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The philosophical development of
the White Horse Paradox in the era before
Shih Huang Ti of the Chin Dynasty (221-207 B.C)
when Chinese Culture Blossomed

Chen, Cheng Yang

Abstract

The White Horse paradox was a very important debate
in the era before Shih Huang Ti of the Chin Dynasty. Is the
White Horsereally ahorse? If it is, why was the conclusion
reached that “a White Horse is not a horse’? This
conjecture caused an interesting discussion among scholars.
Zhuang Zi thought that by using the theory, “aWhite Horse is
not a horse”, to try to identify the difference between a
substance and its name is similar to the saying that “name
and substance are completely different from each other, but
happiness and anger are both states of mind.” It does not help
explain the theory and Tao at all, on the contrary, it is only
wasting time. Gongsun Long was famous for his White Horse
theory, he thought name and substance should not be
confused, since the words of “White Horse” are obviously
different from a “horse”’ literally, and therefore he insisted
that “a White Horse is not a horse”. Mohism thought the
“White Horse” was part of the horse category, but only
belonged to a very small group in this category. We could
only use “is’ to connect the relation between wide category
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and small group; we could never use “is not” to express it.
Therefore, Mohism debated that a white horse IS a horse
against a white horse IS NOT a horse. Xuan Zi argued that
the purpose of having anameisto relate it to the substance; it
is easy to prove a strange theory like “A White Horse is not a
horse” by looking at the substance and seeing if it does not
match the name; and therefore we should not waste time on
debating it.

The purpose of this topic is to describe the development
of the debate about “A White Horse is not a horse” in the era
before Shih Huang Ti of the Chin Dynasty and aso the
debate on name and substance.

Keywords Zhuang Zi, Mohism, Xuan Zi, Gongsun Long,
Teo.



