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Hindsight Bias
Once people know how something turned out, they tend to believe they knew it all along. Hindsight 
bias — also called the knew-it-all-along effect or creeping determinism — is the tendency, after 
an outcome is known, to see that outcome as having been more predictable than it actually was,  
and to overestimate what could and should have been foreseen before the fact. It is one of the most 
robust findings in cognitive psychology, and it is of unusual importance to the law, because so 
much of what courts and juries do is judge, after a harmful outcome, whether someone should have 
anticipated and prevented it. Hindsight bias is also a memory phenomenon: knowing the outcome 
reshapes a person's memory of the events and predictions that preceded it. This paper explains 
what hindsight bias is, why it is so hard to undo, how it distorts memory and legal judgment, and 
how the law has tried to counter it. It assumes no background in psychology, and the science here 
favors no party.

What Hindsight Bias Is
In the founding study, Baruch Fischhoff showed that telling people the outcome of an event led 
them to report, in hindsight, that the outcome had been more likely than people judging the same 
situation in foresight actually thought — and to do so without being aware of the influence 
(Fischhoff, 1975). In a companion study, people who had earlier estimated the probability of 
various outcomes of President Nixon's diplomatic trips later misremembered their own predictions 
as having been closer to what actually happened (Fischhoff & Beyth, 1975). Fischhoff called this 
tendency  to  see  past  events  as  the  inevitable  products  of  what  preceded  them  "creeping 
determinism."

Modern accounts identify hindsight bias as a blend of three distinct components (Roese & Vohs, 
2012). The first is memory distortion: people misremember their own earlier judgment, recalling 
it as closer to the truth than it was. The second is inevitability: the outcome comes to seem as 
though it had to happen. The third is foreseeability: people believe they personally could have 
predicted it. Outcome knowledge activates a causal story for how the result came about, and that 
story  reorganizes  the  search  through  and  reconstruction  of  the  prior  information  — biasing 
memory and judgment toward the now-known result.

Robust, Pervasive, and Hard to Undo
Hindsight bias is remarkably general. Meta-analysis confirms it as a reliable effect across many 
domains and tasks (Christensen-Szalanski & Willham, 1991), and it has been found across the 
lifespan, from young children to adults in their nineties (Bernstein, Erdfelder, Meltzoff, Peria, & 
Loftus, 2011), and in perception as well as judgment — people who learn the identity of a blurry 
image overestimate how easily they, or a naive peer, could have recognized it. It is also stubbornly 
resistant to correction. Simply warning people about the bias, or instructing them to ignore what 
they now know, does not remove it (Pohl & Hell, 1996); people cannot un-know the outcome on 
command. The one technique with consistent success is structured consideration of alternatives — 
deliberately generating reasons the outcome might have turned out differently, or how other results 
could have come about, which loosens the grip of the single known result (Arkes, Faust, Guilmette, 
& Hart, 1988). The bias is not a failure of intelligence or effort; it is a by-product of how knowledge 
automatically updates and reshapes memory.

Hindsight Bias and Memory
Hindsight bias is, at bottom, a form of memory distortion: present knowledge of how things turned 
out bends a person's memory of the past toward consistency with that knowledge. This makes it a 
close relative of the misinformation effect and of the broader tendency to reconstruct the past to 



Hindsight Bias.          Page 2 of 4 pages

fit the present (Mazzoni & Vannucci, 2007). The distortion reaches witness memory directly. A 
witness who learns the outcome of an event — that a relationship ended badly, that a defendant 
was charged, that a course of conduct led to harm — may, without any awareness, remember the  
lead-up differently than they would have before knowing, recalling warning signs as clearer and 
the result as more foreseeable than they appeared at the time. Because witnesses routinely testify 
about events they observed before knowing how things would unfold, and learn the outcome long 
before they testify, hindsight bias can quietly reshape the very memories a case depends on. In its 
more extreme form, a newly adopted understanding of oneself — such as coming to see oneself as 
having  been  wronged  —  can  prompt  a  selective  reinterpretation  of  the  past  to  fit  that  
understanding.

Hindsight Bias and the Law
No cognitive bias is more deeply woven into legal judgment than this one, because the law 
constantly asks fact-finders to evaluate a decision or an act by what was known beforehand, while 
they sit in full knowledge of the harmful result. Studies of legal decision-making show that jurors 
asked to judge whether conduct was negligent or a risk unreasonable are pushed toward harsher 
judgments by knowing that harm in fact occurred — they find the harm more foreseeable, and the 
actor  more  blameworthy,  than  the  pre-outcome  facts  warrant  (Harley,  2007).  The  problem 
pervades negligence and malpractice litigation, where even expert witnesses, reviewing a bad 
outcome, are prone to see the practitioner's earlier choices as obvious errors, and it extends to 
product liability, professional judgment, and the review of investment and other risk decisions.

The law has long recognized the danger and built explicit safeguards against it. In assessing the 
reasonableness of a police officer's use of force, the Supreme Court has held that the inquiry must 
be made "from the perspective of a reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with the 20/20 
vision of hindsight" (Graham v. Connor, 1989). In judging whether a defense lawyer's performance 
was constitutionally deficient,  courts  must  "eliminate the distorting effects  of  hindsight" and 
evaluate the conduct from counsel's perspective at the time (Strickland v. Washington, 1984). And 
in patent law, courts assessing whether an invention was "obvious" are cautioned to guard against 
the hindsight bias that makes a solution look inevitable once it is known (KSR International Co. 
v.  Teleflex  Inc.,  2007).  These  doctrines  instruct  decision-makers  to  judge  by  foresight,  not 
hindsight — a legal command that the psychology shows to be necessary and difficult to obey. 
Whether an expert may explain hindsight bias to a jury is governed by the general standards for  
expert evidence — Daubert v. Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals (1993), as extended by Kumho Tire 
Co. v. Carmichael (1999), or the Frye general-acceptance test still followed in some jurisdictions 
(Frye v. United States, 1923) — and a witness may testify only from personal knowledge (Fed. R. 
Evid. 602).

Special Issues in Legal Practice
The principles described above apply with equal  force to every party in a legal  proceeding. 
Memory operates  the  same way regardless  of  who is  asking the  questions,  and the  science 
summarized here favors no side. What differs between the parties is not the science but the vantage 
point — the particular places where memory issues tend to surface, and the particular errors each 
party is best positioned to guard against. The two summaries below identify those recurring issues. 
They are offered for orientation, not as litigation strategy; in every case the controlling question is 
what the evidence in that case will, and will not, support, and the expert's role is to inform the trier 
of fact rather than to advocate for either side.

Special Issues for Prosecutors
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For the State, hindsight bias is most likely to surface where a case asks the jury to judge whether 
a person should have foreseen or prevented a harm — for instance, the reasonableness of an 
officer's split-second decision, or whether a defendant disregarded a risk. The issue most likely 
to arise is that knowledge of the bad outcome makes the prior conduct look more obviously  
culpable than it was, and a witness's memory of the warning signs may have sharpened in light of 
what followed. The error best guarded against is letting the outcome do the work of proof — 
presenting the foreseeability of a result as self-evident because it happened, rather than establishing 
what the actor actually knew and faced at the time. Where the law requires judging conduct by 
foresight, as in use-of-force cases, building the case around the information available before the 
outcome,  and  supporting  it  with  contemporaneous  evidence,  both  honors  that  standard  and 
produces a more durable record.

Understood this way, attention to hindsight bias keeps the State's proof anchored in what the 
evidence shows about the moment of decision, rather than in the gravity of the result — a discipline 
that strengthens the case against challenge and reflects the standard the law actually imposes.

Special Issues for Defense
For the defense, hindsight bias is among the most important cognitive influences to bring to a fact-
finder's  attention, because it  systematically pushes toward judging a defendant's  pre-outcome 
conduct too harshly. The issue most likely to surface is a jury — or an expert reviewing the case 
— treating a harmful result as proof that the defendant should have seen it coming, when the 
conduct may have been reasonable on the information available at the time. The error best guarded 
against is overclaiming: hindsight bias describes a general tendency and the difficulty of judging 
by foresight, not a guarantee that any particular judgment is mistaken. The constructive course is 
to anchor the jury in the defendant's perspective at the time, to request instructions that direct 
judgment by foresight rather than hindsight where the law provides for them (as in use-of-force 
and ineffective-assistance contexts), and, where admissible, to offer expert explanation of the bias 
and of how outcome knowledge reshapes both judgment and memory.

The corresponding safeguard is to ensure the trier of fact understands the science: that knowing 
how things turned out makes the outcome seem more foreseeable and inevitable than it was; that 
this distortion is largely unconscious and resistant to mere warnings; and that it reshapes memory 
of the lead-up as well as judgment of it. Where admissible, expert testimony on hindsight bias can 
help the factfinder do what the law asks but the mind resists — judge the conduct as it appeared 
before the result was known.
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