
『中論』の論理再考

斎 藤 明

国際仏教学大学院大学研究紀要
第 27 号（令和 5年)

Journal of the International College
for Postgraduate Buddhist Studies
Vol. XXVII, 2023





国際仏教学大学院大学研究紀要第 27 号 令和 5年 3月 1

 
 

 

 
 

 
 
  150-250 1

2

prasajyate, nopapadyate, na yujyate, etc. 3

370-450 600-650

4  

 
 
 

1 PSP 1 Candrakirti ida  
pra a MacDonald 2015, vol. I: 201; LVP: 40 . 

2  1988: 34-39  
3 See, e.g., Robinson 1976: 53. 
4 See -1195, Doerte 2022: 97-101. 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)2

 
 

2

kriy

3 3 7 14 10 13 16 7

2

 
 

5 
MMK6 

’  
         : 56, LVP:114) 

5 4 2
ABh, BP, PP 9 ’

)
PSP   (Tib. ’

’
PSP

2
 

6 MMK  



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤) 3

       

2  
 
VII.14:   notpanna   katha cana/ 
        // (Ye: 116, LVP: 157)  
       

2  
 

’  
        // (Ye: 174, LVP: 211) 
       

2
 

 
    

        // (Ye: 252, LVP: 291-
292) 

       

2
 

 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)4

16 2 22 8

/
/

vi i 7 4
×5

 
 

 
 

// (Ye: 174 211) 

 
 

 
’ (Ye: 250 284) 

 
 

: / 
d ñ e // (Ye: 374 439) 

7 - -  



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤) 5

      

 
 
XXIII.5:  kli e santi na / 
      ivat kli a  v api na // (Ye: 390, LVP: 454)8  

      

 
 
  

a
a 9

10 14 23 5
23

5 16 2
22 8 /

10

agni 10 14
kli a

23 5
11  

 
 

8 See Saito 2021: 340-343. 
9 

XXVII.26). 
10 See PSP: 212.18- -  
11 See PSP: 202.11- -  



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)6

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

12 COVID-19

  
 

reductio 
ad absurdum/ reduction to absurdity

12 

q  r, p  q,  p  r,  



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤) 7

absurd
 

m a 3 5
absurd fallacy

p q
q q1 or q2or q3 q1 or q2or 

q3 or q4or q5 3 5

13 p q
 

A. B.

 
2 A. [ ]

 
 
A.  

 

13

 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)8

          (Ye: 424, LVP: 502) 

p
q  

p  q,  [~q,   ~p]  
 

  
catur  (Ye: 426, LVP: 505-506) 

p
 

  q  
p  q,  [~q,   ~p] 

 

 
prasajyate

q  
 

2  
 
B.  

    
      ( Ye: 252, LVP: 291-292) 

q   
p

~q ~p  
p  q,  ~q,  [  ~p]    

 
 kuta   



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤) 9

         
  ~q

~p
q p

 
  p  q,  ~q,   ~p 

 
  2 q

p 16
7

* na
14  

  15 4
q

p
3 15

 
 

14 ’ ’
’ sa 229b4, P sa 259b8) 

15 MMK X.3:   
-266)

 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)10

B.
p  q q rilemma

a -lemma
/

 
p  q q
dilemma  

 
’  

(Ye: 14 82) 

 
[p q1  q2]16 q1  q2 p] 

 
q 1

i[ka]
-lemma

 
 

I.1: 

16 [p q1  q2]
c

* - 6 -6
[ yujyanta ] -5)

6
 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤) 11

ubhayato ’ ha  
MMK.I.117 ( : 135.5-136.3, LVP 12.11-14) = 

’
’  

MK.I.1  ’a 5a3-5, P ’a 5b4-6)  

1  
p  q1  q2  q3  q4  [~q1  ~q2 q3 q4]   ~p 

 
   [~q1  ~q2 q3 q4] 1 1

4
18

p  q1  q2  q3  q4  19

 
[~q1  ~q2 q3 q4]

20 
 

~q1

17   

  (Ye: 12, LVP: 12)

 
18  
19 -  4- ’ ’ ’ 

’
’

 
20 - - Cf. -17. 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)12

q1 f 1 or f 2

~f 1 and ~f 2

~q1  
dngos po rnams bdag gi bdag nyid las skye ba med de/ de dag gi skye ba don 
med pa nyid tu ’gyur ba’i phyir dang/ skye ba thug pa med par ’gyur ba’i phyir 
ro// ’di ltar dngos po bdag gi bdag nyid du yod pa rnams la yang skye ba dgos 
pa med do// gal te yod kyang yang skye na nam yang mi skye bar mi ’gyur bas 
de yang mi ’dod de/ de’i phyir re zhig dngos po rnams bdag las skye ba med 
do// PSP 21  

 

~q1

q1 f 1 or f 2

p  
q1 or q2or q3 or q4,  ~q1and ~q2and ~q3and ~q4,   ~p

p  q1 or q2or q3 or q4

B.
   

 prasa gav kya; 
reductio ad absurdum  
 

 
 

21 gado  na hi 
  

 ld 2015, Vol. 1: 140.5-6; LVP 14.1-2) 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤) 13

 

 

2  

a
4

×5

 

  
modus tollens

 

 
 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)14

 
ABh: -  . 3829 5229. 
AKVy: -

1936.  
BP: - by  

 
MMK: 

-1913. 
 

PP: -  
: -1913. 

-1913. 
 

 
 

, D “ ’
- ” 

( ) 13: 87-115.   
-1913. 

 

-
 

  
“

” 
 29-1: 11-27. 

“  .” 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤) 15

Buddhist Studies in Honour of Venerable Professor KL Dhammajoti. Centre 
of Buddhist Studies, The University of Hong Kong: 337-346. 

Saito, Akira. 2022. “The Meaning of i.” Bulletin of the International 
Institute for Buddhist Studies 5: 1-12. 

Ye, Shaoyong. 2011. . Shanghai: 
Zhongxi Book Company. 

Yoshimizu, Chizuko. 2020. “Updating gika and prasa ga.” Journal of 
Indian and Buddhist Studies 68-3: 1193-1199. 

. 2016. . 
. 1988. 24: 29-51. 

 
 

 



『中論』の論理再考（斎藤)16

 
 

Summary 
Revisiting the Logic of          

Akira SAITO 
’s 

basic logic as used in the  (MMK), it is most 
unfortunate that we have not yet arrived at a satisfactory conclusion on this 
topic of greatest importance. The present paper deals first with two logical 

 or “that which has already been gone over (i.e., 
traversed), that which has not yet been gone over, and that which is being 
gone over”, and  or “being searched in five ways”. 
As is well-known, the first logical form is typically found in MMK Chapter 

going ( - ) exists in the above three aspects of place and/or 

discussions in the following chapters such as the action of seeing ( ) 
[Chapter III.3], burning ( ) [VII.14], arising ( ) [X.13], and 
binding ( ) [XVI.7].  

The second logical form  is also interesting 
because it is quite a characterist
when he discussed the relation between appropriator ( ),  
[Chapter XVI.2] or [XXII.8]
( ), that is, five appropriative aggregates (

- ), and further the relation between agent ( ) and the 
) such as fire and fuel [X.14], and defilements and 

the defiled mind [XXIII.5]. Also noteworthy in this logical form, compared 
with the well-known four kinds of relationship, ’s addition of 
the fifth alternative, the relation of otherness ( ) in-between the 
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above relatives. 
’s basic logic 

so-called
-  or  type of logic especially when he 

tries to reduce to absurdity his opponents’ tenets in which emptiness 
( ) or absence of own-nature ( ) is not accepted [see, 
for example, XXIV.16, 20, etc.]. However, in far more discussions than 
these, non- -  
[see, for example, XV.4, XVI.7, etc.]. Also in the above-mentioned two 
logical forms,  and 
only suggests three or five possible ways of action all of which are denied 
by his or commentators’ discussion, but those possible ways are therein not 
suggested as absurd faults by themselves. In dependence on the number of 
alternatives, the consequent ( ) of the first premise in a form of 
hypothetical proposition (  ) can also be dilemma, trilemma, 
tetra-lemma ( ), or penta-lemma like in the above analysis of 

 In consequence, whether -  or 
non- - type of the first hypothetical proposition is adopted, 

’s basis logic can be characterized as the so-called  
type of .                 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 


