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The principle of bivalence says that every item of a certain kind - every truth- bearer - is either true or false.
A counterexample to bivalence should be a truth-bearer that is neither. Call such counterexamples to bivalence, if
existing, genuine truth-value gaps. Timothy Williamson argues in his Vagueness (1994: pp. 188-9) that the
supposition of genuine cases of truth-value gaps is incoherent. Williamson's argument relies fundamentally on
disquotational (or equivalence) schemas for truth and falsehood, and explores the inconsistency between holding
the correctness of the schemas for truth and falsehood and supposing that there are genuine truth-value gaps. This
inconsistency is a problem for deflationists not inclined to endorse bivalence: how can the meaning of the truth
predicate be fully given in instances of a disquotational or equivalence schema, if some of such apparently
legitimate instances entail contradictions? But if Williamson's argument stands strong, then there cannot be genuine
truth-value gaps.

Some recent proposals purport to avoid the inconsistency that results from the supposition of truth-value
gaps. Thus, JC Beall (2002) proposes that deflationism is compatible with the existence of gaps, as long as we
recognize the difference between two senses of negation: strong and weak. A slightly distinct proposal has been put
forward by Mark Richard (2000), who argues that the supposition of truth-value gaps need not lead to
contradictions, if we recognize the distinction between denying a sentence and asserting its negation. These
proposals have in common the following idea: when we say that it is neither true nor false that P, we obviously do
not mean to say it is not true, in the sense that we can infer that P is not the case, and we do not mean to say it is
not false, in the sense that we can infer that not P is not the case - if we did, we would arrive at contradictions.
Perhaps we hold instead a neutral attitude towards particular problematic instances; we could express such an
attitude by appealing to some form of weak negation, or by denying some sentence or proposition, but not asserting
its negation.

I shall argue that these kinds of proposal are misguided. On the one hand, the introduction of different
senses of negation is ad hoc, offering a localized solution with no independent motivation other than avoiding the
derivation of contradictions, and the same goes for the distinction between denying something and asserting its
negation. Moreover, it is questionable whether disquotational schemas can be made compatible with gaps merely
by distinguishing between different readings of negation. So, I argue, adopting any of these strategies is not how
you should deny bivalence.

Finally, I suggest that there is a plausible sense of negation that can be appealed to, namely metalinguistic
negation. The problem is that metalinguistic negation does not eliminate the deflationist’s problem: metalinguistic
negation can only be helpful to avoid the derivation of contradictions if it also prevents any disquotation, including in
the statement of truth-conditions. Hence, Williamson's argument stands ö the supposition of genuine cases of truth-
value gaps is incoherent.
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