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These days it is commonly held that there are six darsanas or systems of orthodox or d@stika Hindu
philosophy. These are usually enumerated as three pairs: Nyaya and Vaisesika, Samkhya and Yoga,
Mimamsa and Vedanta. The heterodox or nastika systems are typically enumerated separately: the
Jaina, Buddhist and the Materialists (the Lokayatas/Carvakas). This paper explores why traditional
doxographies are often preoccupied with enumerating only six systems and which systems they choose
to enumerate.

According to Richard King, “the use of the term darsana to denote a ‘school of philosophy’ ...
does not occur until the fifth century of the Common Era where it is used by the Buddhist Bhavaviveka
in his Verses on the Heart of the Middle Way (Madhyamaka Hrdaya Karika)”." Possibly through the
association with the six darsanas, the term darsana by itself has also come to mean “philosophy” in
contemporary Sanskrit. Through its derivation from the verbal root drs, “to see,” darsana in connection
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with these systems also implies “vision,” “view,” and even “insight” or “realization”. In the opening
verse to the Jaina doxography, Saddarsanasamuccaya, Haribhadra Siiri indicates two contrasting
meanings of darsana: the true insight, saddarsana of the Jina Mahavira and all the other philosophical
views, sarva-darsana.’

But there are other Sanskrit terms used to refer to philosophical systems. For example, in Sankara’s
works, the following are noted: tantra, siddhanta, sastra, paksa, mata, samaya, vada. But these tend to

usually occur in compounds and/or in reference to the philosophical systems of others. Halbfass

suggests that darsana without any qualifiers has the doxographic, neutral or sometimes even pejorative

! King (1999), pp.44-5
? Saddar$anasamuccayah 1: saddarsanam jinam natva viram syadvadadesakam | sarvadarsanavacyo rthah samksepena
nigadyate ||
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sense of “(mere) view,” “theory,” or “speculation” as distinguished from “true insight” samyagdarsana
or tattvadarsana. “The combination and merger of these two meanings, or the interpretation of the
doxographic usage in the normative sense of ‘right vision,” ‘realization,’ is a symptomatic innovation of
Neo-Hinduism.”

Among certain European and European-worldview-influenced scholars, “Indian” or “Eastern”
philosophy is held to be an oxymoron, mainly due to the preoccupation of the Indian systems with
liberation (and thus their “practical” motivations) and due to the inextricability of theology and tradition
from these systems. Philosophy, according to such scholars, is supposed to be “pure” and uncoupled to
theology and tradition, along the lines of what is found in the west. Halbfass suggests that in the Indian
context, “the commitment to tradition is not a mere habitual continuation of past ways of thinking. It is
something actively asserted and pursued, something questioned, justified and rationalized. ... [The]
spirit of critical argumentation ... is also reflected in the idea of @nviksik.”* Scholars such as Hermann
Jacobi proposed that this term anviksiki, “investigation through reasoning” better captured the
association of the Indian systems with “pure” theory. However, anviksiki’s “significance as an indicator
of rational and methodological attitudes and programs has been ambiguous and temporary. As far as its
overall historical role is concerned, it can hardly be considered an equivalent to ‘philosophy’.””

Both Halbfass and King argue that Indian philosophy does not reflect the European Enlightenment
split between religion and philosophy because there was no equivalent antagonism towards religion in
the culture. While darsana or anviksiki do not exactly correspond to European “philosophy,” this does
not imply the absence of concern with metaphysics, epistemology, ontology and linguistic analysis. In

fact there is found in these darsanas a level of sophistication comparable to that found in European

thought and worthy of study.’

3 Halbfass (1988), pp.265-6.

*Ibid., p.281.

> Ibid., p.285.

8 Ibid., pp.263-86; King (1999), pp.24-41.



According to Qvarnstrdm , Bhavaviveka’s MHK (fifth cent. CE) is “not only the earliest
doxographical work which we possess, but also one of the most valuable sources for the study of the
history of Indian philosophy”.® “There are moments when [Bhavaviveka] gives the impression of being
the Indian tradition’s earliest and most diligent collector of philosophical trivia.” It covers six “schools”
(in addition to its own Madhyamaka philosophy), two of which are Buddhist:

1. Sravakayana or Hinayana 4. Samkhya

2. Yogacara 5. Vedanta

3. Vaisesika 6. Mimamsa

The Tamil Buddhist verse epic by Cattanar/Sattanar, Manimekhalai from around 500A.D. also lists

. 10
SIX systems:

1. Lokayata 4. Nyaya
2. Buddhism 5. Vaisesika
3. Samkhya 6. Mimamsa

The Jaina Haribhadra Siiri (end of eight century CE) in his Saddarsanasamuccaya reinforces the
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“six schools” idea and describes:

1. Buddhists 4. Jaina
2. Nyaya 5. Vaisesika
3. Samkhya 6. Mimamsa

The Buddhists are represented by a single school and no mention is made of Yoga and Vedanta, which
are presumably subsumed by Samkhya and Mimamsa respectively.
Other Jaina doxographies either typically indicate that they are a survey of six systems by

including the number six in their title, as Merutunga’s Saddarsananirnaya,'* or they claim to offer a

" Madhyamaka-hrdaya-karika.

¥ Qvarnstrom (1989), p.15

? Eckel, p.3.

' yon Glasenapp, p.140; Halbfass (1988), p.560, n.10,13.

" Saddarsanasamuccayah 3: bauddham naiyayikam samkhyam jainam vaisesikam tathda | jaiminivam ca namani
darsananam aminy aho ||

"2 Halbfass (1988), pp.351-2.



survey of “all” systems but are approximately six, as in Sarvasiddhantapravesaka by “an anonymous
Jain author,” which includes a seventh section on the Lokayata or Materialist school."

In the ninth century, the naiyayika Jayanta Bhatta in his Nyayamarijart also discusses six schools.
The list is similar to Haribhadra Siiri’s in that it also omits Yoga and Vedanta, but it swaps out Vaisesika
with the Carvakas."*

Saddarsanisiddhantasamgraha by Ramabhadra Diksita et. al. (seventeenth or eighteenth century

CE)," a doxography aligned with Advaita Vedanta, describes the following schools:'®

1. Nyaya 4. Samkhya

2. Vaisesika 5. Yoga

3. Mimamsa (Kumarila & 6. Advaita Vedanta
Prabhakara)

A closing chapter deals with vyakarana, grammar, and no mention is made of any Buddhist system whatsoever.
Halbfass says that the number six “also serves as a guideline even when a greater number of

systems are actually treated.”’” For example, the Sarvamatasargraha, written possibly by

Raghavananda, sometime in the second millennium, “not very old,”'® is also aligned with Advaita

Vedanta. At first, it considers the systems in two groups of three (before expanding them further):

Heterodox avaidka, nastika:  Orthodox, vaidika, astika:

1. Buddhists 4. Tarka
2. Jaina 5. Samkhya
3. Materialists 6. Mimamsa

Similarly, Madhava Sarasvati’s Sarvadarsanakaumudi (1500 CE') has an initial bipartite
grouping (which is subsequently elaborated):

Heterodox avaidka, nastika Orthodox, vaidika, astika:

1. Buddhists 4. Samkhya
2. Jaina 5. Tarka
3. Materialists 6. Tantra (MImamsa)

" Halbfass (1988), pp.351-2.

" King (1999), p.45.

" Dasgupta, v.2, p.431.

' Halbfass (1988), p.352.

7 p.352.

'® Halbfass (1988), p.350; Dasgupta, v.2, p.115.
" Dasgupta, v.2, p.225.



Both these doxographies further expand the heterodox schools to six by sub-dividing Buddhism

into four schools. The orthodox schools similarly are made to constitute six by further sub-dividing

Tarka into Nyaya and VaiSesika, Samkhya into Kapila’s Samkhya and Patafijali’s Yoga, and Mimamsa

. _ = = =20
into Piirva- and Uttara-mimamsa.

The Sarvasiddhantasamgraha, “falsely ascribed to Sankara

Avaidika systems

1. Lokayata 7.
2. Jaina (arhata) 8.
3. Madhyamika 0.
4. Yogacara 10.
5. Sautrantika 11.
6. Vaibhasika 12.

21 .. . .
”“" also has a similar organization:

Vaidika systems

Vaisesika

Mimamsa (Bhatta & Prabhakara)
Samkhya

Patafjali Yoga

Mahabharata (Vedavyasa)
Vedanta

Instead of Nyaya here we have Vedavyasa’s Mahabharata treated as a separate system!

Interestingly, the Sarvadarsanasangraha of Madhava-Vidyaranya (ca. 1350 CE) does not follow

a six-fold division, or for that matter any other scheme that could be reduced to six. The sixteen darsanas

treated therein are:

1. Carvaka 9.
2. Buddhist 10.
3. Jaina 1.
4. Ramanuja’s Visistadvaita 12.
5. Madhva’s Dvaita 13.
6. Nakulisa’s Pasupata 14.
7. Saiva 15.
8. Pratyabhijha (spanda or  16.

trika Kasmira Saiva)

Rasesvara Saivism

Vaisesika

Nyaya

Jaimintya Mimamsa

Paniniya Sabdadvaita/Suddhadvaita
Samkhya

Patafjjala Yoga

Sankara Vedanta

The systems are listed in hierarchical order, starting with the materialists and the other heterodox

systems. Notice how Sankara Vedanta is listed as the final system, implying that it the culmination of all

the other systems.

2% Halbfass (1988), pp.352-3.
21 Ibid., pp.350, 535 n.7.



Agrawal® organizes these Sarvadarsanasargraha schools by category in the following manner:

e Nastika, heterodox
0 Adhyaksika: 1. Carvaka

o Tarkika
» Ksanikavadin: 2. Bauddha
» Syadvadin: 3. Jaina

e Astika, orthodox
0 Sagunatmavadin
» Tarkika
e Pracchanna
O Pracchanna-dvaita: 4. Ramanujiya ViSistadvaita
O Spasta-dvaita: 5. Madhva Dvaita
e Spasta
0 Bhogasadhanadrstavadin
* Videhamuktivadin
e Atmabhedavadin
0 Karmanapeksesvaravadin: 6. Nakulisa-Pasupata
0 Karmasapeksesvaravadin: 7. Saiva
e Atmaikyavadin: 8. Pratyabhijfiadarsin
» Jivanmuktivadin 9. Rase$vara
0 Utpattisadhanadrstavadin
= Sabdanangikara: 10. Vaisesika
= Sabdangikara: 11. Naiyayika
= Srauta
e Vakyarthavedin: 12. Mimamsaka
e Padarthavedin: 13. Vaiyakarana
0 Nirgunatmavadin

» Tarkika

e Niri$vara: 14. Samkhya

e SeSvara: 15. Patafijala Yoga
=  Srauta: 16. Sankara-Vedanta

As mentioned in the beginning, nowadays it is customary to group the six orthodox vaidika, astika

schools as schools of Hindu philosophy, paired as follows:

1. Nyaya, logic & 2. Vaisesika, atomism

3. Samkhya, dualistic discrimination & 4. Yoga, praxis based on the Samkhya view

5. Mimamsa, Vedic exegesis & 6. Vedanta, based on the end of the Vedas,
the Upanisads.

There is an hierarchy implied in the ordering of these systems, with Vedanta representing the apex in

soteriological efficacy.”

22 . ..
Pp-XVi-XVil.



According to von Glasenapp, it is difficult to establish when it first came to be established that the
“six darsanas” were all Hindu and Vedic. The expression darsana-satka is first supported in fairly late
brahmanical works (Vetalaparicavimshati and Kularnavatantra), according to the Petersburg dictionary.
Since Vacaspatimis$ra had commented on the principal works of all these systems (with the exception of
Vaisesika) by 850 C.E., the view that these systems constitute a closely related whole had at least one
supporter by then. In the eleventh century drama Prabodhacandrodaya by Krsnamisra, one clearly
encounters the opinion that ultimate ends of the six darsanas have a common foundation.”* By the
advaitin Ramabhadra Diksita’s time (seventeenth or eighteenth century CE) this Hindu-centric view
seems fairly entrenched.

There is certainly a natural division between the ndastika, heterodox and astika, orthodox systems.
Halbfass suggests that Buddhism in particular has been “included, assimilated, superseded and at the

> The omission of the heterodox systems from

same time excluded and disregarded by Hindu thought.
the six darsanas can thus be considered a reflection of this tendency to focus on Hindu darsanas. The
neo-Hinduism movement, beginning with Rammohan Roy in the early nineteenth century can be

considered neo—Vedétnta,26 and thus inherits the inclusivist Vedic and Vedantic view which subsumes the

heterodox systems. For example, Vivekananda (1900) “desired to return the Indian world to its ‘pristine

299 b

purity’” based on its Vedic origins.”” He held Buddhism responsible for “the degeneration of Hinduism’

and at the same time used Buddhism “to demonstrate the universal reach and inclusivist power of

3 Halbfass (1988), p.368.

2% von Glasenapp, p.141: “Wann die Theorie, daB diese sechs Lehren gleichberechtigte Ausdrucksformen der auf die vedische
Offenbarung gegriindeten Weisheit sind, zuerst ausgekommen ist, 146t sich schwer feststellen. Der Ausdruck ,,dar§ana-Satka“
ist in brahmanischen Schriften erst in ziemlich spdten Werken belegt. [fn.20: “Das groB3e Petersburger Worterbuch fiihrt
Stellen aus der ,,Vetala-panca-vinshati und dem ,,Kularnavatantra®“ an.”]. Da Vacaspatimishra die Hauptwerke aller Systeme
(mit Ausnahme desjenigen des Vaisheshika) um 850 n.Chr. kommentierte, hat die Auffassung , daB sie ein
zusammengehoriges Ganzes bilden, damals jedenfalls schon in praxi einen Anhinger gehabt. In dem im 11. Jahrhundert
geschriebenen Drama ,,Der Mondaufgang der Erkenntnis“ (Prabodhacandrodaya) von Krishnamishra tritt die Meinung, dafl
die sechs Darshanas letzten Endes eine gemeinsame Grundlage haben, schon deutlich hervor.”

 Halbfass (1988), p.191.

2 Ibid., p.222.

7 Ibid., pp.234-5.



2% 1t would only be natural that the exclusively orthodox saddarsana enumeration gets

Hinduism.
reinforced by the proponents of neo-Hinduism.

In Buddhism too, we have the six heretical teachers whose arguments the Buddha refutes, for

example in the Sramanyaphala Sitra:

1. Maskart Gosaliputra 4. Ajita Kesakambala
2. Nirgrantha Jiatiputra 5. Kakuda Katyayana
3. Purana Kasyapa 6. Safijayl Vairattiputra

The number six has played a role since ancient times in the enumeration of metaphysical systems.
There are the six vedarigas, “limbs of the Veda,” grouped in pairs:*’

e For correct recitation:
1. siksa, the science of proper articulation, pronunciation and phonetics
2. chandas or chandoviciti, metre and prosody

e For proper understanding:
3. vyakarana, linguistic analysis or grammar
4. nirukta, explanation of difficult Vedic words

e For proper employment during sacrifices:
5. jyotisa, astronomy pertaining to determining the most auspicious days for sacrifices
6. kalpa, ceremonial or ritual code

Vedic “sciences” also occur in Kautilya’s list of “sciences” in his Arthasastra (1. 1)*° (c. 400 BCE):

e anviksiki, “investigative science”.’’

e trayi, the threefold science of the Vedas: reciting hymns, performing sacrifices, and
chanting.*

e vartta, science of trade and agriculture.

e dandaniti, science of government and politics.
If one were to count the frayt as three separate sciences, once again that brings the count to six.

(Interestingly however, the three sciences of the #rayi don’t directly correspond to the vedarigas unless

% Ibid., p.235.

¥ MW, s.v. vedariga.

30 Halbfass (1988), p.274: anviksiki trayt vartta dandanitis ca-iti vidyah.

3! This term has been considered equivalent to “philosophy,” as seen earlier in context of the discussion of what darsana
means.

2 MW, s.v. traya



one differentiates either the chanting or reciting of the #rayi to involve the vyakarana and nirukta of the

vedangas).

Madhustidana Saraswati (early sixteenth century), in his Prasthanabheda, lists eighteen (six times

three!) traditional “sciences,” vidya:

the four Vedas,

the six vedangas,

four “additional limbs,” upangas:
O mimamsa

0 nyaya
O purana
0 smirti

four additional Vedas, upavedas:

O ayurveda, the science of medicine,

O dhanurveda, the science of archery,

0 gandharvaveda, the science of music,

0 cither sastrasastra, the science of arms or sthapatyaveda, the science of architecture and
Silpasastra, the knowledge of arts.

Earlier, Bhasarvajiia (ca. 900 CE) had also proposed augmenting the list of fourteen vidyds (above list

minus the upavedas) with medicine, vaidyasastra and the Saivasiddhanta sectarian tradition for a total of

sixteen.** By counting Sastrasdastra, sthapatyaveda and Silpasastra individually instead of collectively,

the list can be made to consist of eighteen members.

An somewhat similar, older list of seventeen vidyas was enumerated in Chandogya Up. 7.1.2 (sixth

to fifth cent. BCE):>

1-

RSN RV

10.
11.
12.
13.

the four Vedas,

itihasapurana, the corpus of histories and ancient tales,
pitrya, ancestral rites,

rasi, mathematics,

daivam, soothsaying,

nidhi, the art of locating treasures,

vakovdakya, dialogue,

ekayana, monologues,’®

devavidya, the science of the gods,

brahmavidya, the science of ritual,

33 Halbfass (1988), pp.353-4.

** Halbfass (1991), pp.54-5.

3 Olivelle, pp.258-9.

3 Or possibly worldly wisdom per MW, s.v.



14. bhiitavidya, the science of spirits,

15. ksatravidya, the science of government (or military order per MW),

16. naksatravidya, the science of heavenly bodies (astronomy)

17. sarpadevajanavidya, the science of serpent beings
One could possibly make this enumeration conform to our expectations of some multiple of six by
breaking up itihasapurana into two separate vidyas but it would be hard to defend the existence of a field
of puranic study in the early upanisadic times. But one of the other sciences could be subdivided to make
the count of eighteen, for example ksatravidya into dhanurveda and nitisastra or the like. These last two
examples merely serve to illustrate that when working with numbers, it is easy to tweak these towards
where one can come up with a “neater” pattern. (More on this towards the end of this paper).

Does the Rg Veda hold any clues to the significance of the number six? An inspection of the
occurrence of sas, sar and other variations in a word-index to the RV>’ shows mention of the six
seasons,38 the six direc‘[ions,39 six burdens,40 a six-spoked wheel,41 Indra’s six horses,42 etc. There is
nothing that can be directly linked with the occurrence of the number “six” in connection with darsanas
in later times. However, we do find in RV 1.164.46 the significant utterance, ekam sad vipra bahuda
vadanti, which is cited by the proponents of orthodoxy to justify the inclusion of the heterodox systems.

While it is not possible to draw any definite conclusions regarding the significance of the
prevalence of the number six (or multiples of six) in various enumerations, certain observations can be
made:

1. When six systems are considered, their makeup varies and is not always exclusive to Hindu
darsanas. e.g. Buddhist Bhavaviveka’s MHK naturally includes Sravakayana and Yogacara,

Mtmamsa and Vedanta are counted separately; Cattanar’s Manimekhalai counts Lokayata and

Buddhism among the six systems considered, Nyaya and Vaisesika are counted separately; the Jaina

*7 Shastri (1963).

¥RV 1.23.15.

PRV 1.164.6, 2.13.10, 6.47.3, 10.14.16, 10.128.5.
0 bhara, RV 3.56.2.

TRV 1.164.12.
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Haribhadra Stri’s Saddarsanasamuccaya also treats Nyaya and VaiSesika separately, in addition to
the Buddhist and the Jaina systems. Further, Yoga and Vedanta are often considered to be part of the
Samkhya and Mimamsa systems respectively, for example in Cattanar’s Manimekhalai,
Haribhadra’s Saddarsanasamuccaya and Jayanta Bhatta’s Nyayamarijari.

Some doxographies such as Raghavananda’s Sarvamatasangraha, Madhava Sarasvati’s
Sarvadarsanakaumudr and pseudo-Sankara’s Sarvasiddhantasamgraha treat more than six systems,
first dividing them into heterodox and orthodox groups each containing three systems, and then
expanding each sub-group to six systems.

One notable exception to multiple-of-six rule is Madhava-Vidyaranya’s Sarvadarsanasangraha
which covers sixteen systems, treating Buddhism as a single system which is one of the usual three
heterodox systems. The usual six orthodox systems are also present, but besides Advaita Vedanta,
the variants Visistadvaita, Dvaita and Sabdadvaita are also covered. In addition four Saivite systems,
Pasupata, Saiva, Kasmira and Raseévara are also included.

The authors of the doxographies are predominantly either Jain (Haribhadra, Merutunga) or Advaitin
(Madhava-Vidyaranya, Madhava Sarasvati, pseudo-Sankara, Ramabhadra Diksita, Raghavananda).
We have two Buddhist compilations, Bhavaviveka’s MHK and Cattanar’s Manimekhalai in Tamil.**
“Whereas the Jaina doxograhies do not follow any recognizable schema in their presentation of the
six systems, the Advaita Vedanta doxographic texts are usually based upon a hierarchical
classification at whose apex stands the Vedanta” and at the nadir is either materialism

(Carvaka/Lokayata) or, when only orthodox vaidika teachings are considered, the

2RV 2.18.4.

* There is also Santaraksita’s Tattvasarigraha with a commentary, Pasijika by Kamalagila, both eight century CE.
Tattvasangraha “is a series of 26 critiques of the ‘realities’, i.e. supposed ultimate realities, first causes, categories and the
like as variously conceived by practically all the schools of philosophy, leaving unscathed only conditioned origination as
understood by Nagarjuna, along with Dharmakirti’s epistemology.” (Warder, p.205). This text contains a “richness of
doxographic information” (Halbfass, 1988, p.355).
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Nyﬁya-Vaiéesika.44 “The hierarchical arrangement of the systems implies a soteriological gradation
which assigns the followers of the lower (i.e. heterodox) doctrines an ethically and socially inferior

45
status.”

Halbfass says that “it is no accident that the doxographic literature developed within
Jainism and Advaita Vedanta. ... The two traditions claim to include and fulfill other doctrines — as a
perspectivistic or hierarchically subsuming inclusivism [respectively].”*® The Jaina doxologies,
however, typically do not present their own system last — in Haribhadra’s Saddarsanasamuccaya,
Jainism is the fourth of the six systems treated. Only Merutunga in his Saddarsananirnaya closes
with his own system, Jainism."*’

As seen earlier, certainly by the eighteenth century, saddarsana comes to be associated exclusively
with Hindu orthodox systems. The tradition of inclusivism or perspectivism (seen even in the
Buddhist context)™ is widely prevalent in Hinduism. In fact the purpose of the Advaita Vedanta
doxographies is to demonstrate how its view encompasses and transcends the teachings of the other,
lesser systems. The neo-Hinduism movement from the early nineteenth century onwards further
reinforces the focus on Hindu systems to the exclusion of the heterodox systems since it conveniently
supports the “modern nationalist assumptions about the underlying unity of Indian history”.*

As to the significance of the number six, while it is tempting to see a recurring pattern in its frequent
occurrence or of its multiple in various enumerations, one should desist from doing so. This present
examination, while no means comprehensive,” can only prove to be a self-fulfilling one — when one

is only looking at enumerations comprising of six members (or multiples thereof) it is very tempting

to numerically “fudge” the data to make other lists neatly fit this pattern (as I demonstrated above in

* Halbfass (1988), p.351.

* Ibid., p.368.

* Ibid., p.356.

7 1bid., p.352.

* The three “turnings of the wheel” by the Buddha to explain and reconcile Hinayana, Madhyamaka and Yogacara;
Bhavaviveka’s comment in the MHK 4.56, vedante ca hi yat sitktam tat sarvam Buddhabhasitam | drstantanyiunata tasmat
sandigdham va pariksyatam || (Gokhale, p.271).

* King, p.46.
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the cases of the Bhasarvajfia and Chandogya Upanisad lists of vidydas). If one were to do the same for
enumerations of lists comprising four or five or seven members, one will probably come up with
equally large sets of data. In the context of the darsanas, one can speculate that perhaps at an earlier
point, doxographers felt that covering six systems demonstrated a thoroughness, a certain breadth of
perspective and familiarity with other views. But why not five or seven instead, one can’t say.
Perhaps doxographers could not resist a pun, intentionally taking advantage of the phonological
similarity between sad, “six” and sad, “true”. We do see treatments such as the Buddhist MHK, the
Sarvasiddhantapravesaka (by an anonymous Jain author) and Ramabhadra Diksita’s
Saddarsanisiddhantasamgraha that effectively deal with seven systems,”' and
Madhava-Vidyaranya’s Sarvadarsanasangraha treats sixteen — if six is comprehensive, seven,
twelve or sixteen is even more so! Over time perhaps this recurrence of six systems in the
doxographical context takes on an aspect of historical convention, which isn’t hurt by the
(coincidental?) fact that both the heterodox and the orthodox systems can be further expanded out to
six systems each.

Thus the saddarsana classification can be thought of as a convenient starting point into the study of

Indian philosophy, a picture painted as it were in very broad strokes. But one needs to be aware of its

limitations and to pay attention to what is being included, what isn’t and why. One must not assume that

the dstika saddarsana developed independent of the nastika systems or that “Hindu” equals “Indian”.

99 52

To get a fuller picture, one has to fill in details pertaining to additional darsanas and relate them to what

one started with. This, I suppose, is how books on Indian philosophy come to be written!

0 For example, I could have also looked at the lists of six items in the Buddhist sarigiti suttas, in the Bhagavad Gita, in
Puranic literature, etc.

> The seventh in MHK is Bhavaviveka’s own Madhyamaka system; in the Sarvasiddhantapravesaka, it is the Lokdyata; and
in Saddarsanisiddhantasamgraha, grammar or vyakarana.

*? King, p.33.
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