
of the army primarily hit the formations of mailed, heavy cavalrymen who were 
recruited from the Parthian nobility. In this context, it seems that the catalyst for 
the outbreak of the Parthian revolt of Bahram’s army was the demand of Hormizd 
to hand over the captured spoils of war.

The analysis of the texts describing the rebellion of Bahram confirms obvious 
points concerning any army in general. The condition sine qua non for maintain-
ing military discipline is that soldiers are paid and that soldiers are loyal first and 
foremost to their commander, who participates with them in battle, and not to the 
„civilian” authorities.

Of course, the revolt of Bahram can be interpreted as the collapse of the unique 
Sasanian‑Parthian Confederacy,27 but it seems that the catalyst for the conflict was 
the dispute over the funding of the army.

Katarzyna Maksymiuk
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revolt of Bahram Chobin

Summary

Head of the Sasanian army was the Šāhānšāh, but limited by the internal structure of 
the state and mainly due to the vast territory of the Iranian empire, the king had to use 
contingents of the aristocratic Parthian houses. The below discussion explores one of 
the aspects of maintaining discipline in the Sasanian army, which was the distribution 
of war spoils among soldiers. The analysis is based on source accounts of the revolt of 
Bahram Chobin.

27  Pourshariati, Decline and Fall.




