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Abstract

Background and Objectives: When listening to another begins to mean searching for points to counter rather
than seeking understanding, reasoning ceases to function as a bridge and becomes instead an instrument for
claiming intellectual ground. This condition is not confined to the seminar room. It pervades the political, religious,
and moral debates of the modern world, where rhetorical victory is valued more highly than the shared dissolution
of ignorance. The article begins from the observation that the problem lies not in the use of reasoning itself, but
in the form of reasoning that contemporary societies tirelessly reproduce. The question that follows is whether
other forms exist — forms not built, from the outset, upon the assumption of victory.

Methods: This study employs theoretical and textual analysis by reading the Milindapafiha as a process of
dialogue and reasoning rather than as a repository of doctrinal answers. The analytical framework is inspired by
argumentation theory, dialogical logic, and the sociology of reason, in order to examine how questions, analogies,
and rebuttals work together as mechanisms for reframing understanding.

Results: The central argument of this article is that the Milindapafiha presents such a form of reasoning through
the dialogue between Nagasena and King Menander, which unfolds according to a distinctive dialectical logic—
what the author terms “Buddhist dialectical logic.” The five key episodes analyzed in this study are the chariot
analogy, the lamp-flame analogy, the mango-seed analogy, the analogy of salt in the sea, and the location of
nibbana. All of these episodes systematically reveal a shared structure. The analysis shows that Nagasena does
not employ reasoning in order to refute his interlocutor; rather, he uses it to bring hidden assumptions to light.
Analogy functions as an epistemological pivot, opening up a new conceptual framework without destroying the
dignity of the person who holds the previous one. This logic is grounded in four implicit norms: not identifying the
conclusion with the self, preserving the intellectual dignity of the interlocutor, refraining from prematurely closing
the question, and connecting reasoning with an inner transformation of attitude.

Application of this study: The model of Buddhist dialectical logic thus carries significant implications for the
sociology of religion, discourse ethics, and the design of dialogical cultures in an era of sharpening conflict.
Conclusions: This study demonstrates that the Milindapafiha should be understood not merely as a repository
of Buddhist doctrinal answers, but also as a distinctive model of reasoning that differs fundamentally from
adversarial forms of argumentation aimed at defeating an opponent. The dialogues between Nagasena and King
Menander reveal what this study terms Buddhist Dialectical Logic, a mode of reasoning that employs
argumentation and analogy to uncover implicit assumptions, broaden interpretive horizons, and facilitate
intellectual transformation without undermining the dignity of the interlocutor. The analysis identifies several
underlying normative principles, including non-attachment to conclusions, openness to unresolved questions, and
the integration of reasoning with the learner’s internal transformation. The author proposes that this form of
reasoning can be distilled into a six-stage theoretical model that is open to further discussion in international
academic contexts, without exoticizing it as uniquely Buddhist or claiming it as an exclusive feature of Buddhism.
Rather, it invites comparison with other dialogical and argumentative traditions, such as the Socratic Elenchus,
Rabbinic Disputation, aesthetic dialogue traditions, and the dialogues of the Bhagavad Gita's, as parallel forms

of reasoning.
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unaait Yssidiuusn de manenenahifundymeananmagnaulugiug adidinauniwnslsagn aouzfivn
ﬂ”@Jﬁ‘fgﬂl’ﬁLﬁaﬁuﬂ'uﬁlaﬁmjuﬁa annniazdeldifuiefinsilildae dsduiizes fe myhauAsidgunaunun
suplussnuinsamawinaznnunslaungy S’fjmaamqNalugmzn'ﬁﬂg’jﬁ@maﬁmw Aanssudfiussviagiu ndm uaz
039NN (telos) ﬁgﬂﬁﬂﬁmuﬁﬁﬂu‘[aﬂﬁmu (Bourdieu, 1977; Habermas, 1984; Asad, 1993) mo91/3zLEuiturias
uinduduidsriwesniogdisr inzmssuduAslugucundmnuivesngua numandrlangualugiuzen

AMEWINAR ABNIILAROUAUTINUINNTDINAN
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1.1 msdnsdawndam lwsnannseandnun

nmdnmdaunymlulanismesislniinnguddyeguunuulauaznstiszauifidinisaaad
(philological editing) laglanznuulanaz@naas Rhys Davids %dﬁﬂﬁ The Questions of King Milinda ﬂmmﬂu@v’mﬂﬁl
Wi lalwsimnsaziuan LLa:LﬂugmslﬁLﬁ@miaﬁﬂﬁmﬁL%ovgmﬂ%'myﬂLLazL%aﬂszfﬁmam‘{wuﬁmath@ial,ﬁao
(Rhys Davids, 1890, 1963) niiu muv‘ﬁﬁmmiﬁ‘hmumnvlﬁéwuﬁﬁuﬂﬁzy%ﬂugmzﬁ"auﬂa%mwé’ﬂﬁﬁumﬁmwmaa
mMannifiesdszt@uenn 1iu a%aan N33N waziwwin arsdamiaauyrniawdsun muqﬂmuazmiﬁﬁ'ﬂmuﬁilu
FBs lusndunils uselisidmanssunsiuuazanAsinowanueulasusesdaun usslssidunisiunan
duativ/duauds anoaauanudullldvasnnudssznimaduaiuluginadng 9 91uas von Hintber luyszidn
FUuatUATNNT8930T (dated manuscript) G0N 9LAWAS IR HWI fRunTgmd I dwdssaanuidamusssy wind
$113270n1970 17 (material history) Adudon uazn13dunaasiawinluiefoazuaanidssld (von Hintber, 1987)
wnMsismuanusnssaisssndlummanadhladun uandeulisriimssmuuuilddunduiiaidion
TaglildnanaiansndadiuazmssaszafouduAsluaads 9 agrslsia LLﬁd’]uﬁ’]UV!ﬂﬁﬁﬂH?ﬁlzéjwﬁﬂﬂgdﬁ’m
RANTITNLRZABUTIAAIRATAILN LL@iﬁaﬁﬁﬁ'@L%@Imm'i”nﬁﬂ'amﬂﬁﬂg%w 9 fla Maaiumszdaeu anningUuuy
AQNA NENIAB ﬁﬁuﬂﬂtymu”ﬂgﬂlﬁﬁa Budunisaiunrawnsliogn mﬂﬂ'jwzgnslfﬁlﬁaaﬁ'@me‘haaam'ﬂﬁmqwa

do ae 13

fanAsioaissl judnvegludsaunw dednadlilaninoanuiinuda “fda” winudaziewgaduniiaznic

€

o o

AAIFIDINGNINY Lﬁaﬁmwmammﬁﬂmﬁ'ﬂLﬁuﬂé’nﬁﬁwmslm']m'laﬂ"mvli dranuIn m@;maluﬁuﬁs‘ﬁ’muaﬂ'nvlﬁ
FsannanlllasdTone
g a 4 Q = 1 a e = a é an 1 1
#ANAINA NMIBAUTIBITBIANNFUNUTIzHINILanBuasnulaniaawiadn muamﬂtymgﬂuadmagiuawnmaa
AMINUARITRINWALRUAUNEATT VM ULIADT ﬁmﬂﬁwvlﬂgmiﬁmmL“’Eaﬁﬂ%waﬂ%ﬂamaﬂ%a 9 luun99v09d3290
msfine winuswsdpdwnliiepasedasziuazainnminaasddninalasassdosnmsnangumduudniiuu
(Gombrich, 2009) MwlwIETianlszifeansn1sdanE dauntywiaaidi msafunudmuaniwaoauinkl uazana
mﬂ'\amiﬁwmmLiﬂ'ﬂﬁ‘ﬁmﬂzym”[ugmzmwﬁwm@;wauumgmﬁﬁm‘m:mﬂluﬂuaamul,aa (Kubica, 2014) ﬂfehﬂ@magﬂ
aﬁsmmiummg‘nﬁﬁﬂmuaugmﬁm“]dLmmﬂﬁdﬁﬂmﬁamLLa:éﬁuﬂ”’;mﬁﬂm wigadatesiendragluddnguives
mﬂﬁmqwa naafa g9 kidmMIilvgain wiean ldudiatnely sl,ugmzm:mummmmﬁﬁnamLLa:'gwmmaww:
= = YY)
1.2 NMISANHNTDIATINZHAZNI LA LTI IRATEW
Tulandmmanziuen miﬁﬂmmﬁﬂul,a:mﬂﬁl,l,ﬁaw”@umLflummn%uﬁmauﬂﬁgmﬁﬂn%agﬂLLmJ (formal logic)
= ) i a v o A . ) \ Aalk A4
a33nzlaitdun19nns (informal logic) waznnuin1slaudiiiogunun (dialogue-based argumentation) 81U ARRTAUN
ﬂ;\lmwzmiaﬁﬂiﬂﬂaﬁmﬂmlﬁmﬁ'umqwa M3l wazlasignsesnmslandsludiaass agalsna wWensouinani
anshanlgiuenaun adnel3nd enseumarigniianlivaau snifiauualdasamis 1) mauwignvinldidu
AR YR a & A = A4 A Y I
avmAnmaeIm sl ndad wie 2) mawnnuedduszuuaNTeN aguaninans wamI LIt duiN e
130913AUNNEUEN ITUAI argumentation theory LEUBLATBINFIAAAN1TEIRAIUNAIEW Lagtanzluiaayas
A o v & Y v @ @ @ o ) v @ Aa a
Toulmin GavinlwiAnlasiasne “Pad1I—1naNaTEITU—NaNUTZAW” (claim—data-warrant) Tun1sldudanuusinass
dl a 4 U U é ) a 1 U vV al v
(Toulmin, 2003) Wtwe? Walton muaumﬂ@L%aagﬂuuumﬂmmq URUITLANUNEUN T9Tr8aTuuIINTlaue N lad
WRANBLEYY LazAa e UTNRRINUUSUNBIUFUNUT (Walton, 1998; Walton & Krabbe, 1995) §3%3n11375 (pragma-
dialectics) La4agaANAAYBINIIWAANNLAUANAILNGNTITITHINTALAU (van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004) Laadila
s Iy ' A o A Ad o A A A Ad a
mmmﬂ@mﬂmaamamamaaﬁaﬂugmzwuwwm@;wagﬂws:mw wﬁlmwuﬂwmqwagﬂﬂgmﬁ
atal3id Fasiddydiasagludszidunguaunylisgstuous (Non-adversarial Logic) iNTznnsfnislaud
FAIWIBNIN WANITTNI Lﬁawmmuﬁﬂﬁmsauwuuﬂum@lLfluwa §9n9RI0 UnRNNAZIRLTINTUIITUNAzIBAd U
nafe WAzl “nédn” ’Lﬁauwmazinqﬁmm wanaanslasuagndunisaaguinlas “ON” W38 "TUE” luL%amea
TnFITINMIanDaaNylrai9s EJ'@;dﬂmqwavﬁﬁ'uﬁ'mu:ashmuu W1 muﬂs:qﬂ@‘i’ﬁwﬂ@”uﬁa TuuSunmsanseawain

ugasitinanudaessaigaan tnnsluiaaSoumanwt msinldugionassurinseinsmy o uafFasdonsvinlw
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anudanmodusnnutstusassaaneol (Chan & Guilfoyle, 2023) L491uth1 Habermas VLiJHLﬁaLﬁumﬂfm@;wmﬁa
At lasiuns annnitnsldlansue (Habermas, 1990) wéilasn1wsan ﬁaddnL%mqwﬁﬁ”ﬁ'@muﬁ'&mLfluﬂ"wmmﬁ
ﬁgﬂLLuumﬂﬁmQwaiﬂﬁnﬁiﬂsm{maaﬁ'u"l,aiEﬂﬁ'un’mawumguwiﬁu LLazmammaﬂsszzﬁLauagﬂLmuifuasmLflu,
szuunsaldl ﬁﬁag@ﬁﬁﬁuwﬁtymﬁﬁ'ﬂymwgd wzaun i lafpsdnalduds udasagunivzuazaiossines
TN Gﬁa@;auﬂmvlajgﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂmjuﬁ mﬂgﬂﬁﬂﬁtﬂu;ﬁmmwaaﬂﬁﬂﬁiﬂmﬂﬁamﬁ'ﬂ Gt maAnsSauniyn
lugruzmguanunligjetvoue SolilsRssmaiunsaidnmin linnugnslduds mnuddumsiaus Jlusumena
Snuuunite Wiusanit

1.3 waraBInlwusundsaainaman

lugsaninsmamuazdianingianag “naua” lildgnuaadusud@saiudizasdaian waidunsl §iiaa
WHITINIUANITU 1B LIV uazAMAAIRLEIF IS mﬂﬁmqNaﬁaLﬂuﬁ%ﬂiiwﬁﬁﬁau%maé’aﬂw uazlu
yasLdonuindadiszdounessauday (Bourdieu, 1977; Asad, 1993) wud1AyAe Wotsdne “assnz” ludaun
AEU mleivl,@"ﬁﬂm*’qﬂﬂgmuﬁimwhifu wadanwinsdaszdouitye 15018 AueniunIedfias Fonanuailiiu
mafleandigiainenainaniis wwdansliingualugiuzuwid judnessaaludirguazdiauinoiwaivgos
venseuliFaduin m@lwaﬁwmumumnmmﬂﬁ'wm@lwa (giving and asking for reasons) luinumigsaufiiussvia
gy uaznau Winoua” damsmunsndnsaanaiuldonunanzan (Brandom, 1994) amefignsd faminns
VBIAQNALEHD T m@;magnm’amammLﬁamsaﬁmsmmawiaQ”ﬁuua:n’ntﬁmiuu’%uwéﬁﬂw annirazdunalnifie
fun1nN93sasnslaaLies (Mercier & Sperber, 2017) WinTadsLnaiiass ﬁlaﬁﬂﬁﬁ'lmm%iaa;sﬂLLuum@JNaLmuvlajgiafm
T AnusAn LWﬁzaTu%'jwﬁgﬂLLuumﬁ@mamq}Na‘ﬁ"l,ajﬁ‘hLﬂuﬁao;dﬂﬁ’umﬂmiw”mamavl,'ﬂ wiinguaaziiialugsay

Tusneunits noufnsfem B fiiniuas Habermas 6191 masunwiaanuithlasauriu (communicative
action) Lﬂ%;i'}.lLLllllﬂ’lﬂ’ﬁ’ﬂ'lH’]LLa:m@lNaﬁ@i’mmnmimzﬁ’]L‘ﬁiammé’nL%i]/l,a’l?m: (strategic action) (Habermas, 1984)
uazluasuenaasniaun NThusmeueagu mwwﬁ’auﬁ'aﬂﬁmqwauau%%’umﬁmﬁﬁ dwdewluvas
AMUTAUDTIINTNIARDTITN (Habermas, 1990) Wi Habermas 3zt #nIaUaZIUAN LL@i§'\1°7if,%m°'tyﬁww%’uuwmmﬁﬁamiﬁ’]
TA AW “Unaunu” Lﬂuﬁﬁmﬁwﬁﬁmsﬁ'ﬂg’m (norm-governed activity) Lazligasananesiane LR snisuanifen
Ana damsffunTgmusannnasil imasdudnonwdidsauinmmawatiodusa: Saundyw lifioaiaue
RUEG LL@iNﬁmnﬁﬂumaamsammﬁﬁ'@mam’mé’uw”uﬁi:wj’mgnmlmz;j@lauas"mﬁfwﬁa ol ldvhnsiadivinle
GLITEIETEY mmauvl,aivl,ﬁﬁmﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁgmua"'ums ‘WmLL@iVlgx‘lﬁax‘il}hElLﬂsau‘ﬁlvlﬂ§ﬂﬂiﬂ§ﬂaﬁﬂﬁg§N1uLﬁQNﬂLL&ZE}“L]SJ’]
Gﬁﬂummé'aﬂw“mmmﬁmaﬂﬁi’nﬂumsﬁﬂqmﬁwL"Empm"‘mm (epistemic virtues) 1 ANTBNAUNIITYYT LAz
anuwianazduunsaufia (Fricker, 2007; Medina, 2013) fidiiu WARALTIINHULULWNG WINaanInanalaseaing
Y INW be siawLfluﬂgm%'wmnﬂ%mqng@ia Argumentation Studies uastdunsmdraydagsaningraanilugiue
mMIfnd1 mamaIgluuumeraLazalosTINTaInsaunat lslulandsaw

1.4 Basifiunanaiidrllaay

NMITUNTINT NG 1101387U T8I naN led uild 1) muvgmmauﬁnmﬁ'a%mmﬁﬁmﬂtymaﬂﬂaﬁﬂ%ﬂwﬁa
WANTITUUAZAILN (Rhys Davids, 1890, 1963; von Hiniiber, 1987; Gombrich, 2009) 2) muﬂqwﬁmﬂﬁuﬁaﬁﬁmm
m%"mﬁa?mﬂ:ﬁuwauwmuaﬂmda%dmqwa (Toulmin, 2003; Walton, 1998; van Eemeren & Grootendorst, 2004) L8z
3) mué’mu%m/ﬂ%’mywé’aﬂuﬁuaaL‘v\@lNaLﬂumiﬂﬁ‘ﬁ'ﬁmUlﬁussﬁ'ﬂgﬁuLLa:éﬂuwa (Bourdieu, 1977; Asad, 1993;
Habermas, 1984; Mercier & Sperber, 2017) ueieid bl luiaaaiuny “Buddhist dialectical reasoning” azi’mﬂmzuuﬁﬁuag’
maq@@“’@mammammiw%“auﬁ'u neBniiwits sasinelldeg “liflasyededfundyw’ wie “lidlaswadnssne’
minudeginsdalidemle vlwiwduuuuinaesit maauldudsdandnile infeuunaunuadils 19y
LﬁaLflsﬂvﬁTuﬁmqwaLLuu%u uaznddfige assnzaanandugluuumslinguanligstorucludalassaoogsls
lilgiRealuidsaaudasfaunun Fattu unaudl SaauansdsaTzAFmgeiatunansians 1) d1u

#8unyn1lugius Dialogue-driven Reasoning Process (Walton & Krabbe, 1995) 2) anazy WUUNILELES wazn@nn
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Jouvasmindaaeiipy laslfiaesfiangueimsldudiunnlisanauarudunns (Toumin, 2003; Waiton, 1998)
uaz 3) 1atadunvlunseudianinsiaaunuannanaiduinidovsesnsdjuduazussviagiu (Asad, 1993;
Habermas, 1984) iiatasivfiunanaibdluaeay vliaundymnaluguedisuenguinana Sladsaduiangld

a ) ' o @ a a A a ' =
'ﬂq‘lﬂ’g(ﬂz’)u(ﬂﬂu’]ﬁa\jLLaz‘n'ﬂ,V\@§7ﬂ$?ﬂ’]3ﬂ’la°ﬁ\17!ﬂﬁﬂi’]ﬂgLﬂu:[ul.@a‘ﬂaﬂﬂj’]ﬂ@]avla@ﬂulﬂtﬂaqﬂa

2. myanzhlassasunaunwinazadanluliawndym

muﬁmaauwmwmjamg} “Gruniiigia” YoITRUNTYnI LﬁaLLﬁﬂﬂﬁLﬁuaEi’NL'ﬂu;SﬂﬁiiﬁJ’j’] ATINZANHHTINND
fladwdsetadradimne] winuddsaraglusduuusasunaunun guan wazmsmssmaimaaulianoaduis
mﬁmm:ﬁludmﬁeﬂag’uuawagwm%a§am%mmamLLa:mHﬁmﬂ@TLLﬁaiw sUnuuwenalda1wenaanaIn
g'ﬂLLuuﬂﬁﬁuw"’uﬁmaé’aﬂuﬁﬁu@‘hiaa%ivl,@i” (Habermas, 1984; Walton, 1998) wavin n3vineutnle wetanldud
athily” Sududasdruunaunun gUan uazunumsasgaunnluguzasdlsznauTINIaINTILIRMTALINY

2.1 unawnwlugmenszuaunis lilde3asiia

mydwddundymlugiuzunaunin iweldiduanuuandradslanaiiediimayznianmaunwuuuwns
Aunsldniidsdensiduiasluiaussunisldudiaiolng unawmnludfundymldldgnesnuuuiie “Rgeii
lasfia” minudiiasien 9 uwlsanwnsauanuidilazesaunu) Mud1ausaidiny faey uaznMIMeRaUANNAZ L
agnslaiisese luBangud) manasunawnuwidu “nszuawms” snni “a5a9ile” saandasnLuwIAa1as dialogue logic
Gful,aua'hmmﬂmwaumﬂﬁuﬂuayjﬁﬂwmﬂ (goal) uszuSunvasunauwnw dlmidsslassaisvestadiadn 9
(Walton & Krabbe, 1995) winunaunwiduiisinIasdaiiaionaus whwansvesindendutorusifonssns udwin
unsunwdunszuinms iWhwnepesiueradunsdfouiusasanudila s'fiavlaiﬁ‘mﬂuﬁaaﬁ@ﬁﬁa;ﬁuz Tufdaun
Y1 UngunuszaismaEwiunszswwaasauanlynoldasesssurasnissunuwiaseanly nende
mﬂLauﬁvl,ﬂ"’l,%mqNal,ﬁaﬂ@ﬂ”uﬁaﬁﬂﬁgmuLﬁwﬁf’] Lwislfﬁ”mqwmﬁmﬂﬂﬁuﬁlﬁﬁmwmLﬁuﬁaﬁﬂﬁ'@mmmauﬁm@u
VDIAWLDI miauﬂu’uﬁuﬁtaa@ﬂﬁmﬁ'ﬂédﬁ Habermas 138197 miﬁ;amﬂ%dﬂﬁ'ﬂ'ﬁmi (communicative action) %dmﬂ“ﬁ/
mmua:mwaﬁﬂmmmﬁamwﬁﬂﬁwﬁu NNNIANNENTUTINAYNT (Habermas, 1984) 3NN BIFIANINGN

anawn uaaslifiindn unaunwludfunywrimifiduRsnssunsgnawing (epistemic ritual) SRRt LERT
NANLNIUTEMNTIINT 1T AuwiaNazasduLANIToTa A LLa:mmVszﬁ@ﬁmuﬂﬁaa@ﬂq@ﬁ’m nenaniivh
Thunawnm binasiduawuudsinsassnansal WmLwiLﬂuv{uﬁmaaﬂ'm'%wjimﬁ'u %ufluﬁauvlmﬁm?gmaam@;wa
wuplisjstoTus

2.2 gulanlugiuznalninie

lurseunafiansmuaiuaiswlfananduis QﬂmLﬂumﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂgﬂaUﬁqma:ﬁuwmﬂL%aﬂqwﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁq@
nuwnsdnsnszuanandnad gl ludiundynilugiue “a3asiinatunanansssy’ Avnlwumaasndrdeldiedu
udninNsanlwdiasinsiny qﬂmlu@"”mnﬁﬁnmhizmuﬁLmn@maaﬂvl,‘ﬂ dudlavimeiai Ja nssunuidiy
fraay manviming (e Andilnivesnisda I@]ﬂé"uﬂaaummﬁummaamamﬁﬂ@svl,ajﬁ'lmsgﬁﬁﬂﬁamamfu
luL%dty’]m%‘ﬂ e mﬂﬁmq}waimqﬂm (reasoning by analogy) @lmﬁ Gentner (1983) L Holyoak & Thagard (1995)
e SladwRsenasoufioudanndsd wndunszuaunismennadaioolan Tassaannugunus (structure-
mapping) 310 latunitel 538 nTatwuniie qﬂmﬁﬁwmﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂaﬂﬁqﬂmﬁ “nilaw luBiguansmzAie winda
ginvinlwiin anudiufdalasiaing senideiganeiu ifemnanadinludfundgwriamdu nalnianwle
wnzaiulailddsaugWelivaniudasy mm%m%qﬂﬁ;jﬂdmaawad‘[aﬂmunsauimi"ﬁ;ms’n LAZAA RUAILALEII
nsavlnitugisadaaoluiinsanidurinliwuiuniela mimaaum’uifaa@mﬁaaﬁ'uLLmﬁsﬂﬁadﬂ%ﬁmsaﬂquwﬁ
A3LALEs (Walton, 1998) s’f%aLﬁfudwmﬂﬁuﬁoﬁvlﬁwalu%?m%aai'ﬂLﬁ@mﬂmﬂ,ﬂﬁmuﬂiawauﬂzym VNNIINTRNAS
Fargnanalunsouidn auaaslwifininasinsiivnouagislsludaunas didourasngdundaeudraguninneid
aailuglsasy aownaid i dudunuimuanasuis windu nsdiSnquiiidenlinnzusaslassahodoiu
Fatan udiflamdnanuensin
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'
v v o =

\WWonadRa1TIaawaUu1In (rathlipama) atdazidsa wiztinwuwiniaafizududradraiuigiiouing
' A @ e & oA Lo A L9 a w A (9 Lo A
riumaiaudalas? waruaaulasounaudn dusuiu 9o’ feezls lodeniala lawamiali lanuniela ldadeu
A ] A [ a 3 I3 ' ' 3 A 0 1 ;Q/ o A 1 “« »
wiali Wawwwaeiaeud fiasnnds wiawwiniudedn udndednanndudsznaumat azdaiond 5o ldlwy
o A A W @ A o A PN o < = A o ¢ & P P
daaufaienlild sanindinade wawrudlaali asiuislifsn’ wnusadldiuwuaeiiduesii é1d1 “n
rauluszavle dufedaifunmadsznauiuesdiude 9 moldifaulamsldnu llsaenddawdwenne yanyu

o
o

a a &/ § Qs 1 o Qq: L2 1 1 a { 1 v
nagraInsufadulamimaeiaizninit dnuasdusesan (‘hudelas) aveguunaundgiudlildaraseun
1 =S 1 Y o v z:l' 3 o 21’ nl' Y o .A' ' = 1 o d' = '
dau guanindsldldvimindaunaunudisdiaen nindadunlidronslningudnni dronusasnsfiagues
“araw’ lagnaly
luaaugainuaiazifiss (padipa) wwimaaimufisdymingazutlian winldddaunas landug ldgawnsh
o o o A & { {
lasldTunazainsn waeuasumonwaIToinazfissannisnnanisidnaimis Waineluazfisearfiiaes
| a Qs =1 ' 2 ' & s > 6 l;’ 1 s = Qs " Y 1
Wuilandernuaiiwsnwse by siaauqnla Adanudszaunisot iwaigasadsi lilgou@ainunienunin wadiaauin
[l 1 & s L o =S d’ ] YV a 1 o =} Qq/’ 1 I 1 = Qs ‘3 1 Qs
lails Adanusaiydin wafisedldldifauainainuin dmasvvesnaeude nilsualdldlunandoanu duednu
o A & . Aa o o v A @ e =
szaUANNRIBTNaIdInY RdeganigUanywinfiidu n1IaTameuaedTzal (two-level validation) lugdunufiiu
o s = dq' |dl 1 1 1 1 o 1 s 6 A d' dl
JUsTIN enud Ay efvataeuttaginiawaasit nseu lo/lils wnulowFlienssessudyingmaninifuiiies
- dl U dl vV a =) dl 1 “ Q = [-%) 5 1 1 “«
lifanszas uaznsuidyminuiaisdenindasunsevanmanied “ezlududwdodnu ldgnsowdt ezlaiu
Ganlyvasazly
= ' - A — o a o | o A
gUuuAaNzaia9 (amba-bija) uazgUuunialunzia (lona-sagara) Fnsuluuniniadoanu uddudynin
1 6 =3 d' dl o v o a xﬁ v s a nﬁ 2 ﬂq: dl wo o _
dseanly luaauuin wwwaaininfadewlanvildnisnszrilumanislinaludno@niald naf gnizvi
Tuanwmineuesdaunnthifer waeuaeumonwsasmeguluoifivianzaing alusdrhawldlafuaaniidiues
Uan'ld mmzwafiivinanduiiseninniaaveswadn Jnduauazdu auazes udluwivaingnunouazmanansmnms
a 1 d‘yﬁ o A Q/ 6 U £ =4 ~ ) dq/ o v & 1 Qs a a
30N WanzNRAsIfadunIwgvanIwadld MaSounouukinliiuil @NTuAeTaUN199SETIIN ’RINIID
d13vaglalanlidasenduarauniag insendoaioldvainisfuifiosngeuloanu dauluneugduinielunzia
LWIWLABI DTN Liﬁﬁ]:f’l,@‘fashavl,ﬁ'lﬁwné’ww”zquywmmaam:‘vgﬂm?ﬁ’ﬂ Tt NIz I LA UTUTUITANNI LA

wialauaaud iwdsnuimegnuldihmzalngdssnduannnmsfuiniismoaiior ineunuanniziniulwgni
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3.4 Buddhist Dialectical Logic: WLUILIN82IL8ING1])
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BUDDHIST DIALECTICAL LOGIC IN THE MILINDAPANHA

A NON-ADVERSARIAL MODEL OF REASONING
HOW DOES NAGASENA ARGUE?

ADVERSARIAL REASONING BUDDHIST DIALECTICAL LOGIC (BDL)
THE DOMINANT MODERN MODE THE ALTERNATIVE OF THE MILINDAPANHA
s (¢
TELOS: VICTORY 1 TELOS: EPISTEMIC TRANSFORMATION
¢ Refutation in order to defeat o Reframing instead of refutation
e |Interlocutor as opponent ¢ * |Interlocutor as co-inquirer
e Inquiry mustbeclosed | "7 e Inquiry remains open
e Conclusion as fortress e Conclusion as a provisional bridge
e Summary: Closing the debate e Summary: Opening possibilities
— POLARIZATION b — EPISTEMIC TRANSFORMATION
& - J

THE SIX-STAGE CYCLE OF NAGASENA’'S REASONING
A RECURSIVE PROCESS, NOT A LINEAR ARGUMENT

~N

1. PROBLEM-FRAMING 2. ASSUMPTION SURFACING 3. ANALOGICAL PivoT
The interlocutor poses —> Hidden premises —> A simile or analogy
a question are revealed opens a new frame
A J J
P |
R R N
4. REFRAMING 5. TWO-LEVEL VALIDATION ( 6. TRANSFORMATIVE UPTAKE
g —> . : . :
The original problem L Conventional and ultimate > A change in the
is dissolved truths are examined interlocutor’s inner posture
5 \

CYCLICAL RETURN: NEW QUESTIONS ARISE FROM TRANSFORMED UNDERSTANDING

FOUR IMPLICIT NORMATIVE PRINCIPLES: THE “SILENT GRAMMAR” OF BDL

1. NON-REIFICATION 2. EPISTEMIC DIGNITY 3. SUSTAINING INQUIRY 4. REASONING AS

No conclusion is The interlocutor is never Questions need not be TRANSFORMATION

a final truth humiliated prematurely closed Reasoning changes
against finality against humiliation against closure inner posture

Figure 1 Buddhist Dialectical Logic in the Milindapafiha
(Source: Peuchthonglang, 2026)

. . . - . - - o , e
Figure 1 mLauamsadLmﬁ:ﬁmwiuﬂﬂﬁmaumﬁﬂmmﬂmm‘nﬁ (Buddhist Dialectical Logic: BDL) N&naauain
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A & o o a a A ¥ o A A '
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A A a a o A o a @ A o a ' Y
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. , 'Y o A a o <& o a ) @
AsaaNuAaNseantl 5) AIATIIRBLHIBRIIEFDITLA ‘mwmsm’maa;ﬂmlm:@uauumm:s:@mﬂswﬁ IGF
% d’ o 1 dl IA v 1 vV a dl 1 G 1 = L v v
6) mssuLamm"l,ﬂgﬂ'mﬂaﬂml,ﬂaa Feanunhagsnalmifansilasurindinslusnninisssesus lunnslangs anes
:nmé’ulmmumwﬂﬁﬁuﬁﬁumﬁﬁmuﬁuuaz@‘hLﬁmiaLﬁawaamsvl,@imuiumsnz‘?mmﬁmm
FINENVOINN i:qmiﬁ'ﬂgmimﬂﬁfﬂﬁﬂi:msﬁsm{u BDL leun mﬂajﬁﬂﬁi@agﬂLL‘ﬁ\aé’aLﬂumﬁ'@m: ANIINEN
o A% A o ° o o A o & AL, o AN v =
andeimadyg madssdnnlileslidside waznisldingualuguenafouudas vssiagunsaiisiunugldinu
ﬁﬁm@;wasluﬁﬁuwﬂtymﬁvlﬁﬁmﬁmmﬂﬁﬂl,%om‘m: mn{i'qLﬂuu,mﬂﬁﬂ'&%ﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁuLLa:miﬁﬂmﬁgjoﬂuwazmwa'au
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3.5 M3AIAN I LALEILAZNNTADL (Anticipated Objections and Responses)

@ﬁﬂumwﬁfﬂiﬁamuaﬁm BDL anawdndaldudaddnyetnatanilsems %aauﬂaignﬁaﬁmamaLflmwﬂ
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Toldudsf 1 Taldutads Meta-narrative 019N Seasndamsimanuiusznitunasuiuawnaes
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wiuwdadn unaaitldldénsin BOL de sluundmvesngualunnsmaw ning1ai ﬁau‘nﬂtymLLamgﬂLLuwﬁwaa
wanalunnsainaiuszuy gﬂLmuﬁﬁﬁgmjmmﬂﬂﬁﬁwuz v!ﬂﬁmauﬂugmzﬂsnwtﬁﬁﬂ'j”wﬂmy' Nﬁ@lgmmum@gwaﬁ'
WANNBANY (plural regimes of reasoning) MULILNUAZINLINAIEVBIUAREAILN mMIbaasuAMIRAINRIEH fa Fefirh
Tunanuituandsanns Exoticize wnsenaw i ‘mauni alados

Taldudsil 3 TaldudadoFonifion aafigdin jluvnmquaitliystomuedsngludszmwdidudas Socratic
elenchus ‘ﬁ'ﬁ'f'l,ﬂq Aporia quw%mauwmlmmmad David Bohm LLﬁﬂi:ﬁ"\mﬂauﬂuﬁ:MNasquﬁ’unqwmzlumi‘wﬁm
uingladedaaiionin “Buddhist” Dialectical Logic QLﬁﬁuLﬁudﬁaIﬁuﬂaﬁﬁﬁﬁagLLaz@Taumm_laahm'amﬁ BDL {'leans
Laﬂﬁﬂﬁ%ammmauw WA SRR UNT A ILEINTIANIANNZANWINNTOU AL ABITAL (two-truths framework) 177
AunsliinauaiBiaunin wazsaImadasuutasanuidilentnsdnds (transformative uptake) ugassnanugage
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\duladln (Ganeri, 2001: Bohm, 1996)

@ v o A @ L T . . a 7 Ao a A o A o
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al
& ' A

ﬁﬂﬁmaagﬂaanmmuﬁﬁaamm&amﬁﬁu nannfe ﬁ”’naaﬂmumauﬂmﬂLaulfqﬂm faziAuue Reframing dhldnsoud
L% Dialogue logic NAzNaITNiAVeY Refutation Eij”lﬁ]'sJmﬁudﬁaiﬁuﬁaﬁgﬂﬁaﬂumaﬁhu nyaung e liidunasagng
suysl anelsAd madenaauiidnunluunaiuiiaseguu Criterion 7l Falsifiable fo @aufilsng Recurrent luatiy
Pali Text Society uazlun13dnmsaa1a@nuad Rhys Davids (1890, 1963) lugnuzdradanisliingnazainszuiaian
wnwuhdeauwiwaeuldmaindadelmzagstann (@sarlawinamataianevaiunaina) HAYBINTINLATADION

U5 mifimownsnunlddnngluneunanfidinmda wangiw dlgaaafisuas (tautology)
a§ﬂLLazaﬁﬂiﬁﬂNanﬁiﬁnﬂﬁ (Conclusion and Discussion)
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v v >
1. &ylvaaununan
Tadununandsznisuin de wiaiauldasinzinisuuylaisystusus (non-adversarial reasoning) lanvinlw
masunwidu “nizviunsudismwanudile’ annnduiRinnsilasgnlesiie naneduduzuy unaunnlu
faundywuadewihusraunsvldsuadziuudidaing nmslddnudeaaonseufa uaznsliguunduwganyunmg
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« v a rY . ' ¥ g
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madasundasaolu (Fricker, 2007; Habermas, 1990; Brandom, 1994) Lﬁaéﬂu@ﬁﬂLauﬁwqwﬁmﬂﬁLLﬁdﬁuaﬁ'ﬂ W
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v Qs v { o 1 v Qs U ' o v A 1
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dl a ' = 1 s v &) = Qo o d‘y a
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mMainwiduiiey didnisnanteudyn) MIawesuuazIw mIvyunsaudioglun My diunvey nsdududn
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a a al 1 a Ag a a { a '
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