Indexicality and Rigidity

The Twin Earth water example did not involve a division in labor, but it involves other things which are of fundamental importance to the theory of reference and to the theory of necessary truth.  Specifically, it involves the notions of (1) rigidity and (2) indexicality.
RIGIDITY

Thought Experiment Four: This Is Water in W1 and W2 

Let W1 and W2 be two possible worlds in which I exist and in which this glass exists and in which I am giving a meaning explanation by pointing at the glass and saying “This is water.”  Suppose that in W1 the glass is filled with H20 and that in W2 it is filled with XYZ.
Interpretation One (424)
1) One might hold that ‘water’ was world-relative but constant in meaning (i.e. the word has a constant relative meaning).  On this theory, ‘water’ means the same in W1 and W2; it’s just that water is H20 in W1 and water is XYZ in W2.
Interpretation Two (424)
2) One might hold that water is H20 in all worlds (the stuff called “water” in W2 isn’t water), but ‘water’ doesn’t have the same meaning in W1 and W2.
If what was said in the Twin Earth example is correct, then Interpretation 2 is correct.

We can express this in Kripke’s words by saying that “water” is rigid. (424)

When I give the ostensive definition “this is water” the word “this” is rigid.

SIMILARITIES TO INDEXICALS  (426)
Natural kind terms are like indexicals because 
(1) in both cases it does not appear that intension determines extension

(2) in both cases there appears to be an ostensive element

REASON 1

For indexicals, such as the word “I” (and other pronouns), the same word has different extensions in different contexts.  That is, the same word can be used to refer to different objects when used in different contexts.  When Sam uses the word “I” the extension is Sam, when I use the word “I” the extension is Patti.  Thus we cannot say that intension determines extension.  It appears that ‘water’ is like indexicals in that there can be a mismatch between the intension and the extension of the term
REASON 2

Even though ‘water’ denotes rigidly, what it denotes is water only if it is similar to the stuff that is ‘water’ in the actual world.

“Water is stuff that bears a certain similarity relation to the water around here.”   (426)

Indexicals are also ostensive – involves pointing at the referent -- (and that’s where the variety of extension comes from).

Conclusion:  Words like water have an unnoticed indexical component.

CONSEQUENCES OF WATER BEING INDEXICAL

Proposal:  We could treat words like water like true indexicals, in that there is a mismatch between intension and extension in both cases, saying that:

· They have the same meaning in every context, just a different extension

· Meaning does not determine extension

ARGUMENT THAT THE EXTENSION OF THE WORD WATER IS ALWAYS THE SAME, NOT THAT MEANINGS ARE DIFFERENT

Suppose water has the same meaning on Twin Earth and Earth.

Let water on Twin Earth become phonetically different – quaxel

Premise: 
In this case ‘water’ and ‘quaxel’ have different extensions but the same meaning.

Premise:  
This is highly counterintuitive.

Conclusion:  
‘Water’ and ‘quaxel’ have different meanings, not just different extensions.

PUTNAM’S PICTURE
We should say that a difference in extension is a difference in meaning and give up the notion that meanings are mental entities of any kind.  (426)
Water is H20 is epistemically contingent but metaphysically necessary.

If I agree that a liquid with the superficial properties of “water” but a different microstructure isn’t really water then my ways of recognizing water cannot be regarded as an analytical specification of what it is to be water. (425)
We have now seen that the extension of a term is not fixed by a concept that the individual speaker has in his head, and this is true both because extension is, in general, determined socially – there is a division of linguistic labor as much as of “real” labor – and because extension is, in part, determined indexically.  The extension of our terms depends upon the actual nature of the particular things that serve as paradigms, and this actual nature is not, in general, fully known to the speaker.  Traditional semantic theory leaves out two contributions to the determination of reference – the contribution of society and the contribution of the real world; a better semantic theory must encompass both.  (427)
