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Revising a Decision Without Rewriting
What Was Known Then

Epigraph
“Remember, or reconstruct”.

Baruch Fischhoff and Ruth Beyth, 1975, the first sentence of the authors' abstract. A short
fragment about recalling a previous prediction or reconstructing it when forgotten. This
distinguishes kinds of material; it does not promise accurate memory. The Russian companion
uses a translation made for this article. Primary context.

What this article is about

Changing a decision can be difficult for reasons beyond expenses or agreements. A new
choice seems to require declaring the earlier one pointless. Today's information can then slip
into yesterday's picture: it is clear now, so it must always have been clear. Yet revision can
have another basis. Conditions changed, a message arrived, or an important need became
known. These affect future action without automatically becoming information available at the
time of the original agreement.

We will consider Ira's fictional participation in an evening language course. The earlier choice,
a later timetable change, and the current possibility of continuing each receive their own
questions. Research on remembered predictions supplies a limited scientific context; its
complete author abstract was read here, rather than the paper's methods and data. This
examination neither diagnoses memory, guarantees a fair assessment, nor determines legal
obligations. Its purpose is smaller: change an available action while retaining when information
appeared, the possibility of genuine correction, and other people's right to respond for
themselves.

I. A particular decision needs revising

Ira enrolled in an eight-week language course. The advertised evening time suited her after
work. She received confirmation and agreed to participate. After two weeks, the organiser
announces that subsequent sessions will begin earlier. Ira can no longer arrive at the start. An
acquaintance says this change was obvious and that she should never have enrolled. Ira
considers leaving. This is an invented ordinary scene. We are not assessing a real contract or
service or assigning fault; significant rights and conditions for leaving would need examination
in their own terms.
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Before judging, identify what is changing. Ira chose participation with a particular timetable.
She now needs to decide whether participation with the new time fits. The decisions are
connected but have different conditions. The original time can be suitable and the current one
unsuitable without a logical contradiction. A contradiction would arise from claiming that the
same schedule both did and did not permit arrival after the same work hours. Here, the
schedule changed, so a new answer can be accurate without cancelling the previous
information.

Sometimes only part of participation needs revision. Ira might arrive later, move to another
group, or postpone continuing. These options cannot be assumed available before the
organiser responds. But the subject can itself become smaller: it concerns timing and the
possible form of future classes, rather than giving up the language, her capacity to learn, or
every course. A broader verdict requires more evidence. A new timetable cannot establish an
inability to choose useful learning. It supplies a particular condition to compare with current
possibilities.

A defined subject also helps the conversation. Instead of proving her overall good judgement,
Ira can ask whether a group with suitable hours exists. This does not prevent assessing the
earlier organisation later. The present action simply gets its own question. If no group is
available, leaving may make sense; if one is, moving needs clarification. Neither answer must
prove a complete account of how well Ira makes decisions. A limited choice can be examined
within its actual conditions and the scope of responsibility accepted.

Il. Preserve the sequence of messages

Our scene contains an advertisement before enrolment, confirmation of participation, and a
later announcement of changed hours. They can be arranged by date. This is not a diary of
every thought or an obligation to build an archive. A few existing messages can establish the
sequence of what they discuss. The first describes the earlier schedule; the last describes the
new one. They do not disclose every intention of the organiser or thought of Ira. An available
record may be incomplete without its dates becoming useless or unknown intentions
becoming facts in a confident later narrative.

The date of an event differs from the date we learn about it. A timetable change may have
been decided before Ira was informed. That does not mean she knew about the decision
earlier. The organiser's previous information may matter when examining their actions;
information available to Ira matters when examining her choice. One fact has several temporal
relationships. They need not be collapsed into a convenient single date to simplify discussion.
What is known can be stated accurately, while the timing of someone else's decision remains
open without confirmation.
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A message also has limits. It establishes what was stated, not always what was performed. The
original time could have been announced and followed for two weeks. A subsequent change
does not erase those meetings. Yet an old advertisement does not guarantee every condition
indefinitely. Assessing a particular promise requires its real scope; specialised rights require
appropriate interpretation. In this ordinary example, it is enough to establish that the earlier
agreement concerned one time and the new message offers another. This limited conclusion
does not require judging everyone's honesty as a whole.

If no messages survive, the sequence can be reconstructed approximately. It should then be
described as present recollection rather than an earlier record. Ira remembers that the hours
fitted the end of work but lacks the advertisement's exact wording. This limit does not remove
her right to decide whether the new schedule fits now. It does limit a confident account of the
previous promise. Missing confirmation should become neither an admission of error nor
complete vindication. A particular past question can remain unestablished while a current
condition is sufficiently known.

lll. What research on remembered predictions shows

The author abstract of Fischhoff and Beyth's paper describes a return to predictions about
President Nixon's trips. After the events, participants recalled or reconstructed earlier
estimates. For events they believed had occurred, these estimates were generally higher than
the originals. The abstract and metadata were read here, rather than detailed methods or data.
This finding belongs to the named study. It neither establishes how every memory works nor
demonstrates the effectiveness of the practice suggested below.

That context permits a limited question: does our present confidence about what we expected
match an available earlier record? It does not authorise calling every memory false. Ira might
accurately remember the timetable while being unsure how the promise was expressed. She
might genuinely have considered a possible timetable change, or not have thought of it. These
positions require their own evidence. This article does not infer a psychological cause for her
response. A scientific term cannot replace checking the actual advertisement, conversations,
and availability of a significant condition before enrolment.

Revising an assessment must also be distinguished from revising an action. Even accurate
recollection does not require continuing an unsuitable course. Even inaccurate recollection
does not make a new schedule convenient. The connection with the past matters to the
account's quality, but today's action must consider today's conditions. If Ira cannot arrive, that
fact can be checked without finally explaining why she remembers the past as she does. We
do not require memory to be corrected before she may ask about moving. The present
question has a sufficient subject of its own.
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The opposite conclusion would also be excessive: because memory can reconstruct the past,
no earlier decision can be assessed. Sometimes an advertisement, confirmation,
correspondence, and a clear deadline are available. These permit particular claims to be
examined. Sometimes there is less material, making the conclusion narrower. The research
context does not abolish differences in source reliability or create general doubt about
everything. It retains a modest boundary between a present account of a prediction and an
originally recorded prediction. Other questions continue to depend on their own facts and
required competence.

IV. A new condition and a missed warning

Not every later difficulty is completely new. Consider another version: before enrolment, Ira
saw a warning that times could change after two weeks. That message would then belong to
the available material. Why it did not affect participation needs examination. Perhaps the
likelihood of a change was unclear, she accepted the uncertainty, or she missed an important
condition. A convenient explanation cannot be selected automatically. But a warning
distinguishes this version from the first, where a timetable change was announced only later.
The same outcome does not make both histories identical.

Availability is also more than existence somewhere. A warning might have appeared in another
document unrelated to the invitation, or as a clear point before confirmation. Assessment
depends on what someone could reasonably check in actual circumstances. We establish no
professional standard or duties here. In this ordinary example, we can ask whether a
substantial condition was presented clearly. Every message somewhere on the internet cannot
be attributed to Ira. Nor can a condition she received and could read before agreement
automatically be treated as insignificant.

If an omission is confirmed, it can be acknowledged specifically: | saw the warning but did not
clarify whether a possible new time would work. This need not claim that the current schedule
was fully known in advance. Knowing a particular change differs from knowing change was
possible. For future participation, the useful question might concern the allowable range of
hours. An exact date absent at the time need not be written into the past. Correction becomes
more substantive when it responds to the condition actually missed, rather than a complete
picture made persuasive by the eventual outcome.

If no warning existed, one should not be invented for a symmetrical self-accusation. Still, Ira
can decide to ask about possible changes next time. That new check has a time of origin. It
may be reasonable now even if the question was not previously obvious in the available
context. Its usefulness does not mean she always had to formulate it beforehand. Equally,
earlier ignorance does not prevent adding it now. Acknowledging a particular omission differs
from developing a new check, allowing learning without artificially expanding prior awareness.
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V. A reason for changing need not be a defence

Ira can tell the organiser that the new hours overlap with work, making the old form of
participation unsuitable. This describes a condition. She need not prove that she could never
have foreseen a timetable change. If an existing obligation requires notice or another action,
the agreed rules need consideration. But inconvenient hours do not require a narrative about
an impeccable original choice. Imperfect preparation can coexist with an accurate current limit.
One subject should not automatically absorb another before someone is allowed to name their
changed possibilities.

Nor should every change become a moral achievement. Revision can be necessary, useful,
doubtful, or still unclear; it does not prove flexibility in every area. Continuing need not mean
stubbornness either. Ira may have permission to arrive late, and that may genuinely suit her.
New arrangements at work might permit an earlier departure. A current answer is assessed
against particular information. Character descriptions do not identify the available options,
their conditions, or what a changed agreement requires of other participants.

A reason for changing should fit the change's extent. If the difficulty concerns a session's
start, declaring the language pointless is too broad. If the course no longer serves an important
purpose, a timetable shift may not describe the whole matter. Several reasons can be named
separately: hours, content, expenses, or personal interest. They need not merge into one final
verdict on the earlier choice. It becomes clearer which part is new, which was known, and
which is a present preference. Preferences may change, too, without changed value being
presented as a discovered old fact.

A brief answer is permissible. Ira does not have to disclose a detailed personal history to
explain why she cannot arrive. The organiser may need only the significant limitation and can
report actual options or their absence. These answers do not guarantee agreement about the
past. A practical clarification can end with a transfer or departure without a general verdict on
each participant. A substantial dispute about rights or breach requires separate appropriate
work. An ordinary private distinction cannot replace it or automatically release someone from
an accepted obligation.
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VI. An old decision does not become a permanent promise

Sometimes initial agreement is treated as a requirement to continue through any change. But a
promise's scope must be established rather than expanded through the single word agreed.
An eight-week course may have particular rules; these do not equal indefinite readiness to fit
every timetable. We establish no withdrawal rules in this hypothetical scene. The point is that
continuing requires examination of actual conditions and real commitments, rather than
automatically extending the earlier fit to everything afterwards. Otherwise, time disappears not
only from the account of knowledge but from the agreement itself.

A promise's seriousness can coexist with clarification. Ira asks how a transfer works, gives
notice of unavailability, and does not promise another person's participation in her place. The
conversation guarantees no convenient answer. Transfer rules may be limited, with no suitable
group. Real conditions and corresponding actions then remain. Freedom to revise a preference
does not mean cancelling every consequence. Yet consequences do not prove that continuing
is always better. Current options require separate assessment, in which earlier agreement is
one important fact rather than the entire decision.

Other people may have planned around Ira's participation. If her presence genuinely matters to
a paired assignment, this should be discussed within an appropriate scope. Her partner cannot
be assumed obliged to move with her. They have their own schedule, interest, and response.
Revising one decision does not confer authority to rewrite another person's. She can offer,
ask, or clarify how to finish shared work. Consent remains separate. This concerns present
coordination, not proof that the earlier choice was right or a right to direct relationships
because memory has been accurate.

If Ira stays, she can state the conditions of her new agreement: attending part of the session,
receiving material beforehand, and not promising to arrive at the start. These options exist only
through an actual agreement. They should not be declared workable before the organiser
answers. New agreement has its own date and scope. It does not retroactively correct the old
timetable or require the current arrangement to have always been preferable. The change may
be small but real: a person continues differently because their possibilities and clarified
agreement are now different.
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VIl. An earlier record remains evidence within its scope

If Ira made a brief note before enrolment, it can be read without requiring it to contain every
correct future judgement. It mentions evening hours, interest in the language, and being able
to attend after work. It is evidence of those stated reasons. It does not prove she considered
every condition or chose the best available option. The note can be kept and a new message
added separately. Correcting a typo differs from replacing an old reason with today's. In either
case, changes can be identified so the timing of a substantive correction remains visible.

A record need not be public. A relevant message can suffice for a timetable enquiry, while
personal material remains private. Accuracy does not require disclosing doubts, desires, or
private relationships to the organiser. Providing an earlier fact relevant to a dispute needs
suitable context and rules. An ordinary private note does not automatically become a legal
document. We do not propose compiling evidence against everyone. The purpose is to avoid
mixing an earlier reason with a present addition in one's own examination of an available
decision.

Without a note, one should not create it with an old date. A present reconstruction can say
what probably mattered, distinguishing a surviving document from an assumption. Unknowns
may stay unknown. This does not prevent using an accurate new timetable. Sometimes the
current question can be decided without a final answer about every earlier thought. Giving up
invented completeness does not mean giving up responsibility. It retains the limits of one's
material so correction does not become another confident story without adequate grounds.

The new record should not disappear at the next revision either. A week later, Ira learns about
another group. That is another message, not confirmation that a suitable group was always
available. An earlier search and a later answer can both be noted. History need not look like a
straight line towards the only correct ending. Different decisions can be reasonable with
different available conditions. They are not automatically equally good, but each can be
examined on its own subject instead of the entire sequence being replaced by the latest
convenient description.

VIIl. Correction looks forward

Revision becomes concrete when a changed action is identifiable. Ira moves to an available
group, clarifies how to receive material, or leaves within the appropriate agreed scope. The
original choice need not receive a final verdict before these steps. Whether another check was
needed then can remain open while the need to give notice now is clear. Practical action
responds to the existing situation. It does not prove complete earlier vindication, just as
refusing to act does not keep the past unchanged.
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A new rule needs a boundary, too. After the timetable changes, Ira decides to ask about
possible time changes before another course. This responds to a particular difficulty. It need
not become endless investigation of every organiser or rejection of every class. If the question
is irrelevant to another brief activity, old experience does not automatically make it
compulsory. A reasonable change depends on the task and the check's cost. The future
receives new knowledge within an appropriate scope, while the past does not become a
source of universal suspicion that one episode cannot justify.

A specific mistake can be admitted without rewriting the whole choice. If Ira received a
warning and failed to read an important point, correction concerns reading or clarifying that
point. She need not add that she knew the new time in advance. Nor should the omission be
excused because the complete outcome was unknown. Between inadequate checking and full
awareness lies room for an accurate conclusion. Available responsibility and real ignorance
can both be retained, rather than competing general narratives of blamelessness and total
fault.

The next result may be mixed. A transfer suits the schedule, but the new group's content
differs; leaving frees evenings but leaves regret. This does not automatically refute the present
revision. The conditions available for the new choice and what appeared later need
examination. We promise no sequence of decisions without loss. Distinguishing times prevents
every subsequent outcome from authorising the reassignment of previous knowledge.
Learning can follow a particular message and consequence while retaining imperfect real
options and the possibility of further change.

IX. Accurate revision permits an unfinished assessment

After the conversation, parts of the past may remain unestablished. Ira cannot remember
whether a timetable change was discussed verbally and finds no confirmation. She now has a
new timetable and an answer about transferring. These support a limited decision, not a
complete account of what was always obvious. Both can be stated together. This unfinished
assessment does not prevent serious attention to a present obligation. Nor does it require
accepting her acquaintance's opinion merely because his story sounds complete. A
persuasive narrative and complete available information are different properties.

The acquaintance may judge differently and think organisers should have been checked more
carefully. Ira can ask what particular information was available before enrolment. An answer, if
supplied, should be considered. A general impression is different material. Agreement with
every conclusion is not required before she can join a suitable group. Yet a right to separate
judgement does not prohibit checking an important comment. Discussion retains its subject
when it concerns an available condition rather than another person's duty to confirm the final
reasonableness of our entire history.
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A final answer may be brief: the old timetable suited me; the new one does not; part of the
earlier checking remains an open question; the present agreement has changed. There is room
for knowledge, unknowns, and action. It does not promise a person will never err again. It
simply does not charge invented certainty about the past as the price of revising a choice. A
new decision receives its own date and reasons. The earlier one stays available for specific
checking within the actual limits of information, rather than obeying the latest convenient
account.

What this means in practice

Choose an ordinary ongoing decision you want to change after a new message. Name its
subject: timing, extent of participation, a way of working, or another condition. Separate initial
agreement from the question of future action. This is an authorial suggestion, not a tested
programme for correcting memory. You can use a conversation, stop writing, or leave the form
aside. Significant rights, safety, and specialised commitments require appropriate separate
work.

Arrange available information by time: what was communicated before the choice, what was
assumed, and what became known later. Label anything reconstructed now as reconstruction.
Do not backdate a new record. Clarify whether a necessary warning was actually available or a
new condition appeared afterwards. Unknowns may remain open. A surviving document
confirms its own subject, not every thought and intention of a participant.

Then identify one current action and its real conditions: request a transfer, give notice of
unavailability, clarify consent, or end participation under the relevant rules. Another person
need not agree with your judgement of the past or participate in your place. A particular
omission can be admitted without declaring complete foresight; new information can be used
without replacing the earlier choice with it. A clear change and an honest boundary around
what remains unestablished can be enough.

This concerns a safe activity chosen voluntarily. You may stop the exercise if there is a threat

or coercion; answering these questions does not require disclosing private material.

Key quotation
“Originally assigned probabilities”.

Fischhoff and Beyth, the second sentence of the authors' abstract: the original material
compared with later recalled or reconstructed estimates. This short fragment identifies the
comparison's baseline; it does not prescribe numerical probabilities for everyday choices. The
Russian companion uses a translation made for this article. Context.
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Connections between traditions

Comparison Possible connection Boundary
Prediction research < an Later reconstruction and an Neither a diagnosis of an individual nor a
account of a former choice original estimate have universal account of memory.

different statuses.

Authorial temporal distinction A new action receives It does not automatically cancel a real
<> changed participation current reasons. commitment.

A surviving record <> a current A document can establish its =~ No duty to disclose all private material or
conversation own subject. assign another person's consent.
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