I.

People utter sentences at contexts, which we represent as pairs <w, t>. 

Our reply

On the contextualist analysis, (9) expresses proposition (10) at Context B:

(10) that it is no longer the case that Lance Armstrong won the Tour de France in 2000 according to declaration β.

Our reply

On the contextualist analysis, (9) expresses proposition (10) at Context B:

(10) that it is no longer the case that Lance Armstrong won the Tour de France in 2000 according to declaration β.

 However, (10) has a presupposition that is false in the circumstance of Context B, namely: that it was once the case that Armstrong won the Tour de France in 2000 according to declaration β.
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 The attempts to block our conclusion do not work. So, maybe, the past can really change.
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Conclusion

 The attempts to block our conclusion do not work. So, maybe, the past can really change.

 One should stop asking whether the past can change and start to think how this could be.

 How to make sense of this idea? Suggestions are welcome!

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  Armstrong won the Tour de France seven times from 1999 to 2005. He was later stripped of those titles for doping. So, Armstrong never won any Tour de France in the end.
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II. Sentences express propositions at contexts. III. A sentence S is temporally specific if and only if, for any context c, the proposition expressed by S at c is about a specific time.

IV. A sentence S is about the past in a context c if and only if the proposition expressed by S at c is about a time that precedes c. has, relative to the past of c, the property that p ascribes to it.

 'Obama was born in 1961' is true in <@, 1 st Sept 2014> if and only if, relative to the past of <@, 1 st Sept 2014>, the year 1961 has the property of being a time in which Obama was born.

 However, (

6

) is perfectly consistent! (6)

 (9) is true in Context B.

 If (3) implied (1), adding to (3) the sentence 'Armstrong never won any Tour de France in the end' should result in a contradiction, given that the latter sentence and (1) are incompatible.

 The verb phrase 'win the Tour de France in 2000' is context-sensitive.

 (1) expresses different propositions at Context A and Context B:

 (1) expresses different propositions at Context A and Context B: (7) that Lance Armstrong won the Tour de France in 2000 according to the declaration of Context A (Declaration α)