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Hakan T. Karateke, #e University of Chicago

How did the Volume Arrangement  
of Evliyā Çelebī’s Travel Account Evolve?

Evliyā Çelebī’s travelogue, which amounts to some 13,000 A-4 pages in Latinized 
transliteration, is surely one of the most extraordinary travel accounts in human his-
tory. Despite an increased interest and the existence of a wide array of studies on the 
work, the fundamental question of how this remarkable man composed his work 
still remains an unsolved conundrum in scholarship. Pondering the circumstances 
in which Evliya wrote and arranged the account will, no doubt, be essential to our 
understanding of this text.*

#e general assumption has been that Evliyā took notes while he traveled for over 
forty years, and wove them into his work when he sat down to write it in Cairo a@er 
1673. I oAered some particular suggestions about his working method elsewhere. I 
postulated that the traveler wrote sections of his travel account on the road—either 
during and between trips or a short time therea@er—as complete sections to be incor-
porated into the $nished product. #ey were, therefore not (at least not all of them) 
taken as haphazard incomplete notes to be formed into a coherent narrative later.1 In 
Cairo, then, the author arranged the order of the text and worked on transliterating 
the $nal fair-copy on the large sheets that would constitute the $nal product. Since 
a large part of the text is in chronological order, it is reasonable to assume that his 
notes and chapters were organized according to years or trips. #ey were perhaps 
loose leaves of paper stacked or bound together. With an assistant clerk’s help, he 
undertook the ardous task of copying these large chunks of pre-written texts into 
what would eventually become the fair-copy. His assistant $rst transcribed the con-
sonantal skeleton of the work on to the sheets. Evliyā later put the diacritics, made 
some corrections, and added a few marginalia, interlinear sentences and transitions 
between sections.2

* I wish to extend my thanks to Robert DankoA and Ilham Khuri-Makdisi for their very useful 
suggestions on an earlier version of this article.

1 See Karateke, “How Did Evliya Çelebi Write His Travel Account?” forthcoming in Cemal Kafadar 
Festschri%. #at article and the present one are complementary and should be read in tandem.

2 See DankoA, “Where is Evliya Çelebi in the Autograph Manuscript of the Seyahatname?” 
Published at academia.edu: robert dankoA. Further studies on the procedure of copying the travel 
text into volumes include Richard F. Kreutel, “Neues zur Evliyâ-Çelebi-Forschung,” Der Islam 48 
(1972), 269-279 and Pierre A. MacKay, “#e Manuscripts of the Seyahatname of Evliya Çelebi. 
Part 1. #e Archetype,” Der Islam 52 (1975), 278-298.
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Additionally though, Evliyā probably also reworked the order of the volumes 
from its initial conception. In the ten-volume set we have at hand now, volume 1 
is reserved to Istanbul, a large section of volume 10 is dedicated to Cairo, and his 
miscellaneous travels of more than forty years are apportioned among the remaining 
volumes largely in chronolo gical order. It is safe to assume that Evliyā Çelebī put 
some thought into conceptualizing and arranging the layout of his massive work. 
However, evidence in the text indicates that this arrangement may not have been 
planned from the start of his project. Inserting volume 1 on Istanbul in the begin-
ning of the account and volume 10 on Cairo at the end of the work were probably 
late decisions. In the initial arrangement, the travel account most probably would 
have opened with the current volume 2, in which his actual travels start.

#is article will examine the earlier conceptual stages of this magnum opus to 
glean a sense of how Evliyā’s idea of the book’s structure may have evolved over time. 
#e traveler occasionally provides cross references to indicate that a particular top-
ic or location under discussion was also reported in detail elsewhere. Such an urge 
to refer the readers to another section of the travelogue probably emerges from the 
author’s claim to perfection and his con$dence about the completeness of his work. 
To collect data for this article, I examined all of his cross-references, although only a 
portion of them are elucidated below. As will be evident, some of his citations to oth-
er volumes are accurate; others, however, are either inaccurate or blank. I will oAer 
explanations for these irregularities. Admittedly, most are conjecture and rest on in-
complete evidence. #erefore, I have formulated my suggestions as questions below. 
Inevitably, some of my hypotheses will be easier to accept than the others. Depending 
on how one approaches the text and the questions directed to it, the validity of one 
or the other hypothesis may result in a need to develop alternative interpretations.

Was Istanbul not initially going to be compiled in volume 1?

Most of Evliyā’s cross references point to volumes 1 and 2. Some of the references are 
correct; i.e., the referenced topic or place does appear in what is now volume 1 or 2. 
Others, however, appear in other volumes and are therefore incorrect. In particular, 
volume 5 contains abundant references to localities described in volumes 1 and 2 (15 
references to volume 1; 6 references to volume 2). In almost every instance in volume 
5 when Evliyā cites volume 1, that referenced section turns out to be in volume 2; 
when he references volume 2, the correct citation is in fact volume 3. Volumes 4, 7, 
and 8 also make a few inaccurate references to those volumes. #e pattern of inaccu-
racies suggests that the author made these references with a plan of volume 1 in his 
mind, but later decided to change the layout. He either forgot or did not have the 
opportunity to adjust them later.
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Just as a reference, among the $rst eight volumes, which are believed to be au-
tograph copies (series S), the length of volumes 3, 5, 6, 7, and 8 vary between 185 
to 196 folios. #e other three volumes are volume 1 with 217 folios, volume 2 with 
157 folios, and volume 4 with 223 folios. Volumes 1+2, volumes 3+4, and volumes 
7+8 are bound together. #e available manuscripts of volumes 9 and 10 are non-au-
tograph copies.

Hypothesis i

It is possible that there was no volume 1 dedicated to Istanbul in Evliya’s initial plan. 
#e account would have opened with his travels in chronological time, which begin 
in volume 2 in the current arrangement. When he decided that volume 1 would in 
fact be devoted to Istanbul, the change pushed the original arrangement of volumes 
1 and 2 one volume ahead. #is meant that references in subsequent volumes to 
volumes 2 and 3 are cited as being in volume 1 and 2 respectively.

#e fact that the beginning of current volume 2 is conceptually designed as an in-
troduction to the travelogue supports this argument. Volume 2 begins with Evliyā’s 
$rst trip to Bursa and continues more or less chronologically from there. #e cur-
rent volume 2 opens with a proper preface (dībāce-i Seyā!atnāme-i seyyā!-ı ʿālem 
Evliyā-yı bī–riyā 2:220b), which would have been also appropriate for the whole 
travelogue. Furthermore, his references to a table of contents ()hris) for volume 1 
(i.e., volume 2 in the current arrangement) indicate that the inner arrangement of 
that volume was already completed ([2]).

Evliyā must have decided to dedicate volume 1 to Istanbul when he later sat 
down to arrange the early volumes. Was Istanbul originally going to appear in a later, 
separate volume?

Hypothesis ii

References to the initial arrangement; i.e. the arrangement with volume 2 as the 
original volume 1, are dense in volume 5, but sparse in volumes 4, 7 and 8. Still, we 
cannot de$nitively know whether he outlined those volumes in their entirety before 
coming up with the new arrangement. He may have just written some sections in 
which he referenced volumes 1 and 2. #erefore, it would be logical to claim that 
Evliyā wrote (at least) the relevant sections in those volumes before his $nal arrange-
ment of volume 1 as Istanbul.

One citation in volume 4 to volume 2 is correct [5], which suggests that this sec-
tion was written a@er the new arrangement of volumes 1 and 2. Following this section 
about half a page was le@ blank on 4:303b. #e next section starts with the descrip-
tion of his 1065/1655 journey from Azerbaijan to Iraq on the top of folio 4:304a.
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Textual evidence:
[1] 4:191b
Bu şehr-i İzmidiŋ bānīsi ve ġala!-ı meşhūru ve fāti"i ve eşkāl-i ḳalʿası cümle 
cild-i evvelimizde mufa##al ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[İzmit appears at 2:242b and several other places in volume 2]

[2] 5:16a
Menzil-i ḳalʿa-i Ḫınıs: Erżurūm eyāletinde …  bālāda sene 1057 ta’rīḫinde 
De%erdārzāde ve Ġāzī Seydī A"med Paşa ile ʿā#ī olan Şuşik Begi ----niŋ üstüne 
cenge gitdigimiz sene bu Ḫınıs ḳalʿası ev#āfı cild-i evvelimizde mufa##al ta"rīr 
olunmuşdur. Cild-i evveliŋ )hrisine naẓar oluna.
[Description of Hınıs fortress is in volume 2; 2:291a]

[3] 7:148b-149a
Lazḳa ibn Elheme $rabzan daġlarında ḳarār edüp Gürcī ḳavmi ile "üsn-i ülfet 
ėderek ḳavm-i ʿaẓīm olup bunlara Lazḳa ḳavmi dėmeden ġala!-ı meşhūr Laz 
dėrler. Başḳa lisānları var. Cild-i evvelimizde lisānları ve ı#!ılā"āt [ve] ʿibārāt-
ları ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[Laz language is mentioned in volume 2; 2:250b]

[4] 8:201b
Menzil-i ḳa#aba-i Babadaġı
%arı %altıḳ Sul!ān yaʿnī Me"emmed Buḫārī "ażretleri bu şehrde medfūn olup 
bu şehr onuŋ āsitānesi evḳāfı olduġu cümle bālāda cild-i sānīmizde mes!ūrdur.
[Babadağ is described in volume 3; 3:126b f ]

[5] 4:303b
Muḳaddemā sene 1057 ta’rīḫinde Erżurūmdan Naḫşevāna ve ḳırḳ pāre şehri 
temāşā edüp şehr-i Tebrīze ---- Ḫān ʿa#rında gelüp ---- gün zevḳ u şevḳler ėt-
digimizde şehr-i Tebrīziŋ ev#āfı ġāyet taf#īl üzre cild-i sānī-i Seyā"atnāmemizde 
ta"rīr olunmuşdur, aŋa naẓar oluna.
[Tebriz is indeed described in volume 2; 2:298a f ]
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Were volumes 1, 2 and part of volume 3 prepared  
consecutively in the new arrangement?

#e answer to this question may seem obvious, but given the fact that he arranged 
some volumes before the others, it is worth looking at the evidence. We have seen 
above that the references in volumes 4, 5, 7 and 8 to volumes 1 and 2 are overwhelm-
ingly inaccurate. #e references in volume 2 to volume 1, and in volume 3 to volumes 
1 and 2, on the other hand, are consistently correct.

Hypothesis iii

Evliyā arranged, wrote, or edited parts of volume 2 immediately a@er he $nished vol-
ume 1. Cross references in volume 2 point exclusively to volume 1 and are accurate. 
As, arguably, not much time has passed since the completion of volume 1 and that 
he has not worked on other volumes, we can assume that he still remembered many 
sections that he covered in volume 1 by heart. He might have of course looked in and 
re-read sections of the completed volume 1 as well. Such dense referencing does not 
occur anywhere else in the travel account and most of his references are clustered in 
the $rst half of volume 2, between folios 220 to 276 (with one exception of a refer-
ence on folio 369, [11]).

#is observation would appear to conIict with the fact that he already had a 
table of contents (as mentioned in hypothesis i) and that the contents of current 
volume 2 were complete. He must have edited and added sections with references to 
the current volume 2 later on.

Hypothesis iv

In the same vein, Evliyā arranged volume 3 a@er volume 2. He has correct referenc-
es to volumes 1 and 2 in this volume, however, the references in volume 3 are not 
exclusively to earlier volumes. Since part of this volume concerns his trip to Syria, 
he makes several references to his Hajj trip without providing a cross-reference (see 
hypothesis xiv).

Anomaly i

A reference in volume 2 to Pendik as having been described in volume 1 is not to 
be found in the latter or anywhere in the Seyā"atnāme ([17]). Evliyā must have 
been under the impression that he described the town, which is in the outskirts of 
Istanbul, in volume 1.
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Anomaly ii

A series of three references at the very beginning of volume 3 create some confusion. 
#e $rst one is to Gekbeziyye, which Evliyā says was “described above” in volume 2 
[12]. #is information is correct. #e stopover is described among the localities he 
visited during his 1056/1646 journey. If we take volume 3 to be written a@er volume 
2, this is to be expected.

However, the next two sites on the same route, the landing at içme "uyu and dil 
ḫānı, are referenced as having been described in volume 1 ([13],[14]). Although 
these two sites are adjacent to Gekbiziyye, Evliyā reports on them in volume 2 de-
scribing an earlier journey he undertook in 1050/1640, one of his earliest trips. 
#erefore, this information is incorrect.

It is strange that in three successive references, one is correct and the other two 
are erroneous. #e section in volume 3 in which these references appear (3:4b) shows 
no visual signs of later additions. For some reason, Evliyā remembers his 1050/1640 
trip to İzmid and to the Princes’ Islands (Ḳızıl Adalar) to have been included in the 
$rst volume.

Textual evidence:
[6] 2:220b
… biŋ ḳırḳ senesiniŋ māh-ı Mu"arreminiŋ ġurresinde piyādece şehr-i İslāmbol 
içre serserī gezüp bālāda cild-i evvelimizde İslāmbol ev#āfın ta"rīr ėtdigimiz 
üzre … … … ʿışḳ [u] şevḳimiz Arż-ı muḳaddese ve Baġdād-ı behişt–ābād [ve] 
Mekke ve Medīne ve Mı#r u Şām cāniblerine ʿazīmete bel baġlayup cild-i 
evvelimiz ibtidāsında ta"rīr olunduġu üzre …
[#is section appears at 1:6b]

Further evidence:
[7]  Reference to the Tomb of Me!med II in volume 1 (2:237b): Appears at 

1:39b f.

[8] Reference to Yeŋiköy in volume 1 (2:245a): Appears at 1:137b

[9] Reference to Ḳavaḳ in volume 1 (2:245a): Appears at 1:138b f.

[10] Reference to Üsküdar in volume 1 (2:276a): Appears at 1:141a f.

[11] Reference to Üsküdar in volume 1 (2:369b): Appears at 1:141a f.
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[12] 3:4b 
Menzil-i ḳa#aba-i Gekbeziyye: Bunlar bālāda Erżurūm seyā"atine giderken 
cild-i sānīmizde va#f olunmuşdur. 
[Gekbeziyye is described at 2:276a-b]

[13] 3:4b
Der sitāyiş-i iskele-i içme #uyu: İskele-i ʿaẓīm olup deryāyı ḳarşu dile bu 
ma"alden geçildigi ibtidā biŋ elli ta’rīḫinde seyā"at ėtmege çıḳdıġımız ma"alde 
cild-i evvelimizde bu iskele ve müshil içme #uyu daḫi bu ma"alde olmaġ–ıla 
teferrücgāhı ve içme #uyunuŋ ḫavā##ı cümle ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[İçme "uyu is described at 2:242a]

[14] 3:4b
Menzil-i dil ḫānı: Sene 1050; daḫi cild-i evvelde mufa##al mev#ūfdur. 
[#e ḫān close to this promontory is mentioned at 2:242a]

[15] 3:105a 
Sitāyiş-i bu"ayre-i Çekmece: Muḳaddemā cild-i evvelimizde İslāmboluŋ 
mesīregāh ev#āfında bu Çekmece ev#āfı $una balıḳları çıḳdıġı ile mufa##al 
ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[Çekmece promanade is described at 1:146b]

[16] 3:106a 
Silivriden Ḳaradeŋiz kenārında Terḳoz ḳalʿasına varınca mezkūr yedi ḳat 
germe ḳalʿayı ḫarāb edüp İslāmbol maldosuna istīlā ėdenleri cild-i evvelimizde 
mufa##al ta"rīr olunmuşdur. 
[#e episode is described at 1:10b,12a]

[17] 2:276a
menzil-i ḳarye-i Pendik: Leb-i deryāda bir ʿaẓīm kefere köyüdür. … Ġayrı ev#āf-
ları cild-i evvelde mes!ūrdur.
[Pendik is not included in volume 1 or anywhere else in detail in the travel 
account. #e stopover at Pendik and its plain are mentioned during campaign 
marches, but the town is not described.]
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Was the section on Edirne in volume 3 a later addition?

#e better question is whether Evliyā added several sections to volume 3 later, in-
cluding the journey that he undertook in the retinue of Melek A!med Pasha a@er 
he was dispatched to Özi in Ramazan 1061/August 1651. Evliyā describes many 
cities in the Balkans during the course of that journey. A little over a year later, the 
pasha is appointed to the governorship of Rumelia; this time, the journey takes them 
to So$a. Finally, a@er the pasha was discharged from that oLce, the return trip in 
Şaban 1063/June 1653 to Istanbul is narrated in volume 3, including a description of 
Edirne. Volume 3 occupies the $rst 185 folio of Bağdat 305 manuscript. #e section 
on Edirne starts on folio 148 and continues for about 20 folios. #e rest of the vol-
ume is reserved for some episodes about Melek A!med and Ḳaya Sultan. #e next 
volume, which is included in the same manuscript, starts with Evliyā’s departure for 
Van in Cemaziyel evvel 1065/March 1655.

Two references to the city of Edirne in volumes 6 and 8 are le@ blank. As I argue 
below, volume 6 was prepared immediately a@er Evliyā arranged volumes 1-3 (hy-
pothesis xiii). #e author mentions that Edirne was described in detail in sections 
where he narrated his trip of 1063/1653 with Melek A!med Pasha from Rumelia to 
Istanbul ([18]). If the important city of Edirne was included at this point in volume 
3 already, the author would have certainly remembered that.

In the same vein, there are three references in volume 8 which were le@ blank 
([20],[21],[22]) suggesting it was not clear from the beginning that the 1063/1653 
trip would have been included in volume 3. As I propose below, parts of volume 8 
were laid out quite early in the arrangement process, possibly before volumes 1-3, 
with other parts added later (hypothesis xi). Two of the aforementioned blank ref-
erences are very close to one other: Mu"#afā Pasha bridge on folio 147b-148a and 
Edirne, which starts on folio 148b. #is evidence supports the hypothesis that the 
trip including Edirne was a later addition.

#e $nal reference in volume 8 is to Silivri and is also le@ blank ([22]). Silivri 
appears in volume 3 some 40 folios before Edirne, but at the beginning of Evliyā’s 
Rumelia trip with Melek A!med Pasha in 1061/1651. Additionally, a reference to 
the Danube river is le@ blank in volume 6 ([19]). #e description of the Danube 
appears in volume 3, about 10 folios a@er Silivri.

Hypothesis v

#e section that includes Edirne, possibly the two journeys of 1061/1651 and 
1062/1652 accompanying Melek A!med to his appointments, and the trip back 
to Istanbul a@er his discharge in 1063/1653, were appended to volume 3 subse-
quently.
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Textual evidence:
[18] 6:51b
Ḳalʿa-i taḫt-ı sānī edna’l-arż Edirne: Sene 1063 Rūmėlinden Melek A"med 
Paşa ile İslāmbola giderken cild-i ---- bu ma"miyye-i Edirne mufa##al ta"rīr 
olunmuşdur.
[Edirne is described at 3:148b f ]

[19] 6:86b
Cemīʿi ahālī-i Budiniŋ nūş ėtdikleri nehr-i $una-yı āb-ı "ayātdır. $ulūʿ [ve] 
ġurūbu cild-i ----de mes!ūr olup Özü eyāletinde nehr-i $una kenārında Rusçuḳ 
ḳalʿası ev#āfında nehr-i $unaya ne ḳadar #u ḳarışırsa ol ma"alde merḳūmdur.
[#e Danube river is described at 3:115a f ]

[20] 8:380a
Ḳa#aba-i cisr-i Mu#!afā Paşa: Muḳaddemā sene ---- ta’rīḫinde nice kerre cild-i 
---- mufa##al merḳūmdur. 
[Mu"#afā Paşa bridge appears at 3:147b-148a]

[21] 8:380a
Ev#āf-ı menzilgeh-i şehr-i ʿaẓīm ve taḫt-ı sānī-i belde-i ḳadīm-i ma"miyye-i 
Edirne: 
Bu sevād-ı muʿaẓẓam daḫi sene 1062 ta’rīḫinde cemīʿi āsār-ı bināları ve bānīsi 
ve "ākimi ve cemīʿi ʿamāristānlarıyla bālādaki cild-i ----de mufa##al meşrū"-
dur. Ne mertebe ma"rūse-i kebīr olunduġu bilinmek içün murād olunursa bālā-
da )hrislere naẓar oluna. 
[Edirne appears at 3:148b f.]

[22] 8:383b
Menzil-i ḳalʿa-i Silivri: Bu daḫi bālāda cild-i ---- mev#ūfdur. 
[Silivri appears at 3:105b]

Was volume 4 close to completion before the other volumes?

A majority of references given in volume 4 are le@ blank and the referenced sections 
turn up in volumes 1-3 ([23],[24],[25]). #is indicates that the idea of including 
those sections in what would become the $rst three volumes had not yet formed 
when the relevant sections were written in volume 4.
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Hypothesis vi

Volume 4 was compiled before the new arrangement of volumes 1-3. Otherwise, we 
would have expected Evliyā to remember the sections he included in the volumes 
he arranged just prior. It is also possible that volume 4 was the $rst volume to be 
arranged almost in its entirety. 

#e only reference in volume 4 to volume 1 is on the $rst folio of volume 4 (see 
[1]). #is is an incorrect reference.

Hypothesis vii

#e section containing 4:191b was added to volume 4 a@er its $rst dra@, but before 
the rearrangement of volumes 1-3.

A volume number in a reference to the tomb of Me’mūn Ḫalīfe was le@ blank. 
#e referenced section turns up in volume 9 ([26]).

Hypothesis viii

[26] supports hypothesis xiv that Evliyā decided on the volume in which his Hajj 
journey would be included quite late in his arrangement chronology.

Textual evidence:
[23] 4:297a
Ve cümle Şāmıŋ Dürzī ve Tīmānī daġlarında noḫūdī meẕheb ādemler var kim 
Ḳızılbaşlıġı yetmiş mertebe öte geçdikleri Şām ve Şām-ı $rablus seyā"atleri-
miziŋ cild-i ----inde mufa##al ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[Tīmānīs are described at 3:40a f.]

[24] 4:305a
Erdebīle giderken bu Kehrevān ḳalʿası ev#āfı cild-i ---- de ʿale’t-taf#īl ta"rīr ol-
muşdur. 
[Kehrevān fortress is described at 2:305a f.]
Şeyḫ %afī "ażretleri bu Erdebīlde medfūn olduġu ve cemīʿi ʿimāretleri ve arż-ı 
beledi ve !ūl-ı nehārı cümle sene 1057 ta’rīḫinde Tebrīz ḫānıyla geldigimiz 
ma"alde ʿale’t-taf#īl ta"rīr olunmuşdur. Ol cild-i ---- naẓar oluna. 
[#e tomb of Şeyḫ $afī is described at 2:306b f.]
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[26] 4:333a
Bānī-i sādisi … Meʼmūn Ḫalīfedir kim … şehr-i $arsūsu {Freng elinden} dest-i 
ḳahr–ile fet" edüp baʿdehū ḳalʿa’i taʿmīr ü termīm ėderken mer"ūm olup 
Cāmiʿü’n-nūr nāmında bir cāmiʿ-i münevveri sā"asında āsūde olup mermer 
#andūḳasında ta’rīḫiyle cild-i ---- mes!ūrdur. 
[#e tomb of Meʼmūn is mentioned at 9Y:153b]

Was volume 5 arranged a2er volume 4  
and before volumes 1, 2, and 3?

Unlike volume 4, in which many references were le@ blank and referenced sections 
turn up in volumes 2 or 3, most of the references in volume 5 are to volumes 1 and 2. 
#ey are, however, incorrect.

Hypothesis ix

Evliyā must have at least composed the sections in volume 5, in which references 
appear, a@er he had an initial plan for volumes 1-3. #at plan later changed, as I 
suggest above, when he dedicated volume 1 to Istanbul and rearranged the layout of 
the earlier volumes (hypothesis i). He did not have an opportunity to rectify the old 
references, and this caused the inaccuracy in volume 5.

Hypothesis x

Evliyā must have decided the penultimate layout of volumes 1-3 between the ar-
rangement of volumes 4 and 5. References in volume 4 do not list any volume num-
bers, but the referenced sections turn up in volumes 2 and 3 (hypothesis vi). On the 
other hand, references in volume 5 are indeed to volumes 1 and 2, but they are incor-
rect (and appear respectively in volumes 2 and 3) because the initial layout changed.

Textual evidence:
[27] 5:26b
Menzil-i ḳalʿa-i Bolu: Ḳalʿasınıŋ ḫarābiyle ve bānīsiyle ve fāti"iyle ve şehriniŋ 
cümle āsār-ı binālarıyla cild-i evvelimizde terḳīm olunmuşdur. Fihrise naẓar 
oluna. Ammā Türkistānda bu daḫi bir şehr-i ġanīmetdir. 
[Description of Bolu is in volume 2; 2:277b]
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[28] 5:85a
Netīce-i kelām, bu Keşişdaġınıŋ mufa##alan ev#āfı Seyā"atnāmemiziŋ cild-i 
evvelinde ʿacāyib ü ġarāyibāt ve ʿalāyimāt u āsārāt-ı gūnā–gūnlarıyla ta"rīr ü 
tav#īf olunmuşdur. Şimdi terḳīme "ācet yoḳdur kim ta!vīl-i kitābet olur. 
[Description of Keşişdaġı is in volume 2; 2:229b]

[29] 5:31a
Menzil-i ḳa#aba-i bender Ḳavarna: Bu daḫi cild-i sānīde mektūbdur.
[Description of Ḳavarna is in volume 3; 3:124b]

[30] 5:48b
Bir kerre Tatar ile sene ---- ta’rīḫinde bu on ḳonaḳ çölü bir gėcede aşup bu ḳalʿa-
ları nehb u ġāret etdigimiz cild-i sānīde mes!ūrdur, naẓar oluna.
[#is incident is described in volume 3; 3:124a]

Were parts of volume 8 arranged a2er volume 4  
and before volumes 1, 2, and 3?

Volume 8 displays the most diverse type of references. Most likely its various parts 
were written at diAerent times. Parts of volume 8 seem to have been put together 
when Evliyā had a plan to open the Seyā!atnāme with his travels, and not with 
a volume on Istanbul. #erefore, two references to volume 2 appear in volume 
3 in the new arrangement ([31],[32]). At least three further references are le@ 
blank, which also appear in volume 3 in the new arrangement ([20],[21],[22], cf. 
hypothesis v).

Hypothesis xi

Sections that include [31] and [32] were written before the arrangement of volumes 1-3.
#e volume numbers of four references are le@ blank. #e referenced sections are 

included in volume 5 ([33],[34],[35],[36]).

Hypothesis xii

Evliyā must have written these sections before he decided that the volume, whose 
contents were already arranged, would be volume 5 ([33],[34],[35],[36]).
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[31] 8:201b
Menzil-i ḳa#aba-i Babadaġı
%arı %altıḳ Sul!ān yaʿnī Me"emmed Buḫārī "ażretleri bu şehrde medfūn olup 
bu şehr onuŋ āsitānesi evḳāfı olduġu cümle bālāda cild-i sānīmizde mes!ūrdur. 
[Babadaġı is described at 3:126b]

[32] 8:203a
&āfıẓa nām Süleymān Ḫānıŋ bir mu#ā"ibesi ḫayrātı olduġu sene 1065 
ta’rīḫinde cild-i sānīde mufa##al med" olunmuş ḳa#aba-i maʿmūrdur. 
[%āfıẓa/%afsa is described at 3:169a]

[33] 8:201a
İsmāʿīl şehri de bālādaki cild-i ----de mufa##al tav#īf olunmuşdur.
[#e town of İsmāʿīl appears at 5:34b]

[34] 8:234a
Menzil-i tekye-i Memi Baba Sul!ān: Bu ḫānḳāh-ı pür–nūr Egribucaḳ ḳażāsı 
ḫākinde ulu dergāh-ı ḫānḳāh olduġu mā–taḳaddem sene ---- ta’rīḫinde ẕahī-
re–bahā ta"#īli–yçün geldigimizde cild-i ----de ev#āfı mufa##alan ta"rīr olun-
muşdur.
[#e town of İsmāʿīl appears at 5:180a]

[35] 8:234b
Menzil-i ḳalʿa-i ḳadīm Ser)çe: Ve Serefçe daḫi derler. Mā–taḳaddem bunuŋ 
daḫi sitāyişi sene ---- ta’rīḫinde cild-i ----mizde mufa##alan mes!ūrdur. 
[Ser$çe appears at 5:181a]

[36] 8:372b
Menzil-i şehr-i ʿaẓīm ve belde-i ḳadīm-i ma"miyye-i Mana#!ır: Bu şehre kāmil 
yedi kerre gelip meks etmek ile ev#āfı çoḳ ta"rīr olunmuşdur kim bālāda cild-i 
----mize naẓar oluna. 
[Mana"#ır appears at 5:176a]
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A2er preparing volumes 1, 2 and 3 consecutively,  
did Evliyā next arrange volume 6?

As mentioned above, the references given in volumes 4, 5, 7 and 8 to volumes 1 
and 2 are overwhelmingly inaccurate (hypothesis i and ii). Based on that evidence, I 
suggest that the arrangement of those volumes may have by and large been complete 
when Evliyā returned to try a new layout for the $rst three volumes. On the other 
hand, the references given in volume 6 to the new arrangement of the earlier volumes 
are correct.

Hypothesis xiii

A@er Evliyā arranged volumes 1, 2 and 3, he started working on volume 6. #is is 
evidenced by the fact that his references in volume 6 to volume 1 in the new arrange-
ment are correct ([37], [38]).

Textual evidence:
[37] 6:49b
Menzil-i evvel ḳa#aba-i $opçular: Hemān İslāmboluŋ bir ma"allesidir kim 
cild-i evvelde ev#āfı mes!ūrdur. 
[&opçular appears at 1:117b]

[38] 6:51a-b
Menzil-i mandıra-yı pādişāhī: I#!ıranca daġı içinde bir āsitāne-i &ācı Bektaş 
Velī ocaġıdır. … Pādişāhıŋ nice biŋ #ıġırları ve nice biŋ ʿaded ḳoyunları bunda 
durup mandıra ġulāmları āyende vü revende misā)rīne ḫıdmet ėtdikleri cümle 
cild-i evvelde mufa##alan ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[Mesīregāh-ı I"#ıranca daġları and Mesīregāh-ı mandıra-i Selīm Ḫān appears 
at 1:146b]

What volume would his Hajj journey appear in?

Undoubtedly, one of the most important journeys in Evliyā’s travel account is to 
Hajj. #e journey to Mecca takes up the entirety of volume 9 in the current layout. 
He sets out from Üsküdar on 12 Muharrem 1082/21 May 1671, passes through sev-
eral Anatolian towns, and reaches Syria. A@er several visits to signi$cant towns and 
shrines, the traveler $nally reaches Mecca in Zilhicce 1082/April 1672.

Evliyā had undertaken another trip in the same direction a little over two decades 
earlier. #e account of that trip is included in volume 3. #e traveler departs from 
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Istanbul in Şaban 1058/September 1648. His route takes him to Konya, Antakya, 
Hama, Homs, Damascus, and all the way to the Dead Sea where his return trip be-
gins. A cluster of references in these sections, between the folios 19b and 61b in 
volume 3, have cross references to places on the same route as the Hajj route. Instead 
of describing certain cities or shrines in volume 3, he simply refers to the volume 
in which he would describe his Hajj journey ([39],[40],[41],[42]). Every time he 
makes a reference, the volume number is le@ blank.

Hypothesis xiv

He had not yet decided that the Hajj would appear in volume 9 when he was arrang-
ing volume 3. #is is quite late in the arrangement process. #at said, he must have 
already written and arranged the volume of his Mecca journey.

Hypothesis xv

Otherwise, his references to volumes 1 and 2 are correct, which means that he ar-
ranged volume 3, a@er volumes 1 and 2 (See hypothesis iv).

Textual evidence:
[39] 3:19b
[Adana] cemīʿi ev#āfıyla … "acc-ı şerīfe ʿazīmet ėtdigimiz senede cild-i ---- mu-
fa##alan ta"rīr olunmuşdur. 
[Adana is described at 9Y:154a f.]

[40] 3:19b 
Ev#āf-ı ḳalʿa-i Mı#ı#-ı ḳadīm: … Bu şehriŋ daḫi ev#āfı "acca giderken cild-i ---- 
mes!ūr [u] mev#ūfdur. 
[Mı"ı" is described at 9Y:156b]

[41] 3:49b
Menzil-i ḫān-ı cisr-i Yaʿḳūb: … bu yollarda olan āsār-ı ʿimāretler cümle  
Ḳuds-i şerīfe gitdigimiz cild-i ---- mufa##al ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[Appears at 9Y:237b-238a]

[42] 3:61b
Ev#āf-ı ḳalʿa-i ḳadīm ve şehr-i ʿaẓīm-i Mār-ı ʿīş: Bunuŋ daḫi cemīʿi sitāyiş-i 
şehrengīzi cild-i ---- yetmiş gūne "üsniyyātiyle ta"rīr u temdī" olunmuşdur.
[Marʿaş is described at 9Y:159a f.]
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Was Cairo initially not included in volume 10?

#ere is a reference in volume 1 to a type of chicken found in Egypt. According to 
Evliyā, it was an animal very much worth seeing. He claims that he wrote about 
this curious bird while describing Cairo in volume 3 (1:191a; [43]). Yet the section 
he refers to is included in volume 10 in the current arrangement (10Y:229a). Since 
the orthographies of the words “third” (“üçüncü”) and “tenth” (“onuncu”) are very 
similar, it is not outside the realm of possibility that a copy error occurred. But as it 
stands, the word is clearly written as “volume 3” in the text. If the reference in vol-
ume 1 is not a mistake, it may indicate that his trip to Egypt was initially going to 
appear in the latter part of volume 3.

Hypothesis xvi

While Evliyā was arranging volume 1 as Istanbul, he was not sure yet that a large part 
of volume 10 would be dedicated to Cairo. #erefore, the concept of Istanbul and 
Cairo as major cities mirroring one other had not yet been developed.

Textual evidence:
[43] 1:191a
Ve Mı#rda !avuġu fışḳı içinde yavru çıḳarmaġı Ḳārūn peydā eylemişdir. Bu 
dünyāda anı görmeyen bir şey görmemişdir. Üçüncü cild kitābımızda Mı#r 
ev#āfında mufa##al ta"rīr olunmuşdur, aŋa naẓar oluna.
[#is chicken is described at 10Y:229a]

What about volumes 9 and 10 in the current arrangement?

Curiously, there are no references to other volumes in volume 9 and only two, that 
are le@ blank, in volume 10. As is well known, the $nal two volumes are not part of 
the series of manuscripts of volumes 1-8, which are believed to be autograph copies 
(series S). #e non-autograph volumes 9 and 10 that are commonly used to recon-
struct the text are referred to as series P, Q, and Y.

Since these copies eventually go back to the autograph copy, it is safe to assume 
that the volumes would have been used a@er they reached their “$nal” stage, i.e., the 
editing process was over (for example, a@er Evliyā’s death). Robert DankoA has con-
cluded that volumes 9 and 10 must have reached the $nal fair-copy stage before they 
were copied.3 He further hypothesizes that volumes 9 and 10 were damaged when 
they were brought to Istanbul in 1742, and that an eAort was made to salvage the 

3 Robert DankoA, “Shall We Tear Down #at Observatory?” In: From Mahmud Kaşgari to Evliya 
Çelebi: Studies in Middle Turkic and Ottoman Literatures (Istanbul: Isis, 2008), p. 339. 
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contents by copying the $nal two volumes anew. According to DankoA, parts of the 
manuscripts were illegible such that the copyists leapt over these portions. #ey also 
failed to properly render Evliyā’s orthography during this process.

It is not clear at this point why there are no cross references in volume 9 and only 
two blank ones in volume 10. Could it have been that the 1742 copyists also under-
took some editing by omitting such references? It does not seem very likely, but the 
sparsity of references in the $nal two volumes warrants examination.

Was volume 2 going to be dedicated  
to pilgrimage sites in the initial plan?

Evliyā brieIy refers to Ebū Hüreyre in volume 1 as the patron saint of inner-boot 
makers (mestciyān) and mentions that he wrote about the commemorative mevlūd 
ceremony dedicated to this person and a miracle connected to his burial place else-
where in the Seyā!atnāme. Speci$cally, he remarks that these points were detailed 
among the descriptions of pilgrimage sites in volume 2 ([44]). #e only time these 
themes are discussed by the author is in volume 10 among the tombs and shrines in 
and around the city of Cairo (10Y:271b). #e fact that a burial place in Cairo was 
initially imagined to be in volume 2 is confusing. In the current layout, volumes 1 
and 10, if anything, are clearly dedicated to two important cities, Istanbul and Cairo. 

#e critical question is whether his reference to “descriptions of pilgrimage sites” 
(“ev"āf-ı ziyāretgāh”) was intended only for the 63. sub-section in volume 10, which 
is titled “the tombs and shrines in and around the city of Cairo” (10Y:256b “Mı"rıŋ 
ḳarāfelerinde civār-ı ra!mete vā"ıl olan selā$īn-i māżī ve ʿulemā ve meşāyiḫ [ve] ḳā%ī 
ve kibār-ı evliyānıŋ irjiʿī emrine rāżī olan "a!ābe-i kirāmıŋ ve eʼimme-i müctehidīniŋ 
merāḳıd-ı pür–envārlarını beyān ėder”). Or did Evliyā perhaps conceptualize all the 
pilgrimage sites to be in a separate (second) volume? In any event, the fact that he 
remembers a site in Cairo to be in volume 2 makes one consider the possibility that 
volume 10 was not dedicated to Cairo from the start (see hypothesis xvi).

One potential piece of supporting evidence for the hypothesis that volume 2 was 
exclusively dedicated to shrines is again in volume 1. #is time, Evliyā writes about a 
certain Şura!bīl Sultan, whose graveyard is in the vicinity of Kilis. #e traveler indi-
cates that he visited and described the dervish lodge and the tomb of this great su$ 
in volume 2 ([45]). In fact, his trip from Kilis to Aleppo and further on to journey 
to Hajj is included in volume 9. Şura!bīl Sul#ān’s tomb is also described there, albeit 
only brieIy, among the tombs and shrines of Kilis (9Y:167a).
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Hypothesis xvii

Since the two references that we have are from volume 1 ([44],[45]), we may cau-
tiously assume that when Evliyā was arranging this volume as Istanbul, he probably 
(still) planned to dedicate volume 2 to pilgrimage sites exclusively. Since both ref-
erences are close to the end of volume 1, he must have changed his mind as he sat 
down to arrange volume 2, which eventually became the opening of his early travels. 

Hypothesis xviii

If hypothesis xvii is correct, a quick rearrangement of the volume structure would 
only be possible by reshuQing sections. Evliyā has a section called “descriptions of 
pilgrimage sites” (ev#āf-ı ziyāretgāh) for many sites he visited. One would imagine 
he had these sections written on loose pieces of paper which he rearranged at will.

Textual evidence:
[44] 1:196a
Ebū Hüreyre … rāvī-i "adīs ulu sul!āndır. Cild-i sānīmizde ev#āf-ı ziyāretgāhda 
mevlūdu ve yerden ādem kemikleri ẓāhir olduġu mufa##al ta"rīr olunmuşdur.
[#e section about Ebū Hüreyre appears at 10Y:271b]

[45] 1:210b
&ażret-i Şevrül"abīb [Kilisde] yatır … &aḳīr āsitānesiniŋ ʿatebesi ve seng-i 
mezārı ta’rīḫleriyle mażbū!umuz olduġu cild-i sānīde mes!ūrdur.
[#is section appears at 9Y:167a]

Possible timeline of volume arrangement

In the initial or penultimate conception, volume 1 is not dedicated to Istanbul. #e 
concept of Istanbul and Cairo as major cities mirroring each other had not yet been 
developed.

Evliyā $rst completes the arrangement of volume 4. He does not yet know which 
number this volume will be.

At this point he still thinks that the book will start with his travels, which hap-
pens with volume 2 in the current layout. #ere is no volume 1 dedicated to Istanbul 
planned.

He must have changed his mind a@er the arrangement of volume 4. He decides to 
make volume 1 Istanbul and evaluates other layout possibilities for further volumes. 

He works on volume 5 and parts of volume 8.
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He sits down to arrange volume 1 as Istanbul. #roughout his engagement with 
volume 1, he might have thought of dedicating volume 2 to pilgrimage sites.

As he $nishes volume 1, he makes use of the penultimate layout for the $rst two 
volumes, only to push them one volume ahead: volumes 1 and 2 in the earlier lay-
out, now become volumes 2 and 3. #is means that volume 2 starts with his travels 
chronologically. Volumes 2 and 3 are arranged consecutively. Only the earlier part 
of volume 3 is certain at this point. He still does not know in which volume his Hajj 
and Cairo journeys will appear (see below).

He decides that the volumes he arranged $rst will become volumes 4 and 5.
Next, he arranges volume 6.
He must have added the second part, roughly from folio 104 onwards, to volume 

3 around this time.
Next, he arranges volume 7.
It is not clear when he decided to dedicate volume 9 to his Hajj account and part 

of volume 10 to Cairo. According to our current knowledge, he had not yet done so 
until a@er he $nished the $rst part of volume 3.

Conclusion

I would like to reiterate that evidence for my hypotheses in this article is at times 
meager. Evliyā probably did not mechanically $nish one task and move on to anoth-
er in a very planned fashion. He made amendments, moved parts around, inserted 
previously written sections with or without editing them, wrote some sections for 
the $rst time in Cairo. #e massive work that he created is the result of years of 
note-taking, writing, editing, copyediting, arranging, and $nally rearranging. He 
certainly did not complete the $nal arrangement in one sitting. In their current 
form, the manuscripts of the $rst eight volumes, which we believe to be autograph 
copies, are not $nalized either.

Since one is accustomed to view the work in 10 volumes, it is diLcult to imagine 
what he might have been planning to do in the earlier stages of his conceptualiza-
tion. Evidence points to earlier volume arrangements. As discussed above, dedicating 
volume 1 to Istanbul was a late decision by the author. We do not know what volume 
would have included Istanbul in the original layout. A radical idea is that Istanbul 
would be a separate book.

A rearrangement of the chapter and volume structure of such a massive work 
is only possible with easily moving parts. #at is, if Evliyā had $rst written down 
chapters or longer sections on loose pieces of paper or fascicules. #e fact that similar 
inaccurate references are o@entimes close to one other suggest that portions of text 
were inserted or moved to other places en bloc (for example, see [20],[21],[22]). 
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During the course of composing and organizing parts of the book, he decided to re-
arrange its overarching structure. He was able to do this eLciently, but as a negative 
byproduct of this process, several references were le@ unchanged, hence inaccurate, 
from the initial stages of the book’s layout concept.

Checking the volume citations is only one way to think about the book’s arrange-
ment process. #ere may be instances where Evliyā’s description of the same location 
in diAerent trips (for example his trips to Syria) include conIicting or updated infor-
mation, which in the end might give away further clues about his working practice. 
Certainly as we delve deeper into his narrative, it will be possible to develop new 
hypotheses and ideas about Evliya’s working methods.
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