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Abstract: In his influential work concerned with rational argumentation in defence
of Nyaya-Vaisesika theism, the Nyaya-kusumdriijali, Udayana (10th—11th cent.) makes
a puzzling claim that all seekers of purusdrtha, theist or not, worship God, albeit under
a different form or name. Included in the provided enumeration of different traditions of
Indian thought is the irreligious school of the Carvakas (also known as the Lokayatas),
declared by Udayana to be worshipping God as loka-vyavahara-siddha (lit. ‘(the)
established by common usage’). In this paper, I attempt to shed light on the meaning
behind both loka-vyavahara-siddha and the statement of universal worship as a whole.
Specifically, I argue that Udayana imposes on non-theists and atheists the need to
resort to (broadly understood) belief, and in the case of the Carvakas/Lokayatas this
is manifested in their acceptance of everyday inference warranted by mere common
usage. | reject the interpretations by Udayana’s commentators and by the modern
scholar of Indian materialism, Ramkrishna Bhattacharya.
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The present paper attempts to shed light on a passage from Udayana’s
(10th—11th cent.) Nyaya-kusumanjali (A Handful of Flowers of Logic, or The
Offering of Flowers that are Logical Arguments, henceforth NKus) wherein
the irreligious school of Indian thought commonly referred to as the Carvakas
or the Lokayatas (fl. around the 8th cent.)! is declared to be worshipping

" In this paper I refer to ‘the school of the Carvakas/Lokayatas’, although it should be noted

that while the former of the two names, carvaka, refers specifically to representatives of this
particular thought-current which flourished around the 8th cent., the name /okayata — used for
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loka-vyavahara-siddha, lit. ‘(the) established by common usage, or common
practice’. The passage belongs to an argument — which I shall refer to as the
statement of universal worship — per which doubt in the existence of God?
has no ground in as much as all of the many (religio-)philosophical Indian
traditions (as well as ‘even the artisans’) worship God, albeit under a different
form or name. The identity of the referent of loka-vyavahara-siddha is a major
problem to be addressed, which, however, ought not to be abstracted from
a broader conundrum, namely the fact that the Carvakas/Lokayatas have an
object of worship ascribed to them in the first place.

Ramkrishna Bhattacharya, a prolific scholar of Indian materialist thought,
has already attempted to clarify Udayana’s words in an essay entitled ‘What
Does Udayana Mean by lokavyavaharasiddha iti carvakah?’, included in his
2009 published collection of papers, Studies on the Carvaka/Lokayata. In
this succinct three-page essay, Bhattacharya dismisses the two interpretations
found in the commentaries: according to one, loka-vyavahara-siddha is
a qualification of a monarch, and according to the other, it points to idolatry.
The scholar, however, provides no explicit justification for his rejection of those
as he puts forward an interpretation of his own. Furthermore, Bhattacharya
refrains from consulting the most relevant source at his disposal, namely, the
NKus itself. As a result, he never actually answers the question he asks in the
title of his paper: ‘What does Udayana mean |[...]" (emphasis mine). Needless
to say, as an earlier take on the matter, Bhattacharya’s proposition comes below
under consideration.

1. The statement of universal worship

Composed by the renowned Nyaya-Vaisesika author Udayana, the NKus is
arevered and influential five-chapter verse-and-prose exercise in rational argu-
mentation in defence of Nyaya-Vaisesika theism.® The passage ‘identifying’
loka-vyavahara-siddha as the object of Carvaka/Lokayata worship is found
at the very beginning of the treatise. In order to (attempt to) make sense of
Udayana’s words it is imperative that we consider them as part of a broader
statement, and indeed of a more complex problem.

both the members of the school and the school itself — has a much longer (and an intricate)
history of usage. Thus, whenever I speak of the Carvakas/Lokayatas, the latter denomination is
used only in the meaning it shares with the former one. Throughout this paper, both names are
also used as adjectives.

1 consistently use the word ‘God’ written with a capital ‘G’ merely to refer to the notion of
a supreme being.

On the importance of Udayana’s contribution to the I$vara doctrine, see in particular
CHEMPARATHY 1972: 25-33; see also, e.g., BHATTACHARYA 1958: 37-42.
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Following the opening praise verse, Udayana states his primary objective
and elaborates on it:*

1.2. Here is ascertained the Supreme Self (paramdtman), whose worship
the wise hand down (d-\/mnd) as the path to heaven and liberation.

With regard to this [ascertainment of the Supreme Self], whence
does doubt (sandeha) come, [doubt] in [the existence of] this Lordly
Being whom [all those] striving to obtain a particular aim of human
life (purusdrtha) worship (upa-\as) — the Vedantins as one of pure and
enlightened nature; the Samkhyas as the perfected first knower; the
followers of Yoga as the untouched by afflictions, actions, fruitions and
residues [of former actions], who, having assumed the manifestation
body, reveals the Vedic tradition and bestows grace; the Mahapasupatas
as the independent and undefiled by what is opposed by people and
what is opposed by the Veda; the Saivas as Siva; the Vaisnavas as
the Supreme Person; the Pauranikas as the Grand-father; scholars of
the sacrifice as the Sacrificial Person; the Buddhists as the omniscient
one; the Digambaras as one without obstructions; the Mimamsakas as
one who is instructed to be worshipped; the Carvakas as the established
by common usage (loka-vyavahara-siddha iti carvakah); the Naiyayikas
as one who is endowed with what has been mentioned thus far; why say
more?, whom even the artisans worship as the Creator of All — and
whose authority (anubhava) is thus well-established (prasiddha) across
all of the world (@samsaram)?’, like in the case of birth, gotra, pravara,

4 NKus 11,1-20,4:

svargapavargayor margam amananti manisinah |

yad-upastim asav atra paramdatma niripyate || 1.2 ||
iha yady api yam kam api purusdrtham arthayamanah, suddha-buddha-svabhava ity
aupanisadah, adi-vidvan siddha iti kapilah, klesa-karma-vipakdsayair aparamprsto nirmana-
kayam adhisthaya sampradaya-pradyotako 'nugrahakas céti patanjalah, loka-veda-viruddhair
api nirlepah svatantras céti mahapasupatah, Siva iti Saivah, purusottama iti vaisnavah,
digambarah, upasyatvena desita iti mimamsakah, loka-vyavahara-siddha iti carvakah, yavad-
uktopapanna iti naiyayikah, kim bahuna, karavo ‘pi yam visva-karméty upasate, tasminn evam
Jjati-gotra-pravara-carana-kula-dharmddi-vad ~ asamsaram  prasiddhanubhave bhagavati
bhave sandeha eva kutah | kim niriipaniyam | tathdpi,

nydya-carcéyam isasya manana-vyapadesa-bhak |

upasanaiva kriyate Sravandnantaragata || 1.3 ||
Sruto hi bhagavan bahuSah Sruti-smrtitihdsa-puranesv idanim mantavyo bhavati, srotavyo
mantavya iti sruteh,
agamenanumanena dhyanabhyasa-rasena ca |
tridha prakalpayan prajiiam labhate yogam uttamam ||
iti smrtes ca ||
1 take asamsaram to be used in a spatial meaning, cf. Apte s.v. asamsara (MW gives temporal
expressions alone).
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Vedic branch, family duties, etc.? What is there to ascertain? Even
though [this is the case], still,

1.3. This logical inquiry (nydya-carcd) is carried out only as an act
of worship (upasand) of God, which (the act of worship) falls under
reflection (manana),® one that follows the hearing (sravana).

For the Lord, spoken of’ much in the Sruti, the Smrti, the Itihasas,
and the Puranas, comes now to be reflected upon, because [according
to] the Sruti, ‘[He] is to be heard, [He] is to be reflected upon’s, and
because [according to] the Smirti, ‘through scripture, through inference,
and through eagerness for repeated practice of meditation — cultivating
wisdom in [this] threefold manner, one attains the highest Yoga’.’

Subsequently, Udayana gives a brief presentation of those five objections to
the T$vara doctrine which he tackles in the five chapters (stabaka/stavaka, lit.
‘a bunch of flowers”) of his work.!” Following this, the investigation
commences.

The prose fragment which follows verse two of chapter one contains what
I refer to as Udayana’s statement of universal worship.!! While Udayana
primarily operates on the plane of rational apologetics, this statement does
not belong to this plane. It serves no purpose for Udayana’s proper inquiry.
That is, the statement does not prove the existence of this particular God
which Udayana seeks to establish, nor does it anticipate a later proper proof,
nor does it, lastly, defend the Tévara doctrine against any particular objection.
It is an obscure statement which, among other things, appears to claim that
the irreligious Carvakas/Lokayatas do worship God, or that the Buddhists’
reverence of the omniscient one (i.e., the Buddha) is, as implied, in principle

©  Lit. ‘which belongs to what is called reflection’ (manana-vyapadesa-bhaj), or ‘which partakes

of the designation of reflection’, as CHEMPARATHY 1972: 34 renders it.
7 Lit. ‘heard of” ($ruta).
This is a quotation from BAU, see below.
°  See YBh ad Yoga-siitra 1.48.
1% See NKus 29,1-40,2.
For George Chemparathy, this statement is in fact of the nature of a proof for the existence of
T$vara, one which the scholar considers to be ‘a historic or ethnological proof” (CHEMPARATHY
1972: 81). The major problem with this kind of proofs for the existence of God is that at best —
through the admission of fuzzy evidence and the leaving out of contradictory evidence — they
establish the ubiquitousness of religious worldview fiom which, then, a jump is made to an
illegitimate conclusion about the existence of God (‘if we all say it is so, then it must be so”).
This God is necessarily nameless, agenda-less, and so on, since different theist parties are free
to employ the very same argument (which speaks volumes of the theological value of such
proofs, let alone of their probative value).
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the same as the Saivas’ reverence of Siva. Taken at its face value, the statement
lumps non-theists and atheists with theists in some radical version of ‘we all
really pray to the same God’,'* which surely lays Udayana open to a formidable
attack already at the outset. In my view, the statement ought not to be read
literally, that is, as genuinely positing that God is worshipped by all. Rather,
the statement serves as a mockery of Udayana’s adversaries designed to please,
or even amuse, the author’s allies.

It is understandable that an ardent theist'® might want to cloak a logical
inquiry into the existence of God in the robes of a display of devotion. And
although Udayana need not conceal the rational character of his approach —
as he seeks, after all, to dispel criticism of theism on logical grounds — he
nonetheless gladly induces a particular delight in the theist auditor/reader. First
of all, he invokes the Upanisadic tripartite process of scriptural study — hearing
(Sravana), reflecting upon (manana), and meditating (nididhyasana)'* —
and identifies the logical inquiry, which the NKus verily consists in, with
said reflecting upon. The entirety of the treatise — and not just the occasional
prayers — is, then, made into an act of worship. Second, Udayana says there
is actually no reason for the undertaking of his investigation. He does not
explicitly declare God’s existence to be obvious. Instead, he suggests that
doubt in God’s existence is groundless, and — as Vardhamana (14th cent.)
remarks in his Prakasa on the NKus (NKusP) — doubt (sandeha=samsaya)
is one of the prerequisites of logical argumentation (nyaya-piirvdanga).’> The

12" 1t is one thing to claim that some/all theists worship the same God and a whole different thing
to announce unity of all truth-seekers — both godly and godless — under one God, especially
if the godless ones rebel at the idea. Cf., however, the following brief take on Udayana’s
statement by PHILLIPS 1997: 69:
[Udayana claims] that what each and every individual faction [emphasis
mine — SJK] sees as the Supreme [...], is nothing other than the one God [...].
[Cloncerning classical Nyaya, [...] nowhere that I know of does Udayana
or any Naiyayika produce a theology that synthesizes — or even seriously
attempts to synthesize — the diverse classical conceptions of a supreme
being or transcendent reality. My impression is that a vague theological
universalism was honored culturally, and that Udayana’s apparent
endorsement of it is mostly hand-waving.
I confess that I do not understand what ‘mostly hand-waving’ (emphasis mine) amounts to, that
is, whether Udayana — per Phillips’ understanding — does genuinely make this baffling (because
it includes non-theists and atheists) claim that God is universally worshipped, or does not (in
which case nothing about the point made by Udayana is being spoken of here).
And Udayana most certainly is one. On several occasions in the NKus he expresses, in inspired
words, his faith in and adoration for God. See CHEMPARATHY 1972: 29-30.
See BAU 2.4.5: atma va are drastavyah Srotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyo maitreyi | —
‘O MaitreyT, verily the Self is to be recognized: It is to be heard, It is to be reflected upon, It is
to be meditated upon.’
1S NKusP 14,15: sandeha eva nyaya-pirvangam kutah |
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point is not that there is no doubt (because, clearly, there is some), but that it
is preposterous that it is there, as it should not be since everyone ‘worships’
God. A strong indication that this is not to be read literally is found in the other
claim by Udayana, viz., that God’s authority is ‘well-established across all
of the world’. This claim is undeniably a mockery, which is signalled by the
consciously employed fallacious example of jati, gotra, pravara, carana, and
kula-dharma. These are all elements of the age-old social order the heterodox
traditions of Veda-deniers and home-forsakers opposed, and which they
ultimately failed to dismantle. In the times of Udayana, Brahmins, once facing
the dread of extinction, had long begun taking India back. The current was
certainly favourable, but the social order referred to here was by no means
‘well-established across all of the world’. This passage bears the marks of
ridicule, and suggests that the entire fragment adopts this very tone.

How are we, then, to read the statement of universal worship? A proposition
that immediately comes to mind is that what is worshipped is simply that which
is regarded in a particular worldview as supreme. In a theist tradition this is
God, whereas in non-theist and atheist traditions this could be, for instance, the
person of the founder or another teacher, or a teaching, a dogma, and so on.'*
But if this were the case, Udayana could not connect this kind of argument to
the question of reasonableness of doubt in the existence of God. Also, why
refer to the object of worship of, e.g., the Samkhyas obscurely as ‘the perfected
first knower’, and not simply as Kapila?'? Why refer to the god of the Saivas
as Siva, but to the god of the Vaisnavas as purusottama, ‘the Supreme Person’,
and not simply as Visnu?

In my view, these references are necessarily obscure, otherwise Udayana
could not make his point. The key to grasping the statement of universal worship
lies in the designation of the Naiyayika God as yavad-uktopapanna, ‘endowed
with what has been mentioned thus far’. This designation is puzzling, to be
sure. Varadaraja Misra (mid-12th cent.), the author of the Bodhani (NKusB),
a lengthy elaboration on the first three chapters of the NKus, puts forward two
possible interpretations:'®

This is how BRONKHORST 1983 understands the statement of universal worship. He writes
(p. 160): ‘Udayana’s point is clearly this, that everyone has something, or someone, whom he
considers highest and to be worshiped.’

That adi-vidvan siddha designates Kapila has been hinted by Kaviray 1923: 173, and decisively
shown by WEZLER 1969-1970.

NKusB 17,9-18,4: yavad-uktépapanno maya yani visesanany uktani tesu yavad upapannam
tenépapannah | yad va, yavad-uktena yatha-srutena na tu vyakhyatenépapannah.
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vavad-uktopapannah means either ‘with regard to the characteristics
(visesana) which have been mentioned by me [i.e., Udayana], so long as
[a particular characteristic] is fit (upapanna) [to describe God], with that
[characteristic He] is endowed (upapanna)’, or ‘endowed with yavad-
ukta, i.e., with what is handed down in the Sruti, and not endowed with
[those characteristics] which have been named [here by me]’.

The putting forward of those two interpretations betrays Varadaraja’s uncertainty
with regard to the meaning of Udayana’s words. According to Varadardja’s
first interpretation, Udayana is playing with two of the many meanings of the
participle upapanna, i.e., ‘endowed with, or possessed of”’, and ‘fit, or tenable’.
The second interpretation is self-explanatory. Both are certainly farfetched
propositions, attempts to escape the problem of the theologically challenging,
so to speak, ascribing of all of the mentioned characteristics to the same God."
The fact that the yavad-uktopapanna... passage occupies the final position
(the passage on the artisans is merely an additional witty remark) in this list
suggests a literal reading of yavad-ukta®.

The statement of universal worship is, thus, substantially different from
auniversalist ‘we all really pray to the same God’ declaration. Every mentioned
tradition other than Udayana’s worships a particular quality which belongs to
Udayana’s God. For instance, the Buddhists worship ‘the omniscient one’. For
the Buddhists, the quality of omniscience belongs to the Buddha. For Udayana,
it belongs to his God.?® The Vaisnavas worship the Supreme Person. For the
Vaisnavas, this is Visnu. For Udayana, this is his God. And so on. It is not
surprising that the only object of worship mentioned explicitly is Siva, because
this is the deity to which the author himself is devoted.

19 The yavad-uktopapanna... passage proved troublesome also to some of the translators of the
text. CoweLL 1864: 3 renders the passage as follows: ‘the followers of the Nyaya as Him
who is all that is said worthy of Him’, TIRTHA 1946: 2 translates: ‘the Logicians as he who
will be established by what is set forth (in this work)’, and POTTER 1977: 558 in his summary
of chapters 14 has: ‘the Naiyayikas as He who is about to be spoken of here’. Closer to
the meaning of the Sanskrit text, but at the same time cautiously vague, is the translation by
CHEMPARATHY 1972: 82: ‘the Naiyayikas as one endowed with all (those attributes) that have
been ascribed (to him)’. Kaviras 1923: 166, clearly following Varadaraja’s lead, renders the
passage as follows: ‘the Naiyayikas as the Being who is endowed with all the attributes (among
those mentioned above) which befit Him’. In his very free (and aimed at the popular reader)
translation, DRAvID 1996: 4 renders the passage in a similar fashion: ‘if he is a Nyaya scholar
he thinks of God as a Being who is endowed with only those of the above-mentioned attributes
which can be rationally ascribed to Him’. Also, it should be noted that in his commentary
on the various attributes enumerated by Udayana, Kaviraj fails to elaborate on the meaning
of yavad-uktopapanna. This passage, as well as loka-vyavahara-siddha iti carvakah, is
regrettably passed over by Kaviraj in silence.

20" What the quality of omniscience actually entails in Buddhism is irrelevant for the argument.
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The inclusion of non-theists and atheists in the statement of universal
worship is no longer problematic. What, then, does Udayana actually mean by
‘worshipping’ (upa-\ds)?

All of the mentioned traditions come together under a common denominator
in the kam api purusdartham arthayamanah passage, which I render as ‘striving
to obtain a particular aim of human life’. The classical Indian concept of
purusdrtha distinguishes four aims of human life, or better: four objects the
pursuit of which is beneficial to human existence. These four are wealth
(artha), pleasure (kama), righteousness (dharma), and liberation (moksa).
Now, should the Saivas’ worship of Siva be principally the same as ‘worship’
of loka-vyavahara-siddha (whatever that is) by the irreligious Carvakas/
Lokayatas, then worship per se, tied to a shared strive for purusdrtha, is
reduced to pragmatism. Surely, this is not what Udayana wishes to convey. It
is rather, that in the eyes of Udayana, atheists and non-theists have fo resort to
what is referred to as worship in order to pursue the obtainment of their goals.?!

To my understanding, by way of making all of the traditions draw from
the pool of godly attributes, Udayana suggests that they operate, intentionally
or not, within the realm of belief, i.c., of taking certain things on faith, or
appealing to the suprarational. In this way, his argument is similar to some
theists” well-known method of throwing an atheist off guard by declaring the
latter a believer in disbelief. The intention of such a declaration is to push
the claims of a ‘self-proclaimed anti-irrationalist’ beyond the realm of the
rational, and to argue that a definitive rejection of God’s existence requires
the same thing atheists demand from theists, i.e., evidence.’” It is, thus,
unreasonable for the Buddhists or the Carvakas/Lokayatas to doubt the
existence of God, because, per Udayana’s argument, they nonetheless accept
the suprarational.

All things considered, the loka-vyavahara-siddha iti carvakah passage
ought not to be abstracted from the broader context. It belongs to a fragment

2l KaviRaT 1923: 168 puts forward another interpretation: ‘What [Udayana] means to say is that
whatever fruit a man may desire comes really from God, so that in whatever form he may
worship, the giver of his fruit is verily God Himself. It is immaterial whether the worshipper
consciously resorts to Him or is even theoretically opposed to His existence, but, the fact is that
it is God, and God alone, so Udayana thinks, who responds to the prayer.” This interpretation
is, in my opinion, significantly problematic. The obvious response from the adversary is this:
‘if God is to grant me moksa irrespective of my beliefs and doings, why not remain, say,
a Carvaka?’” Worship becomes meaningless.

This is how the employers of this argument see it. For the atheist, the rejection of God’s
existence comes down to a refusal to accept something for which one cannot present any
rational proof.

22
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designed to deride Udayana’s adversaries, and the choice to indirectly refer to
the (alleged) objects of worship is consciously made. Loka-vyavahara-siddha
might not, thus, constitute a qualification which best describes whatever it
is that Udayana alludes to as the object of the Carvaka/Lokayata ‘worship’,
just like, for instance, sarvajiia is not the most important characteristic of the
Buddha. This surely comes to further complicate the search for the Carvaka/
Lokayata ‘God’. On the other hand, if the above interpretation holds true,
we may now expect loka-vyavahara-siddha to be a passable description of
God — even though it may seem a rather problematic qualification® — and to be
something to be ‘worshipped’ in the above-explained sense.

2. On Varadaraja MiSra’s propositions

As mentioned earlier, two interpretations of the loka-vyavahara-siddha iti
carvakah passage are found in the commentarial literature. According to one,
it is a king who is established by common usage. According to the other, it is
an idol. Both propositions are offered as alternatives by Varadaraja:**

‘(The) established by common usage’ = either the visible (drsyamana,
‘being now seen’) king and the like, or an idol in a four-armed or other
form.

BHATTACHARYA 2009: 159-160 mentions six other commentators, posterior to
Varadaraja, who either reproduce both alternatives, or follow the second one.?

Varadaraja’s weighing in of two possible readings proves his uncertainty.
Bhattacharya’s understanding is that the commentator is simply not sure of
Udayana’s intention, which is why he produces two propositions he regards
as ‘equally appropriate to the context and/or equally logical’ (BHATTACHARYA
2009: 160). But in my opinion, the uncertainty pertains in the first place to
a different issue. To explain, what is clear in Varadaraja’s dilemma, is that he
seeks to identify loka-vyavahara-siddha with something that the Carvakas/
Lokayatas can connect with without making them turn their thoughts to

2 1t certainly proved as such to Kaviraj, as the loka-vyavahara-siddha... passage is swapped in
his translation with the yavad-uktopapanna... passage, so that yavad-ukta® does not at any
rate include this particular qualification. Kaviray 1923: 166: ‘[...] the Naiyayikas as the Being
who is endowed with all the attributes (among those mentioned above) which befit Him, the
Charvakas as One whose authority is established by the convention of the world [...].” Dravid
does the same thing, presumably following Kaviraj’s lead. Clearly, for Kaviraj it does not
‘befit’ God. This switching of places, however, cannot be justified.

NKusB 17.9: loka-vyavahara-siddho rajadir drsyamanas catur-bhujadi-riipa pratima va |
The earlier-mentioned Vardhamana belongs to the latter group (see NKusP 17,13: lokéti yatha
loke vyavahriyate catur-bhujdady-upeta-dehavan na tv adrsya ity arthah |).

24
25
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something suprasensual. So what can a Carvaka/Lokayata worship, in some
way, that is perceptible? A king, surely. The highest authority on this earth
is the highest authority in all of existence, because this earth is the sum of
all existence. So why consider this wild possibility that Udayana ascribes
religious practice to the members of an unequivocally irreligious school,
claiming they worship idols? In my view, this is because Varadaraja is not only
unsure as to what loka-vyavahara-siddha designates, but he struggles with the
interpretation of the meaning of worship in Udayana’s statement.

The king interpretation is, obviously, the more sensible interpretation. But
for this interpretation to work, Udayana needs to refer to any kind of worship.
And if that is the case, then why bring up the issue of doubt in the existence of
God? Is it, then, religious worship? If so, why bring the Carvakas/Lokayatas
into the argument? The idol interpretation seems to me a desperate way to
fit the Carvakas/Lokayatas into the thus understood statement of universal
worship.

For the evaluation of those two propositions it is a crucial observation,
because the strength of each of these propositions is now not only diminished
by the fact they are presented as alternatives, but also by a greater uncertainty.
Simply speaking, Varadaraja is not sure of either the meaning or the context.

We can safely discard the idol interpretation. The fact that some of the
other commentators have favoured this proposition is truly flabbergasting
and it bears witness to just how misconceived the ‘mysterious’ school of the
Carvakas/Lokayatas might have been to (some of) the later authors.”® The
trouble with the king interpretation, in turn, is that loka-vyavahara-siddha can
hardly describe a king.

Loka-vyavahara (loka®, ‘common, worldly, ordinary, etc.” + °vyavahara,
‘usage, convention, practical activity, transaction, etc.”) is a commonly
encountered term used in a variety of authors and contexts. For instance, in
discussions on the use of language, it denotes ‘ordinary transactions’ pertaining
to the meaning in which words are used, or ordinary language,”” whereas in the
Madhyamika Buddhist literature, loka-vyavahara-satya equals samvrti-satya,
‘conventional truth’.?® The term denotes general ‘truths’ of the everyday world,
everyday practices, certain agreements among people, and so on. ARNOLD 2005:

26 Or perhaps the commentators simply preferred not to confess to uncertainty/ignorance, and
instead gave a dubious, or even nonsensical, answer to the problem, but still an answer.

27 Cf., e.g., KATSURA 2011: 131.

28 Cf,, e.g., GARFIELD 2015: 57-58.
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416417 remarks: ‘the term also has an eminently mercantile connotation that
I think is nicely captured by “business as usual”’. Now, kingship is hardly
a matter of everyday practice, and a king does not become one customarily,*
nor is he proven to exist based on a common agreement that he is real, or that
kings in general are real. Should he be spoken of as real in contrast to God,
who — in the Carvaka/Lokayata — is not real, would he not be established as
existent simply by means of perception?

The king interpretation seems at first to be supported by a fragment
from Madhava’s (14th cent.) famous doxographic work, the Sarva-darsana-
sangraha (SDS), which contains a well-known presentation of the Carvaka/
Lokayata tradition acknowledged as a comprehensive system of thought
(darsana).’® Madhava says:*!

From this it follows that [in the Carvaka/Lokayata] the only hell is
[earthly] suffering, [which is] caused by thorns and such; the Supreme
Lord (paramésvara) is the world-established (loka-siddha) king; [and]
liberation is the annihilation of the body.

Dealing briefly with the /loka-vyavahara-siddha iti carvakah passage,
BRONKHORST 1983: 160 follows the king interpretation, and, elaborating on
the issue, he refers to the above fragment from Madhava. I shall argue that
Madhava’s words ought not to be read as validating the king interpretation.
Rather, as I wish to suggest, Madhava (assuming that he is the author of the

2 Even in the Ganges River Valley oligarchies of mid-first millennium BCE an elected king could
hardly have been spoken of as established by a common agreement, i.e., an agreement of loka,
people in general.
The presentation makes up the first chapter of the SDS. It is an evidence of limited reliability.
Madhava openly ridicules the subject of his exposition, produces no Carvaka/Lokayata names
or titles of works, and offers a rather simplistic review of selected positions. It is, however,
possible that this presentation simply reflects the notion of the Carvaka/Lokayata prevalent in
Madhava’s times (suffice to say, composing as late as in the 14th cent., Madhava finds himself
reconstructing, in a way, the school of the Carvakas/Lokayatas, and in doing so he inexorably
relies on others’ testimonies). Although it should be noted that in the Tarka-rahasya-dipika
(TRD) on Haribhadra’s (8th cent.) Sad-darsana-samuccaya (SDS), Madhava’s semi-
contemporary Gunaratna shows significantly less moderation, to put it mildly, in his treatment
of this subject, for instance, when he ascribes a fais-ce-que-tu-voudras life philosophy to the
Carvakas/Lokayatas by making some truly preposterous references to various carnal practices,
some of them illicit, other undertaken on a particular day of the year (see TRD 451,2-3).
SDS 6,1-2: ata eva kantakddi-janyam duhkham eva narakah | loka-siddho raja paramésvarah |
dehécchedo moksah | Cf. also Madhava’s versification of this statement given a little further
into the text (SDS 6,6-7,2):

kantakadi-vyatha-janyam duhkham niraya ucyate ||

loka-siddho bhaved raja pareso naparah smrtah |

dehasya naso muktis tu na jiianan muktir isyate ||
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above-quoted statement and he does not in fact draw here from another text)
paraphrases Udayana and the king interpretation.®

The Carvakas/Lokayatas do not admit the existence of other-worldly and
suprasensual entities. According to Madhava, should they make use of such
terms as ‘hell’, ‘God’, or ‘liberation’ — which regularly signify or relate to
other-worldly and transcendent entities constructed in other traditions — the
only designations of those could be this-worldly and perceptible entities. And
so the sole candidate for the referent of paramésvara is the king, holding
power over all of this-worldly entities. But if all of those mentioned entities —
suffering, the king, death of the body — are this-worldly entities, and the whole
point of this fragment is to highlight this rejection of the intangible, why would
Madhava indicate this-worldliness explicitly only in the case of the king? Loka-
siddha is a redundant qualification. And all this assumes that loka-siddha more
or less conveys the meaning of this-worldliness and perceptibility. I render
the tat-purusa as neutrally as possible, i.e., ‘world-established’ (Bronkhorst:
‘established in the world”), but the compound generally carries such meanings
as ‘commonly accepted’, or ‘generally established’, and in some contexts it is
used in the meaning of ‘pre-existent in the world’. Now, confer Cowell and
Gough’s attempt to make good sense of the compound in their translation of
loka-siddho raja paramésvarah as ‘[sJupreme is the earthly monarch whose
existence is proved by all the world’s eyesight’ (COWELL and GOUGH 1882:
4). Why, of all of those three entities mentioned, i.e., suffering, the king,
and the death of the body, would a king need to be spoken of as admitted to
actually exist?

The only explanation for the describing of r@jan as loka-siddha that
seems plausible to me is that Madhava, collecting the bits and pieces on the
Carvakas/Lokayatas for the sake of his doxographic presentation, drew from
the passage from the NKus, which, read literally, claims that the Carvakas/
Lokayatas worship loka-vyavahara-siddha as their ‘supreme being’, and
according to some of the commentaries, this is likely the person of the king.
The fact that the middle member of the compound loka-vyavahara-siddha is
elided here does not speak against the proposition that Madhava draws from
Udayana. The elision might be made in an attempt to make better sense of
the king interpretation (as explained, a king is hardly loka-vyavahara-siddha).

32 Given the import of Udayana’s treatise on Indian philosophy, it is hardly surprising that
Madhava, another eminent Indian thinker, knows it and comes under its influence. The NKus is
quoted verbatim on a few occasions in the SDS (see, e.g., SDS 17,1; 20,7-8), and several times
in his work Madhava mentions explicitly the NKus and/or Udayana (see, e.g., SDS 254,9-10;
278,4), whom at one point he declares to be an Acarya of glory, or fame (kirti), known to all
(SDS 235,8-9: visva-vikhyata-kirtir udayandcaryo...).
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The result, loka-siddha, nonetheless remains an unfortunate qualification. The
wording of this fragment as I see it — bizarre and needlessly troublesome — is
not coincidental.

On a side note, of Varadaraja’s two propositions, the idol interpretation is
the only one that can be argued to work on the semantic level. An idol is indeed
something agreed on as a representation of a particular deity. Without this
particular usage, it is only an ordinary object devoid of religious significance.

3. On Ramkrishna Bhattacharya’s proposition

The propositions by Udayana’s commentators are dismissed by BHATTACHARYA
2009: 159-161. In an attempt to elucidate the loka-vyavahara-siddha iti
carvakah passage, the scholar first evokes the distinction between two types
of logical reason (hefu) — commonly well-established (loka-prasiddha) and
established in treatises (fantra-siddha) — spoken of by Udbhata Bhatta (ca.
800), as recorded in the Sydd-vada-ratnakara (SVR) of Vadideva Siri (12th
cent.). Udbhata Bhatta was an ingenious author with suspected ties both to
the Carvakas/Lokayatas and to Nyaya. He was likely also a grammarian and
is, perhaps, identical to a drama scholar by the same name. In connection
to the Carvakas/Lokayatas, Udbhata is mentioned by name in one other
text, the Nyaya-manjari-granthi-bhanga (NMGBh) of Cakradhara (ca. 11th
cent.), being a commentary on the Nyaya-marfijari of Jayanta Bhatta (ca.
9th cent.), who, according to Cakradhara, refers to Udbhata implicitly on
several occasions.™

The passage from the SVR, which Bhattacharya quotes in an abridged
form, records Udbhata’s original interpretation of the famous aphorism by
the Carvaka/Lokayata Purandara on the secondariness of inference. The
(unabridged) passage is as follows:**

3 On Udbhata(s) see in particular SOLOMON 1977-1978, BRONKHORST 2008; see also BRONNER
2016. For Udbhata’s reinterpretations of Carvaka/Lokayata aphorisms, see NMGBh 43,5-9
and 197,6-7, SVR 1087,1-3.

SVR 265,19-266,8: yat tu (1 leave yat tu untranslated) tenaiva parama-lokayatam-manyena
loka-vyavaharaika-paksa-patina loka-prasiddha-dhimddy-anumanani puras-krtya sastriya-
svargddi-sadhakanumanani  niracikirsata — pramanasyagaunatvad — (Ed.:  pramanasya
gaunatvad) anumanad artha-niscayo durlabha iti paurandaram sitram purvdcarya-
vyakhyana-tiras-karena vyakhyanayatédam abhihitam | hetoh svasadhya-niyama-grahane
prakara-trayam istam darsanabhyam avisistabhyam darsanena visistanupalabdhi-sahitena
bhityo-darsana-pravrttya ca loka-vyavahara-patitaya | tatradyena grahanépayena ye hetor
gamakatvam icchanti tan pratidam sitram | loka-prasiddhesv api hetusu vyabhicarddarsanam
asti tantra-siddhesv api tena vyabhicarddarsana-laksana-guna-sadharmyatas tantra-siddha-
hetiunam tatha-bhavo vyavasthapyata iti gaunatvam anumanasya | avyabhicardavagamo

34
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This same [Udbhata], who fancies himself a superior Lokayata [and]
who favours common usage (loka-vyavahara)®, accepts inferences
from smoke and other commonly well-established [logical reasons®
and] wishes to repudiate inferences taught in treatises, which (the
inferences) establish heaven and such things. [He] sets aside the
earlier teachers’ (pirvdcarya) elaboration on Purandara’s aphorism:
‘Ascertainment of an object by means of inference is impossible
(durlabha, lit. ‘hard to obtain’), because a means of valid cognition
is not secondary’, and elaborating [on it in a new way, he] says: ‘In
the grasping of invariable concomitance (niyama = vyapti) between
logical reason and its [property] to be proved (sadhya), three modes
are admitted: (1) by two unqualified perceptions, (2) by a perception
together with a qualified non-apprehension, and (3) through the process
of repeated observation (bhityo-darsana), which falls under common
usage (loka-vyavahara).’” This aphorism [of Purandara] is directed
against those who admit logical reason as indicative (gamaka)®®
based on the first of those modes of grasping. Deviation (vyabhicara)
is not observed even with regard to commonly established logical
reasons (loka-prasiddho hetu), therefore [it is not observed] also with
regard to logical reasons established in treatises (fantra-siddha-hetu),
[and] based on [the fact that] they share the quality which consists
in non-observation of deviation, it is established that logical reasons
established in treatises are of this nature (i.e., are indicative). This is
why inference is secondary. For comprehension of non-deviation in the
case of common logical reasons (laukika-hetu) is instrumental (nimitta)
in [the obtaining of] comprehension of the inferred, [but] it is not [so] in
the case of logical reasons established in treatises. Thus, comprehension
of objects which are not directly cognized by the senses (paroksdrtha)
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hi laukika-hetinam anumeydvagame nimittam sa ndsti tantra-siddhesv iti na tebhyah
paroksdrthavagamo nyayo ‘ta idam uktam anumanad artha-niscayo durlabha ititi |
Loka-vyavaharaika-paksa-patin, lit. ‘falling (patin) to the side of an argument (eka-paksa)
[which admits] common usage’.

Solomon reads loka-prasiddha® as qualifying °anumanani: ‘keeping in view the well-known
popular inferences from smoke, etc.” (SoLomoN 1977-1978: 986), which is by no means
an incorrect interpretation, cf. loka-prasiddham anumanam in the fragment from Purandara
quoted in the Tattva-sangraha-paiijika (see below). To my understanding, an inference from
a logical reason which is commonly established is exactly this, i.e., a ‘commonly well-
established’ inference.

In other words, the process of repeated observation is classifiable as common usage. Cf.,
however, SoLoMON 1977-1978: 986: ‘and by the process of repeated perception as found
in worldly behaviour’.

Le., indicative of the property to be proved, in other words, one that does lead to the
comprehension of the property to be proved.
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is not proper, for which reason [Purandara] says [that] ascertainment
of an object by means of inference is impossible.’

In his paper, Bhattacharya also quotes a passage from Purandara which has
survived in the Tattva-sangraha-panjika (TSP) of Kamalasila (ca. 740-795),
being a commentary on Santaraksita’s (ca. 725-788) Tattva-sangraha.®
Kamalasila says:*°

Purandara said: ‘Commonly well-established inference (loka-
prasiddham anumana) is accepted by the Carvakas as well. However,
rejected [by us] is that [kind of] inference which is declared [to be
a means of valid cognition] by some [thinkers] who have transgressed
the worldly path (laukiko marga).’

The transgression of the worldly path is to be understood as recourse to
inferences which establish the existence of imperceptible objects such
as heaven or soul. Both Purandara and Udbhata juxtapose the empirical
(inferences which deal with perceptible objects, and thus allow their results to
be verified by perception) with the purely theoretical (inferences ‘established
in treatises’, i.c., operating within the realm of philosophical speculation which
escapes empirical confirmation). The various interpretations of Purandara’s
aphorism, or the so-called Paurandara-siitra, have been dealt with by FRANCO
1991. 1 shall at this point refer only to the scholar’s conclusions to his own
proposition, which is based on both the aphorism and the passage quoted by
Kamalasila. FRANCO 1991: 159 writes:

[TThe siitra’s aim is not to discard inference altogether, but to limit its
scope to worldly affairs. By denying inference an independent status,
that is, by emphasizing its dependence (gauna) on perception, Purandara
wanted to restrict the field of operation (visaya) of inference to that of
perceptible objects. This is probably the most significant contribution
of Purandara to the Lokayata (at least it is the one for which he is
remembered) [...].

Based on the above-quoted two fragments from Udbhata and Purandara,
BHATTACHARYA 2009: 160 remarks that loka-vyavahara-siddha ‘is a term
used to distinguish between two kinds of probanses’. But in neither of the
fragments produced by Bhattacharya does the compound loka-vyavahara-

3 The passage from Purandara, which is a prose one, is quoted in the commentary on verses 1481—
82 of the Tattva-sangraha (Chapter 18. Anumana-pariksa, or ‘Examination of Inference”).

40 TSP 431,26-27: purandaras tv (1 leave tv untranslated) aha | loka-prasiddham anumanam
carvakair apisyata eva | yat tu kaiscil laukikam margam atikramydnumanam ucyate tan
nisidhyata iti |
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siddha actually appear. Perhaps, the scholar actually has loka-vyavahara in
mind.*! Ultimately, Bhattacharya proposes to translate loka-vyavahara-siddha
as ‘what is established in worldly practice, i.e., perceptible and hence followed
by all in actual life’. However, he does not specify who or what the intended
referent in the passage from Udayana is. In his view, the Carvaka/Lokayata
‘God’ in Udayana is ‘their insistence on perception: whatever is not and cannot
be perceived in this world is rejected by them’ (BHATTACHARYA 2009: 161).

Aside from the loka-vyavahara-siddha iti carvakah passage, the NKus is
not consulted by Bhattacharya. Instead, in an attempt to elucidate the meaning
of loka-vyavahara-siddha, the scholar elects to reference two popular maxims:
‘The worldly path should be followed’ (laukiko margo ’nusartavyah), and
‘With respect to common usage, an ignorant and a scholar are the same’
(loka-vyavaharam prati sadrsau bala-panditau).* Both maxims are found in
the opening passages of the Tattvopaplava-simha (TUS) of Jayarasi Bhatta
(fl. ca. 800).* They are accepted as Carvaka/Lokayata fragments by NAMAI
1996: 9, who takes the two sentences to be a single verse. Franco, however,
argues that the second of the maxims recorded by Jayarasi is not a Carvaka/
Lokayata fragment, as it is also quoted twice in the Vyomavati by the Vaisesika
Vyomasiva, and never in a Carvaka/Lokayata context.** Bhattacharya does
refer to these remarks by Franco. Said remarks and the fact that Bhattacharya
does not acknowledge Jayarasi as a Carvaka/Lokayata do not stop the Indian
scholar from elucidating his proposition through the lens of, i.a., indeed
popular maxims.

On the contrary, Bhattacharya removes loka-vyavahara from the religio-
philosophical plane by reducing it to a certain general commonsensical
approach universally followed regardless of one’s worldview, as it constitutes
the foundation of everyday activity (for instance, even if one considers food to
be ultimately unreal, one still has to eat).** An example of this kind of common
everyday practice is found by Bhattacharya in the Buddhist conventional
truth (samvrti-satya, sometimes referred to as loka-vyavahara-satya). The

4" Inadifferent paper, included in the same 2009 collection of essays, Bhattacharya confuses loka-

vyavahara with loka-vyavahara-siddha, claiming first, that the former has been interpreted by
Udayana’s commentators as referring to either a king, or an idol, and second, that common
usage ‘suits the context better’ (BHATTACHARYA 2009: 151).

42 BHATTACHARYA 2009: 160-161.

4 TUS 68,4-8: uktam ca paramartha-vidbhir api laukiko margo ’nusartavyah a. . . | loka-
vyavaharam prati sadysau bala-panditau || ity-adi |

4 See FrANCO 1994: 42-44, 299.

4 See his remark given in a different article, ‘Perception and Inference’, included in the same
collection of essays: ‘Excepting the extreme idealists [...], all systems of philosophy in India
accept the validity of the worldly way’ (BHATTACHARYA 2009: 59).
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idea of a provisional level of reality is, however, fundamentally different
from the approach of an ontological realist, let alone from some practice
which is common to both scholars and ignorants. My major problem with this
proposition is that a supposedly universally followed approach does not relate
to the distinction of two logical reasons in the Carvakas/Lokayatas. If anything,
it only implies that the same things are loka-vyavahara-siddha for all.*6

Finally, Bhattacharya refers to Madhava’s loka-siddho raja paramésvarah
passage, proposing that it alludes to the same idea the two maxims refer to. The
scholar argues that /oka-siddha conveys in Madhava that the king is existent
because he is perceived, while the gods are non-existent because they are not
perceived.”” With this remark Bhattacharya nolens volens assigns plausibility
to the king interpretation. And this begs two questions: why does Bhattacharya
dismiss the king interpretation after all?, and why are we to dismiss it in favour
of his problematic proposition?

4. Everyday inference as God

A major problem with our sources on the Carvakas/Lokayatas is their
reliability. Adversaries of the universally denounced tradition of thought
(may have) resorted to distortion, simplification, twisting, confusion, etc.,
of Carvaka/Lokayata positions. And given that some of the available source
material is based on second-hand testimony, even a doxographer with the
best of intentions may have simply misunderstood the discussed matter, or
relied on dubious or plainly bogus sources. There is no certainty that Udayana
possessed sufficient comprehension of Carvaka/Lokayata positions to be able
to represent their views accurately. Thus, in the examining of the meaning of
Udayana’s passage we must first look into Udayana’s account of the Carvaka/
Lokayata. Based on other fragments from the NKus, I shall argue now that
loka-vyavahara-siddha in the discussed passage refers to the kind of inference
which was accepted in (some representatives of) the school of the Carvakas/
Lokayatas as carrying out cognitive function without being a pramana. Namely,
this inference is the perceptually verifiable everyday inference referred to by
Purandara as commonly well-established inference, or by Udbhata as inference
from commonly well-established logical reasons.

46 On a different note, how does the notion of common usage referred to, i.a., by a Vaisesika
author shed light on the significance of common usage in the Carvakas/Lokdyatas (especially
given that this significance manifests itself in epistemological critique, as attested in the SVR)?

47 Again, are suffering and the death of the body not real?
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As mentioned earlier, an interpretation of the meaning behind /loka-
vyavahara-siddha in Udayana must meet two requirements to be at least
compatible with my elaboration on the statement of universal worship. First,
loka-vyavahara-siddha must make some sense when used to refer to God, and
second, the compound must denote an entity the acceptance of which makes
the Carvaka/Lokayata appeal to the suprarational. In the NKus, Udayana
evokes the term loka-vyavahara in the context of the Carvakas/Lokayatas
on two occasions: first, in a brief fragment which partly serves to mock the
irreligious school, and then again in a fictitious exchange with a Carvaka/
Lokayata adversary concerned with inference. One fragment confirms the
meeting of one of the requirements, and the other confirms the meeting of
the other one. I shall begin with the fragment from the discussion with the
Carvaka/Lokayata adversary.

In a prose fragment preceding verse six of chapter three, Udayana’s
Carvaka/Lokayata adversary states a rule (nyaya) for the determining of the
existence or non-existence of things:*®

[The adversary:] ‘What is not apprehended, that does not exist. The
opposite (i.e., what is apprehended) exists. And [entities] such as God
are not like that (i.e., are not apprehended). Therefore they do not exist.
This alone [serves as] the rule [for the determining of existence or non-
existence of things.] One may object that in this way inference and
other [means of valid cognition except for perception]* are destroyed.
[But this is] not [an applicable objection, because for us] there is
nothing wrong with that.>® [Again,] one may object that common usage
(loka-vyavahara) is thus annihilated. [But it is] not [right], because it
(i.e., common usage) is established based on assumption (sambhavana)
alone, and because there is a false notion of cognitive validity based on
agreement [of what was expected with what has been cognized].’

Udayana replies:™!

48 NKus 334,2-6: yan népalabhyate tan ndsti | viparitam asti | na césvarddayas tatha | tato
na santity etad eva nyayah (Ed.: jyayah) | evam anumanddi-vilopa iti cet | nédam anistam |
tatha ca loka-vyavahardccheda iti cet | na sambhavana-matrena tat-siddheh samvadena ca
pramanydabhimanad iti |
The expression ‘inference etc.” never includes perception. Literally, anumanddi translates
into ‘beginning with inference’, and in any enumeration of pramanas perception comes first,
followed by inference.
Nédam anistam, lit. ‘this is not undesired’.
NKus 334,9-335,3: atrocyate

drsty-adrstyoh kva sandeho bhavabhava-viniscayat |

adrsti-badhite hetau pratyaksam api durlabham || 3.6 ||
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To this [we] say:

3.6. When [a thing] is either observed or not observed, whence
[could] doubt come from? [There can be none,] because [you posit]
determination of existence and non-existence [of things merely
based on their observation and non-observation. Furthermore,] even
perception is [thus] impossible, because its cause is invalidated by non-
observation.™

For assumption is nothing but [a form of] doubt.*®* And therefore, when
there is [doubt in the form of assumption], there is usage. But where
could this [doubt] itself come from? [In your system, there cannot be
doubt in the form of assumption,] because upon observation [of an entity
its] existence is ascertained, and upon non-observation [of an entity
its] non-existence is determined. For instance, a wretched (varaka®*)
Carvaka who has left [his] house would not return. Instead, he would
cry, beating his chest, defeated by sorrow, because [not observing] his
children, wife and property, he would have determined [that they] do
not exist [anymore].

In the adversary’s statement, what is meant by the destruction of inference
and so on is that those means of valid cognition are denied cognitive validity
(pramanya); and what is meant by the annihilation of common usage, is that

it

is rendered untenable. But for the Carvakas/Lokayatas common usage is not

untenable. Inference grounded in common usage is of pragmatic value to us,
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sambhavana hi sandeha eva | tasmac ca vyavaharas tasmin sati syat | sa eva tu kutah | darsana-
dasayam bhava-niscayat | adarsana-dasayam abhavavadharanat | tatha ca grhad bahir-gatas
carvako varako na nivarteta | praty uta putra-dara-dhandady-abhavavadharanat soras-tadam
Soka-viphalo vikroset |

The argument is that if we cannot observe our faculties of sight, hearing, etc., we should not see,
hear, etc., because those faculties are, as per the absurd consequence, not there. Cf. Varadaraja’s
elaboration: ‘Not only are inference and other [means of valid cognition impossible,] but so is
perception. If its cause [in the shape of] the faculty of sight etc., is invalidated based on [its]
mere non-apprehension, [then] there is no [perception-qua-]effect because there is no [faculty-
qua-Jcause. According to this argumentation, [perception] is impossible. Consequently,
everything is annihilated.” (NKusB 334,23-24: na kevalam anumanadikam eva pratyaksam
api tad-dhetau caksur-adav anupalabdhi-matrena badhite karanabhavat karyabhava iti
nyayena durlabham iti sarvopaplava iti |).

Cf. Vardhamana’s gloss on sambhavanda/-matrena] in the fragment containing the objection by
the adversary: ‘““Based on assumption [alone]” = based merely on [a form of] doubt in which
one of the alternatives is superior.” (NKusP 334,27: sambhavanéti | utkata-kotika-samsaya-
matrenéty arthah |).

This is a very pejorative appellation. Udayana does not simply reveal the (alleged) absurdity
of Carvaka/Lokayata positions, he openly displays his contempt for this particular strand of
thought.
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according to the Carvakas/Lokayatas, because while it is devoid of probative
force, it nonetheless gives us probable knowledge. It is simply that we should
not attribute cognitive validity to it based on positive empirical verifications of
its results, because common usage is not a logical ground for inference.

This logical ground, i.e., vyapti, or invariable concomitance of the logical
reason with the property to be proved, is not accepted by the Carvakas/Lokayatas
because it cannot be established. For instance, repeated observation (bhiiyo-
darsana) of the arising of smoke upon the arising of fire is not enough to prove
that in every instance of the arising of smoke there must also be fire present.
The possibility of deviation (vyabhicara) can never really be eliminated. Now,
in the fragment from Udbhata preserved in the SVR, the final of the mentioned
modes of ascertaining vyapti is repeated observation which is here dubbed
a mere form of common usage. For a Carvaka/Lokayata such common usage,
i.e., a commonly shared experience-based agreement that, e.g., the presence
of smoke is indicative of the presence of fire, is enough to enable the carrying
out of everyday activities. That is, the repeated observation of smoke arising
upon the arising of fire is enough that a person seeing smoke coming from their
household should call their neighbours to aid them in putting out a fire, even
though it is not true knowledge obtained through a means of valid cognition.

Favouring common usage, as the passage from the SVR tells us, Udbhata
accepts inference from commonly well-established (loka-prasiddha) logical
reasons, while rejecting inferences from logical reasons which are established
in treatises (fantra-siddha). Logical reasons of the former kind are those
the invariable concomitance of which with the property to be proved is
‘ascertained’ through common usage. Smoke, indicative of fire, is one such
logical reason. Logical reasons of the latter kind, in turn, are unverifiable by
means of perception. As Vadideva says, those are logical reasons which are
used to establish things like heaven.

To my understanding, in the statement of universal worship Udayana refers
to the Carvaka/Lokayata acceptance of inference limited to worldly affairs
and verifiable by perception, which (the acceptance) — although not strictly
speaking rational — is dictated by pragmatic reasons. ‘Established by common
usage’ is this ‘commonly well-established’ inference, referred to by Purandara,
or inference from ‘commonly well-established’ logical reasons, referred to by
Udbhata. By reason of the Carvaka/Lokayata rejection of cognitive validity
of inference, the employment of inference of any kind is not grounded in
reason, but rather is justified merely by experience and common agreement.
This is how inference established by common usage meets the requirement of
suprarationality.
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As for the earlier-mentioned second requirement, cf. the following passage
from a prose fragment from chapter one:%

Objection: ‘[A person] acts in this way (i.e., performs religious
observance) for the sake of pleasure.’

This is not [right], because it would undesirably follow (prasanga) that
even the nastikas would be acting in this way, like in the case of carnal
enjoyment, because [it would] be established by common usage (loka-
vyavahara-siddhatvat).

Objection: ‘[A person] performs [religious observance] even if [it] is
fruitless, because it is established by the Vedic usage, like in the case of
the sandhyd worship.” [...]

The nastikas, ‘disbelievers’, referred to here, are obviously the Carvakas/
Lokayatas, regularly accused of hedonism.*® Again, Udayana resorts here
to mockery of this irreligious school. The argument is that should religious
observances be considered as bringing pleasure, just like physical union, then
the Carvakas/Lokayatas would surely be religious people. Why? Because
they follow common usage. Loka-vyavahara-siddhatva is aptly juxtaposed
with veda-vyavahara-siddhatva: religious people would perform sacred rites
because the scriptures tell them to do so. Similarly, God can be spoken of as
loka-vyavahara-siddha, as he is, after all, commonly admitted to exist. Perhaps
there is a pun in this: should the Carvakas/Lokayatas, favouring common
usage, not acknowledge Him if most people do?
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