What Friedrich Schlegel could have learned
from Alexander (“Sanscrit”) Hamilton
besides Sanskrit

by Frans Prank (Konstanz)

1. In the preface of his Ueber die Sprache und Weisheit der Indier
(1808/1975: 107), and similarly in one advertisement of this book
and in several letters, Friedrich Schlegel acknowledged his debt to
one Alexander Hamilton:

Die Kenntnis, die es mir davon [i.e. of the Sanskrit language and of In-
dian antiquity] zu erwerben gelang, verdanke ich vorziiglich der Freun-
dschaft des Herrn Alexander Hamilton (Mitglied der Calcuttaischen Ge-
sellschaft, und jetzt Professor der persischen und indischen Sprache in En-
gl?lnii der mir seinen mindlichen Unterricht vom Frithjahr 1803-1804
schenkte.

During his lifetime, this Alexander Hamilton (1762-1824), mem-
ber of the Asiatick Society founded by Sir William Jones in Calcutta
in 1784, prolific contributor to the «Monthly Review», the «Asiatic
Annual Registers, and the «Edinburgh Review», cataloguer of the
Sanskrit manuscripts at the Bibliotheque Impériale at Paris, Professor
of Sanskrit and Hindu Literature at the College of the Honourable
East India Company at Haileybury, and Fellow of the Royal Society
and of the Bavarian Academy of Sciences, was widely recognized as
one of the British pioneers of Indian studies. The Scotsman, howe-
ver, never enjoyed the fame of a William Jones or a Friedrich Schle-
gel. In fact, he soon fell into oblivion when Indian studies, and San-
skrit philology in particular, were turned into an academic discipline
by a new generation of scholars, some of whom (including Franz
Bopp) owed much to Hamilton’s help and encouragement. It was
only in the twentieth century that his name was firmly put back on
the historiographic record, thanks to Chambers & Norman (1929)
and especially Rocher (1968, 1970). But after more than a century of
neglect, much of his life and work was bound to remain enigmatic;

even the date of his birth can only be inferred.
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One of the things brought to light by Chambers & Norman and
Rocher is that Friedrich Schlegel’s seemingly candid acknowledgment
in his Indier book and elsewhere somewhat understates how much he
really benefited from his intimate acquaintance with Alexander Ham-
ilton at Paris. Not only is Hamilton, who had spent some 15 years
in India in the services of the Bengal Army and the East India Com-
pany, very likely to have played a role in the shaping of Friedrich
Schlegel’s originally rather mythical image of India; he also was de-
monstrably the direct inspiration of his pupil’s recognition of particu-
lar lexical and structural correspondences between Sanskrit and sev-
eral other languages (not all of which count as Indo-European today).

What remains to be explored is whether Alexander Hamilton’s
influence on Friedrich Schlegel could have been more profound than
that of a mere language teacher in yet another respect. Friedrich
Schlegel’s Ueber die Sprache und Weisheit der Indier not only inaugur-
ated Indian studies and comparative — or more precisely, historical-
comparative Indo-European — philology in Germany, it has also re-
ceived great acclaim as the foundation-charter of a further comparati-
ve enterprise, viz. linguistic typology. Could it be that Hamilton has
also had a hand in the typological exploits of his Sanskrit pupil?
After all, Friedrich Schlegel’s claims to originality as a typologist have
not gone entirely undisputed, and there may even be a possibility of
Alexander Hamilton leading the way to one of his suspected sources
in Scotland. Tracing the flow of ideas here, however, is very much an
exercise in conjectural history.

2. In Ueber die Sprache und Weisheit der Indier, subtitled Ein Beitrag
zur Begriindung der Altertbumskunde, Friedrich Schlegel’s primary
concerns were oriental and histotical-comparative rather than typolo-
gical. The relationship between his two comparative concerns, the
historical and the typological, is rather intricate. !

What seems relatively transparent, however, at least in retrospect,
is that his structural classification, as set out in particular in Chapter
4 of Book I, is not in all respects dependent upon all the languages
whose genealogical connection he sought to establish. In principle, a
distinction like that between «Sprachen durch Affixa» (Schlegel’s “af-
fixes” subsuming both «angehingte Partikeln», ie. agglutinative
bound morphemes, and separate function words) and «Sprachen dur-

' And is, incidentally, not dissimilar in spirit to the relationship between historical
and typological comparison as once conceived of by another Scot, viz. James Burnett,
Lord Monboddo (cf. Plank, 1987b: § 3.3), the German reception of whose two serial
publications, Of the Origin and Progress of Language (1773-92) and Ancient Meta-
physics (1779-99), would merit closer examination, :
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ch Flexion» (whose hallmark is «innre Modification der Wurzely,
often accompanied by bound morphemes) could have been induced
from a data base not including languages once spoken in India such
as Persian and in particular Sanskrit, the pivot of the new historical-
comparative scenarios. The comparison of ancient and modern Euro-
pean languages plus some more exotic tongues sufficiently well known
at the time would have presented the aspiring typologist with enough
structural variety to recognize, perhaps among others, two classes of
la.ngyages of roughly this kind. (This is not to say that Schlegel’s
particular bipartition, tied up with his conception of an all-embracing
contrast between the organic and the mechanical, was uniquely deter-
mined or even particularly well supported by his empirical data). It is
primarily the recognition of a subordinate typological distinction, of
«Modifikationen und Nebenarten» of the flexional «Hauptgattung»,
whif:h on the face of it is directly attributable to Friedrich Schlegel’s
fflmﬂiarity with Sanskrit. In comparison with Ancient Greek and La-
tin, Sanskrit set new standards of flexional purity, and corroborated
the conception of the flexional principle as a matter of degrees, with
«Sprachen durch Flexion» differing from one another in the extent
to which «innere Flexions is supplemented and perhaps even repla-
ceid b}r auxiliaries and prepositions. August Wilhelm Schlegel’s con-
t{ibunon, a few years later (1818), was to give terminological recogni-
tion to this distinction of “synthetic” and “analytic” subtypes of «Jan-
gues 4 inflexions» which was clearly perceived in his brother’s work
on the language and wisdom of the Indians.

Since jt was Alexander Hamilton who taught Friedrich Schlegel
Sanskrit, he should be credited with having supplied the empirical
material which crucially furthered this subclassification of «Sprachen
durch Flexion» on the part of his pupil (whose notion of «Flexion»,
by the way, rather puzzled some of his fellow typologists, including
Wilhelm von Humboldt). If Hamilton’s sole merit, however, was to
have acted as linguistic informant, there would be little reason to
detract from Friedrich Schlegel’s reputation as an original typological
theorist.
~ But there are indications that Alexander Hamilton’s services of
mtel_lectua.! midwifery were not quite so humble as that. Though
admittedly «unambitious of the reputation of a linguist» (1809: 371)
and without ever having «devoted a moment . . . to the science of
philology» (loc. cit.), Hamilton in fact also drew on his «tolerable
knowledge of Sanscrit, Arabic, Latin, German, and the modern lan-
guage of Persia», his «slenders knowledge of Greek (loc. cit.), his
first-hand acquaintance with various contemporary vernacular dialects
of India, and last but not least on his native tongue, for comparative
purposes other than purely historical ones. Since the books which he
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reviewed in the «Monthly Review» included grammars of Spanish
and Malay as well as a collection of Italian prose and poetry in the
original language and one or two works of Scots poetry (cf. Rocher,
1970), his linguistic pursuits really were relatively wide-ranging. It is
true that his primary purpose in his anonymous review of Charles
Wilkins's A Grammar of the Sanskrita Language (London, 1808) in
the January 1809 issue of the «Edinburgh Review» was to support
William Jones’s identification of the genealogical position of Sanskrit.
But to achieve this purpose he deemed it necessary to consider not
only the lexical but also the structural «analogy of the Sanscrit with
other languages» (1809: 371), and thus could not help but notice
certain major structural differences between the languages he was
able to compare. Significantly, it is a historical comparison of ancient
and modern languages, yielding similar overall patterns in the East
(India) and the West (Europe), which appears to have suggested to
Hamilton the «distinctive characters» of two structurally different
classes of languages. Without going into great detail, he notes that in
the «original» ancient languages cases render the use of prepositions
superfluous, which in the «derivative» modern languages commonly
accompany nouns often unmarked for case, and that the presence of
case-marking further entails «the feedom of... transpositions», where-
as its absence subjects the words to «settled collocation in the com-
position of each sentence» in order to render the sense perspicuous
(1809: 381). He also evaluates the two kinds of languages and sees
the greatest excellence of those with cases and free word order in
their «energetic conciseness», with languages with prepositions and
rigid word order, however, sutpassing them in «elegance», «preci-
sion», and «perspicuity» (loc. cit.).

Even though his interest in language structures as such was limi-
ted, Alexander Hamilton in this particular atticle was not content
merely to describe in their own terms the languages of which he
professed some knowledge and to establish genealogical and other
historical connections, but also attempted to arrange the structural
variety he encountered under two general heads. * The structural fea-
tures Hamilton exploits for his classification partly resemble those
used by Friedrich Schlegel to subdivide his «Sprachen durch Fle-
xion». A salient criterion employed by both authors is the use of

Z “Type” is not used as a technical term by Hamilton; Schlegel’s term is «(Haupt-)
Gartungs. In a later anonymous article on two works by Franz Bopp, Hamilton speaks
of the «genius», as opposed to the «mechanismy, of a language (1820: 432); but it is
not clear whether he intended this term in the technical sense it had been given by
influential writers on language in 18th century France, such as Gabriel Girard and
Nicolas Beauzée, whose typological ideas were extremely popular in Scotland (cf.
Plank, 1987b).
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cases or prepositions, i.e. of bound or free morphemes, to express
the grammatical relations of nominals. Schlegel extends this formal
contrast to the verbal sphere and analogously distinguishes the
expression of «Verhiltnisse und Nebenbestimmungen der Bedeu-
tungs of verbs by (bound) inflexions or (free) auxiliaries, on the app-
arent assumption that for each language the formal kind of expres-
sion preferred will generally be the same for nominals and for verbs.
While Schlegel’s scheme of systemic typology is more comprehensive
in this respect, it is less comprehensive than Hamilton’s in another:
he completely disregards the further criterion of the freedom or rigi-
dity of word order, even though some correlation between this and
the segmental marking preferences should have been pretty obvious,
and had in fact not eluded typologists avant la lettre in the 18th
century (cf. Plank, 1987b). But Schlegel’s most significant innovation
vis-a-vis Hamilton evidently is the recognition of an additional, supe-
rordinate typological contrast, with a further «Hauptgattung», «Spra-
chen durch Affixa», in opposition — not necessarily categorically,
though — to all more or less pure manifestations of the flexional type.

As to their evaluation of the two kinds of languages distinguishab-
le on the criterion they share, Schlegel’s ascription of «kunstreiche
Finfachheits (1808/1975: 153) to Sanskrit and its kind probably
bears comparison to Hamilton’s characterization of the same langua-
ges as “energetically concise”. Schlegel’s evaluation of the grammar
of languages with prepositions and auxiliaries instead of inflexional
morphology as short and convenient («gleichsam eine Abbreviatur
zum leichten allgemeinen Gebrauch» (1808/1975: 143) too does not
sound entirely different from Hamilton’s, who attributes to these lan-
guages greater «elegance» (as well as «precision/perspicuity»), but is
based on functional rather than aesthetic criteria, viz. formal eco-
nomy and learnability. >

May we conclude, then, on the basis of one substantial common
denominator of their typological schemes and of a certain, but pet-
haps superficial, similarity of the evaluation of the structural contrast
they both consider typologically relevant, that Friedrich Schlegel
must also have had tuition in typology from his Sanskrit teacher Ale-
xander Hamilton? Tempting though this conclusion is on textual and
biographical grounds, further circumstances should be taken into ac-
count before the charge can be considered proved.

Note, first of all, that Friedrich Schlegel’s typological views app-
eared in print earlier than Alexander Hamilton’s. The manuscript of
his Indier book was sent to the publisher in September 1807 from

3 See Plank (1987b: § 3) for the 18th century Scottish history of these exception-
ally tangible evaluational criteria.
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Cologne and was published in the spring of 1808, while Hamilton’
- - . - 4 0
:Ewew of dems, written at Haileybury, only appeared in Januaryno;

e fo_llowmg yvear. To base judgements about intellectual influence
exclusively on publications and the dates of their appearance, howe-
ver, wguld seem parti'cularly inappropriate in this case. There, are no
mdxcaagns t!aat Hamilton had seen Ueber die Sprache und Weisheit
der Indier, hls former pupil’s first and only exposition of his typologi-
_cal scheme,_ in a published or manuscript version before he publish?d
in the «E_dmburgh Review» his own major contribution to historical-
comparative philology enriched by a structural-typological aside
After he had E?ecome aware of the Indier book, he did mention i';
fav_ourably, calling to the attention of his British audience its author’s
«high rank amongst the literati of the Continents (Hamilton, 1820:
432). F%'l’edrlch Schlegel, vice versa, could not avail himself (;f rele:
ganic writings bs_r Ham?.lton during the actual preparation of his Indier

ook, the Wﬂkms review of 1809 being Hamilton's only work displa-
ying typological inclinations. Chambers & Norman’s advice, therefore
is well' taken: «The question of influence . . . must be ref;rred back
to Pans,_and the time when Schlegel was receiving instruction fr
the Englishman [sic]» (1929: 465 f). o
_What went on between Alexander and Friedrich et les autres at

end of Apl:ﬁ 1804, and in particular after August or September 1803
ghen Harmlt‘on had become a boarder of the Schlegels, can be gleaned
dom memoirs (especially Helmina von Chézy’s) and correspon-
ence of almost all members of this circle except Alexander Hamil
ton. T}:e con!bined evidence of this kind leaves little doubt tha;
Sc_h.[eg:els_ pracuc‘al knowledge of Sanskrit benefited greatly from Ha-
énaiilltons instruction, which at its most intensive lasted three hours
y. There is also ample testimony that the issue of genealogical
connections between languages crucially involving Sanskrit was a fa-
vourite topic of discussion among the students of Sanskrit at the hou-
se of the Schlegels (which also included Gottfried Hagemann, a
young onentghst from Hannover (cf. Rocher, 1968: 54)) and of co’u:-
se in the entire Parisian orientalist community. Although none of the
available sources explicitly says so, the inference is no doubt legitima-
te that on th.ls count too, with regard to points of detail as well as
the overall h?stoncal-comparative conception, it was primarily Schle-
gel who profited from Hamilton rather than vice versa (cf. Chambers
&alNonnan, 1929: 466). After all, Hamilton had an immense empiri-
cal advantage and also was thoroughly familiar with the philological

4 . = .=
The best account available, distilled from these sources, is Rocher (1968: 34-63)
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work of William Jones and other British Indian scholars. > Hamilton
certainly advised his pupils on the relevant Indian and other literatu-
re, which they would usually consult in the Bibliothéque Impériale.
He may in addition have placed at their disposal manuscripts and
books which he happened to have brought with him. Thus, one of
Friedrich Schlegel’s sources on the Celtic family was the article “Re-
marks on some Corruptions which have been introduced into the
Orthography, and Pronunciation of the Gaélic; with Proposals for
Removing them, and Restoring the Purity of the Language” by Capt.
Donald Smith, published in volume 1 of the Prize Essays and Tran-
sactions of the Highland Society of Scotland (Edinburgh, 1799, pp.
324-343), which was no longer available to Schlegel at the time he
prepared his Indier book for publication (cf. 1808/1975: 186 f.). Ac-
cording to Jean Rousseau (personal communication), who identified
this source, Schlegel cannot have consulted this work in the Biblio-
théque Impériale, which did not acquire it until 1817. Of all his ac-
quaintances Hamilton would seem to be the one most likely to have
owned the transactions of his native Highland Society.

With regard to potential typological influences, the web of infer-
ences is more tenuous. Judging from letters and memoirs, typology
or structural language classification as such was not high on the agen-
da of the circle of fledgling Sanskritists around Alexander Hamilton.
Thus, it is primarily the subsequent publications of the protagonists
(Hagemann did not live to produce any) which must be relied on as
witnesses to the exchange of ideas that may have taken place during
their gestation. What is perhaps most revealing here is the way histori-
cal comparison interrelates with typological comparison in Friedrich
Schlegel’s Indier book.

There is, firstly, the heuristic value of historical comparison,
which should not be neglected as a contributory factor in the genesis
of typological classifications. If the particular structural contrast
which both Hamilton and Schlegel came to consider typologically
relevant had only been observed in some ancient European languages
and their modern derivatives, it could easily have been taken for no
more than an accidental areal peculiarity. The recurrence of the same
overall pattern in the ancient and modern languages of distant India
is, therefore, likely to have inspired greater confidence in the general
applicability of this contrast for purposes of language classification.
This must have dawned first on Hamilton, whose acquaintance with
the linguistic situation in India by far surpassed Friedrich Schlegel’s.

> Tt would be interesting to determine what inspiration Friedrich Schlegel could
have drawn from the Indian experience of his older brother Karl August, who had
died in Madras in 1789, as recorded in the preface of his Indier book.
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It seems reasonable to assume, then, that this heuristic impetus of the
Indian experience has reached Friedrich Schlegel (and later August
Wilhelm) via Alexander Hamilton. -

Schlegel’s typologizing is also informed by diachronic consider-
ations in a non-heuristic respect, and on this count parts company
with Hamilton’s. Note that Hamilton is not bothered by a discrepan-
cy between his structural and his genealogical classification: the lan-
guages whose common origin he attempts to establish fall into diffe-
rent classes on the structural criteria he regards as most important
(cases and free word order vs. prepositions and rigid word order).
Schlegel, on the other hand, by subsuming the very languages struc-
turally distinguished by Hamilton and himself, ie. pure flexional
(synthetic) languages and (analytic) languages with «Konjugation vor-
ziiglich durch Hiilfsverba» and «Deklination durch Pripositionen»,
under one head and by opposing these «Sprachen durch Flexion» on
a higher level to all «Sprachen durch Affixa», manages to re-align
structural and genealogical classes at this additional, superordinate
level of structural classification. This is true at least of the «Haup-
tgattung» he was primarily interested in, «Sprachen durch Flexion»,
the «innere Verwandtschaft» (1808/1975: 161) among which he re-
garded as sufficiently close to assume that they form one genealogical
«Sprachfamilie». He in fact denied that all «Sprachen durch Affixa»
are genealogically related, but he also seems less than fully convinced
that they really belong under one structural group either. (Ten years
later, August Wilhelm Schlegel consequently splits them into «lan-
gues qui emploient des affixes» and «langues sans aucune structure
grammaticale» (1818). Friedrich Schlegel could thus claim with some
justification that his guiding principle in genealogical comparison was
«die innre Struktur der Sprachen oder die vergleichende Grammatik»
(1808/1975: 137). Whether his parallel structural and genealogical
classifications are empirically appropriate is of course another thing.
Without a deep, romantic commitment to the premiss that an “organic”
flexional language, despite its exchange of inflexional morphol-
ogy for separate function words characteristic of one kind of affixing
languages, may never lose its genius entirely and turn “mechanical”
(i.e. affixing), it could certainly have proved difficult on occasion to
draw a structural dividing line between analytic flexional languages
and affixing languages of the function-word variety.

On the evidence of his own writings Hamilton clearly cannot

It is instructive to compare Schlegel’s position on this point with that of 18th
century French authors such as Gabriel Girard (1747), who denied that languages

structurally as divergent as Latin and French could possibly be genealogically relared
other than by lexical borrowing.
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claim intellectual parentage of Schlegel’s hierarchical schemﬁ: of struc-
tural classification with affixation vs. flexion as the domant_md
synthesis vs. analysis as the subordinate distinction {w%thm flexion),
nor of its underlying motivation of structural-genealogical harmony.
It is interesting to note, though, that Schlegel’s ide:as ouly‘ tf)(}k shape
after his acquaintance with Hamilton and Sanskrit. He .mmally ten-
ded to exaggerate the diachronic signjﬁcance_of Sanskny; as late as
September 15, 1803, in a letter to Ludwig Tieck (Holtei, 1864: III,
328 £, quoted by Chambers & Norman, 1929: 466 and Roche‘r,
1968: 47), he declared it to be «die Quelle aller Sprachfen» (emphasis
added). His subsequent adoption of a more realistic view of the ge-
nealogical connections of Sanskrit, no doubt under the fnﬂuence of
Hamilton, then, must have gone hand in hand with, or indeed have
pushed ahead, the elaboration of his complex typological scheme.
Genealogical comparison, in this process, seems to have been thfz
guiding principle in working out his framework of structural classi-
fication, rather than the other way round. There is no reason to
suspect that in this his model was Hamilton, who was content w_ith a
simpler classificational scheme (which lacked Schlegel’s superordinate
distinction) and did not subscribe to the parallelism of structural and
genealogical classifications. It has been claimed by an eye-witness
(Helmina von Chézy, 1858: I, 270) that Friedrich Sf:hlegel took a
truly active part in the Sanskrit lessons taught by Hamilton and occa-
sionally «belehrte seinen Meister von seiner Seite». The typc‘rloglc:iil
points at issue, however, do not seem to have been broached in their
sessions; if they were, Hamilton must have remained unimpress'ed by
the ideas of his pupil. The most plausible inference perhaps it that
Schlegel’s typological views took longer to unfold and matured only
after he had left Paris. (The letters he wrote and the no'febo_oks he
kept during his period at Paris indicate that his comparative interest
at the time was exclusively historical, focusing originally on P“ersmn
in comparison with German and “Indian”.) It seems also Plaumble to
assume, however, that these views wetre developed in reaction to ones
he was confronted with at Paris. His complex typological scheme
would, thus, be interpretable as his response to simpler stru?turai
classifications like that accepted by Hamilton, inspired by a desire to
reconcile structural and genealogical affinities. If it was his Sanskrit
teacher who familiarized him with the position he then found unsa-
tisfactory and sought to amend, as is quite likely, Alexander Hamil-
ton’s contribution to the history of linguistic typology would have
been to set Friedrich Schlegel thinking on these matters.

3. At this point, however, it is appropriate to take a wider perspectiv.e,
to avoid the impression that our protagonists were trafficking in
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ideas in complete intellectual isolation. Although Hamilton’s role in-
deed may have been to arouse Schlegel’s curiosity about linguistic
matters about which he had cared but little before, the views Schle-
gel eventually reacted to with his own elaborate typological scheme
need not exclusively have been those expressed by Hamilton in their
conversations at Paris, at the Bibliothéque Impériale or No. 19, rue
de Clichy. Comparing languages, with varying degrees of sophistica-
tion and for different reasons, had been ex vogue in the 18th century,
and whoever consulted such earlier treatises on general/universal or
comparative grammar (the more empirically minded ones at least), on
the origin and progress of language(s), or on the relative aesthetic or
other merits of ancient and modern European languages, inevitably
met with views on purportedly major structural contrasts and simila-
rities between languages essentially similar to those shared by Hamil-
ton and Schlegel. Such views had been expounded most systemati-
cally by Gabriel Girard (1747) and Nicolas Beauzée (1765, 1767) and
numerous others who had followed their lead (cf. Plank, 1987b).
Especially at Paris, it would seem to have been difficult to remain
totally unaware of this tradition (brought to prominence in the lin-
guistic articles in the popular encyclopaedias), even if one’s philologi-
cal concerns were primarily Indological and historical-comparative.
The extent of Hamilton’s and Schlegel’s familiarity with such 18th
century sources, however, is not easy to ascertain precisely,
Hamilton apparently did not attach much importance to typologi-
cal comparison. He never took up this issue again in his writings,
and when praising Mr Frederick Schlegel as the pioneer of the study
of Indian antiquity in Germany (Anonymous, 1820: 431 £), made no
mention at all of the typological by-products of his former pupil’s
temporary infatuation with the East. He may have known that what
he himself had to offer on this topic was not very remarkable becauy-
se it was in no way novel. In that case, he would nevertheless have
been in a position to point out to Schlegel the potential significance
of previous writings on structural language classification and perhaps
to direct his attention to further relevant sources. The alternative is
that he really was philologically as ignorant as he once claimed (1809:
371), which would suggest that the typological sketch in his 1809
article was entirely of his own making, his personal views thus being
the only lead he could have given Schlegel. Since Hamilton tended to
understate his linguistic expertise, his admission of ignorance should
be taken with care: He was probably not well-read in philology, but
it is unlikely that he was entirely unread outside his special field of
interest, viz. all matters Indian. Note that he in fact does refer appro-
vingly to the coalescence theory of the origin of inflexions of the
«ingenious writer Mr. Tooke» in his Wilkins review of 1809 (p. 380);
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the reading of John Horne Tooke’s «admir, a})le treatise» Dfiversz‘an.\l'{ of
Purley (1786/1805) can hardly have Iejft him unaulr;rf :th::\ﬁ:e ﬁ
controversies of 18th century grammatical tl‘xeory. l:‘us_[ e His
publications and his biography indeed provide preciously
is I al formation. '
© h';'sh;?;eﬂefitrltlle unequivocal evidence of debts‘to typgloglcz;l ;nces
in Schlegel’s case too. Schlegel gives the impression o -avmgf
?of:lsuced his structural generalizations from a relatively wide ;ﬁety o
?escriptive grammars available to him (mfmy' by courtesy 0 : :;32:
der von Humboldt). Various motives of his i::mal conception o ‘
tural types and their relationship to gencalo(??:.lm cl:]sfsflcanzx:it;eegmi
iliari i SO
t, however, that he had fmplha{me hims _ :
i;geieasnt theoretical literature, possibly mc]_udmg typo‘lc')glce;f wor%c éﬁ
the vein of Girard and Beauzée. One work in this tradm,on as tigam .
ome notoriety as an alleged source of S(Ehlegel s ryp(; ogic
:hinki.ug: Adam Smith’s “Considerations concerning l.:h'e Flrstd (z:rma:
tion of Languages, and the Differerzit fGeln.tus of Ofﬁma.i af; 4 %r::t
»_ first published fairly inaccessibly ;
B 06T ol s dix to his Theory of Moral
since 1767 readily available as an appen = -
iti i translation) as we
ments (3rd edition, the basis of the Gt.rman ' _
iznii;?::endendy in various French translatr:l?s.szhl'fheelie ka::w CLK.‘.;;
i indicati Friedri eg
stantial and textual indications thlat : : o :
his Indier book. The mos
ith’s essay when he was Worqug on his k. Th 3
fer]nl;ng temel clues probably are his emph?msﬂon the'dlstl.llflctlor; k::c;;
tween “organic” (flexional) and “mechamca‘l , lafﬁxt:lg)h angu er?z a:
which can be construed as a rejection of iil:rsuth ) glfol;_: calareic;mmy
i d his use of form
tion of all languages as n?echamc_al, and his 3 fowmd ccopony
d learnability as evaluational criteria, criteria wh noe:
gtoryea;spect Zf Smith’s approach to the distinction between c:}r:f
inal” languages (with the more inflexional moerghlology the p:lr;;g or};
i i es I
d “compounded” languages (i.e. mixed languag g on
?;f:}ct?c?n wg‘;dspinstead of morphology). Butd in spltE ];Jf. s;:i};he\éléihelr;
i i be, the dependence of Frie -
ce, suggestive thought it may ; the depe o s el
Smith the typologist is still a matte
fl?:cz\l?erAydc?fm ﬁu-g:er links in this supposed connection wv_.)uldfb; rr::la;z
i the continuity of typolo-
because it would also corroborate ' %
‘giilaﬁoaiught between the 18th century Frer}cb and Scottish Enli
t and 19th century German Romanticism.
ghtel??:?e;gtmg to speculate that one such ].mko\;;a§ thT p}t:;ssosncocl):f
i ith’ iot. iously -
der Hamilton, Adam Srmth‘s compatriot vic
gif]le:igi; alone does not prove him an expert on Smith, the less so

7 Cf. Plank (1987a) for a detailed account of the Smith-Schlegel connection and
its histori.ographic treatment (with further references).
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as the philosopher-economist’s fame in Scotland at large had been
waning towards the end of his life (he died in 1790). But conclusive
proof is again impossible to come by, and even conjectures are extreme-
ly hazardous because Hamilton’s biography is fragmentary in cru-
cial respects. Since probably the best opportunity for Hamilton to
have become acquainted with Smith’s ideas would have been as a
student at a Scottish university, in particular Edinburgh or Glasgow,
it is disappointing to find his biographer admitting that «we are left
completely in the dark as to what and where Alexander Hamilton
studied» (Rocher, 1968: 4). More recently, however, news seem to
have emerged about this dark period before Hamilton’s arrival in
Calcutta (not before the end of 1783), enabling Cain (1986: 90) to
assert that «Hamilton had been a pupil of Dugald Stewart at Edin-
burgh University, who taught many men who would one day go out
to India, and who was particularly interested in historical philology;
many of his students made important contributions along these li-
nes». Cain unfortunately does not quote any sources in support of
his claim, which is not, however, necessarily incompatible with Ro-
cher’s negative findings. Since Rocher had attempted to trace Hamil-
ton’s presence in any British university from the various catalogues of
graduates kept at the British Museum, the implication of Cain’s di-
sclosure would be that Hamilton attended but did not graduate from
the University of Edinburgh.
If Cain is right, Hamilton could have been a student at Edinbur-
gh University sometime between the mid-1770s (he was 13 in 1775)
and his departure for India in 1783/84. Dugald Stewart had been
lecturing on mathematics there since 1772, had become Professor of
Mathematics in 1775, and Professor of Moral Philosophy in 1785,
having before, in the session 1778/79, already taught once the class
of Moral Philosophy i lex of Adam Ferguson. As a student of one
of Stewart’s mathematics classes there would presumably have been
little opportunity for Hamilton to be introduced to Adam Smith’s
work on language. In his writings on moral “philosophy, however,
Dugald Stewart frequently dealt with linguistic matters, * commonly
taking Adam Smith’s “Considerations” as his point of departure.
That he did so in his teaching as well is attested to by the notebooks
of a student recording his moral philosophy lectures of the session
1789/90, where large parts of Smith’s “Considerations”, especially

® His fullest account may be found in Volume III of his Elements of the Philasaphy
of the Human Mind (1827/1854: 5-115). The manuscript of his “Conjectures con-
cerning the Origin of the Sanskrit” only dates from late 1824 and early 1825 (cf.
1827/1854: 78-105), but his Indian interest clearly is of an earlier origin: his intention
as a student had been 1o seek employment in India as an engineer.
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those dealing with parts of speech ar_nd with the distinction betht;n
original/complex and compounded/simple hngua-ges, WEH; repro ~
ced more or less verbatim. But the only moral philosophy em;:es‘ y
Stewart which Hamilton could possibly have attended beft:ll;e e:-zwm;g1
for India were those of the session 1778/79. Of these only the secon
art is recorded in abbreviation in the notebook of a stud.ent gogfs
%i?alker), making no mention of language. In a footnote mh}us e-
ments of the Philosophy of the Human Mind (1827/1854: 38),d owev?:,
Dugald Stewart himself recalls these lectures of 1778/79 and remarks
that he had there pointed out publicly “«the extraord.ma]:l;y gram-
matical merits» of John Horne Tooke’s Lettgr to Mr. unmr{gl
only a few months after its pubiication_(l)???). Bpt if _lang:lagehimh
deed was a topic of these lectures, Smith’s Considerauo]:;s » W ce
were extremely popular for some time' among the }ocal te;at:, ar-
unlikely to have been omitted from discussion ent-J:ely. Iil;tonilna
tely, however, the Matriculation Roll of the Faculties of ;, lgal\g),
and Divinity of the University of Edinburgh (_Vo}. II 17'25- 2
does not list Alexander Hamilton among the «Discipuli Morh s b‘
losophiae» (p. 374 f.) for this session \}rhere Duggld Stewzfrt 1% sub-
stituted for Adam Ferguson during his absence in America. -
According to the Matriculation Roll t}}ere was only one Alexan
der Hamilton studying at Edinburgh University at th.e approp:;atc
time, and he was for only one session, 1779/80, i.e. without gra uaci
ting’ among the pupils of Hugh Blair, Prc_)fessor of Rhetorics an
Bell:zs Lettres (cf. Vol. II, p. 385). As is evident _fron:E srucllent note-
books for 1765 and 1779 (kept at Edinburgh University Library), a;
well as from the published version of hzs. Lecxures‘on‘ Iibetorricdan
Belles Lettres (1783), Blair too used to dlscuss‘Srruth .Ct:i:nm era%
tions”, disagreeing with Dr Smith on some points of lns;m.s eory o-
word-class division but essentially agreeing with hlm on struc(:jt:d
ral-historical distinction of complex/original and sunple/compoun125
languages (cf. in particular John Bruce’s notebook for 1765, é::mll -
188). But of course we cannot be sure that the Alq.:xandel} s dtos
who heard Professor Blair lecture on such matters in 1779 in Zea
was the one whose intellectual background we would‘ like tg e 3(:10 -
te, Alexander Hamilton being no uncommon name in Scof ane}Ll . ln
th’e other hand, since Matriculation Rolls were no absolutely r a le
record of the actual audience of a professor, we cannot be en:ineti
sure either that our Alexander Hamilton was 7ot among the s:;ﬂ en
of Dugald Stewart, as asserted by Cain. But if Alexander H : ton,
the future tutor of Friedrich Schlegel, indeed was a student of some

% Recall from above Hamilton’s similar appreciation of Horne Tooke.
10 ¢ does list a Charles and a George Hamilton.
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such Arts subject at a Scottish university, some familiarity on his part
with structural language classification, and in all likelihood with
Adam Smith’s ideas on this topic in particular, could be taken for
granted, instruction in the general principles of grammar having been
part of the regular Scottish university curriculum at this time (cf,
Fraok, 1986).

There are two pieces of evidence which might throw doubt on
such conjectures about Hamilton’s adolescence: Hamilton’s own state-
ment, already quoted above, that «to the science of philology he has
never devoted a moment» (1809: 371), and Cockburn’s assertion in his
memoir of Francis Jeffrey (1872: 103) that Hamilton, returning from
India, came to Edinburgh, eventually to join the circle of the Edinburgh
Reviewers, a «strangers. It is not self-evident, however, what is
actually being claimed here. Hamilton’s intention merely may have
been to deny that he had ever formally studied Classics, the usual
reading of “philology” at the time being “philology of the Classical
languages”, i.e. Latin and Greek. In that case the implication would be
that he was self-taught in these languages or had received instruction
outside a university, perhaps in private tuition or, more likely, at a
grammar school, where Latin and to a lesser extent also Greek used to
be core subjects. As to Cockburn, his remark could be interpreted, not
implausibly, as implying that Hamilton was a stranger to the people he
associated with at Edinburgh around the turn of the century, Francis
Jeffrey, Henry Cockburn himself, and most others of their group of
Young Edinburgh Whigs being Hamilton’s juniors by a decade or
more. None of them presumably had known “Sanscrit” Hamilton, as
the son of a merchant hailing from Ayrshire (cf. Rocher, 1970: 426f.)
came to be called, before he had left Scotland for India, or could
possibly have been his class-mate at university,

Judgement is, thus, best suspended on the question of what edu-
cation Hamilton may have enjoyed. There was at any rate a later
opportunity for him to become conversant with the ideas of Adam
Smith: the years from sometime between 1797 and 1800 to 1802 or
1803 which he spent at Edinburgh in the company of the Young
Edinburgh Whigs and in particular the circle of the Edinburgh Re-
viewers. Many of his acquaintances there (including Francis Jeffrey,
his closest friend) had read Moral Philosophy with Dugald Stewart
and were attending Stewart’s lectures on Political Economy, given as a
Separate course since the winter of 1800. ' In this intellectual and

" Several memoirs and similar publications have lists of Dugald Stewart’s studen-
ts, but none of those I have seen includes Hamilton. Cain's (1986: 90) assertion that
Hamilton too was a pupil of Dugald Stewart may have been occasioned by the fre-
quent mentioning of Francis Jeffrey and other acquaintances of his on such lists.
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social ambience Adam Smith the philosopher and economist was a
household name, though not necessarily Adam Smith the speculative
grammarian — unless one actually read his Theory of Moral Sentiments
(in the third or a later edition) from the preface to the appendix.
It is not improbable that Hamilton, the expert on the origina]/coﬁ.l«
plex and compounded/simple languages of India, got to know t]us
appendix, the “Considerations”, at first hand. What is extremely li-
kely (though nowhere attested, so far as I know) is that he also made
the acquaintance of Dugald Stewart, who shared with him a interest
in India and, in particular, Sanskrit. In his own, not very distinguis-
hed later contribution to Sanskrit philology (where Sanskrit is argued
to be an artificial language consciously invented by the Brahmins on
the pattern of Greek), Dugald Stewart repeatedly refers to articles in
the «Edinburgh Review» which had appeared anonymously but are
correctly attributed to Hamilton. Stewart was presumably able to
identify the author because he knew him personally. In his Elements
(1827/1854: 76) he in fact acknowledges «the late Mr. Hamilton of
Hertford College» as one of the two most competent judges to be
found in this island to evaluate the attainments of the Reverend Ale-
xander Murray as a polyglot on the occasion of Murray’s candidacy
for the chair of Oriental Languages at the University of Edinburgh in
1812. ' And in 1814, when supplementary volumes were being pre-
pared for the sixth edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica and Du-
gald Stewart was asked for advice about prospective contributors,
Mr. Hamilton was one of the names he suggested; Hamilton later
declined the invitation to contribute (cf. Rocher, 1970: 447 £). All
this points to intellectual contacts between Stewart and Hamilton. If
Stewart indeed sought Hamilton’s advice on Sanskrit and historical
philology in conversation or correspondence, Adam Smith’s ideas on
language were quite likely to be touched on, considering Stewart’s
indebtedness to Smith in this and other matters.

Hamilton’s publications do not exactly wear their Smithian inspi-
ration on their sleeve. A major theme of Smith’s “Considerations” is
the mixture of nations and languages. This gains particular promi-
nence in his diachronic-typological scheme because it is only by inter-
mixture that morphologically complex «originaly languages may be-
come grammatically simple, substituting prepositions and auxiliaries
for inflexions. This is one of the points where Smith differs from

'* Hamilton’s not entirely unequivocal testimonial on behalf of Murray was pub-
lished, together with further documents, in the «Scots Magazine» No. 74 of July
1812, pp. 507-539, and again in the memoir prefixed to Murray's Posthumous Works
edited by Henry Moncreiff Wellwood. See also Rocher (1970: 446 f.) on this further
Edinburgh connection of Hamilton.
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French typologists, who did not entirely disregard mixture in typolo-
gical comparisons, but nevertheless tended to deny the possibility of
type changes (Girard) or to admit only the reverse development of
morphologically complex «transpositive» from simple «analogous»
languages (Beauzée). Language mixture and borrowing figure promi-
nently in Hamilton’s article of 1809 too. But his perspective is enti-
rely empirical rather than conjectural, and mixture consequently is
not seen as the only mechanism for the development of «derivatives
languages from «original» ones. Hamilton’s structural distinction of
language types is less comprehensive than Smith’s. The contrasts ta-
ken into account by both are those of rigid vs. free word order and
prepositions vs. cases, but Smith (like Schlegel) in addition correlates
with these contrasts that of auxiliaries vs. voice/tense/mood conjuga-
tions. This extension was in fact an innovation of Smith vis-a-vis Gi-
rard (1747), his undisputed French source, and it could seem, there-
fore, as if Hamilton was following in the footsteps of the French
typologists rather than in those of his compatriot. But it should be
borne in mind that Hamilton’s intention was not to elaborate his
structural classes in all details, his emphasis being on historical com-
parison. All in all, Hamilton’s Wilkins review ( 1809) presumably
shows enough similarity with Smith’s “Considerations” to suspect so-
me kind of intellectual debt, but also enough dissimilarities to render

a verdict other than “not proven” unfair.

4. In what Rocher (1968: 115) considers the scientific testament of
Alexander Hamilton, he demands, with regard to the transfer of
scientific knowledge between India and Greece, that «it should . . .
be very distinctly demonstrated, that the Greeks themselves posses-
sed what they are said to have communicated» (1820: 442). What
knowledge he himself possessed about the typological work of Adam
Smith and perhaps other 18th century authors, and may be said to
have communicated to Friedrich Schlegel, cannot be demonstrated
very distinctly. Trying to make the best of the limited possibilities of
the conjectural historian of the transfer of ideas we may nevertheless
conclude, (1) that Hamilton is likelier to have been aware than to
have been ignorant of Adam Smith’s ideas on the structural-historical
classification of languages as expressed in his “Considerations”,
(2) that his own suggestions of a major structural contrast between
the ancient and modern Indian as well as European languages are
likelier to have been inspired by the Girard-Beauzée-Smith tradition
than to have been entirely original, (3) that Friedrich Schlegel is like-
lier to have elaborated his complex typological scheme in reaction to
previous simpler schemes than to have developed it out of the blue,
(4) that a most likely challenge to Schlegel were Hamilton’s views of
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ctural language classification, (5) that Adam ?mith‘s “Conis:;lserg-f
S_t;t:ls” are likelier to have been one of Schlegel’s E'urther dp({)f,) 2
trlefe:re:nce than to have bee:rcll entimiugidunwknenol:;zet% e};m; (;nmed ) Skt
ignifi f Smith's ideas co been -
tSth'ﬂsegel l:;n Iflzrziltc;mn during the months of the::P;opt devoclillc;as gof
i i mar at Paris, regar
the cause of Sanskrit and comparative gram i B ipganens
Smith’s philosophical works had previ me |
gh}flthili’so :t?eos‘:tioflt is,pthus, not with absolute certainty that hng1;n1s
tif‘.‘ lfigs.toriography may recognize Alexander Hamilton as a missing

i has already
ink i i f logv. But it seems that he :
hﬂlclic ﬁ ﬁ:‘:gh:;::;; hls'typlic;et'gm}':e, unlike Friedrich 'Schlegelz as his
?dmirei Helmina von Chézy saw it (1858: 1, 270), ;;du: Freude einen
solchen Schiiler zu haben, war seine Belohnung».
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