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Abstract
A platitude in epistemology is that an individual’s belief does not qualify as knowl-
edge if it is true by luck. Individuals, however, are not the only bearers of knowl-
edge. Many epistemologists agree that groups can also possess knowledge in a way 
that is genuinely collective. If groups can know, it is natural to think that, just as true 
individual beliefs fall short of knowledge due to individual epistemic luck, true col-
lective beliefs may fall short of knowledge because of collective epistemic luck. This 
paper argues, first, that the dominant view of epistemic luck in the literature, the 
modal view, does not yield a satisfactory account of lucky collective beliefs. Sec-
ond, it argues that collective epistemic luck is better explained in terms of groups 
lacking (suitably defined) forms of control over collective belief formation that are 
specific to the different procedures for forming collective beliefs. One of the main 
implications of this, we will argue, is that groups whose beliefs are formed via inter-
nal deliberation are more vulnerable to knowledge-undermining collective luck than 
groups that form their beliefs via non-deliberative methods, such as non-deliberative 
anonymous voting. The bottom line is that the greater exposure to knowledge-under-
mining luck that deliberation gives rise to provides a reason (not a conclusive one) 
for thinking that non-deliberative methods of group belief formation have greater 
epistemic value.
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1  Collective Epistemic Luck and Collective Gettier Cases

Attributing knowledge to groups is a common phenomenon in ordinary parlance. 
For instance, we say that a political party knows that their voters are left-wing vot-
ers, that a firm knows that its gross margin is 3 million, or that a hiring committee 
knows that a particular applicant is qualified.1 Many epistemologists consider such 
knowledge attributions meaningful, to the point that they believe groups can have 
knowledge in a way that is genuinely collective.2 Here are two examples of group 
belief formation, the output of which (a collective belief) can be properly considered 
group knowledge:

Hikers
A group of four hikers, wanting to reach the top of the mountain in the shortest 
possible time, try to settle whether path A, B, C, or D is the quickest route to 
the top. Each has, respectively, walked one (and only one) of those four paths 
in the past. Therefore, for each path, there is only one hiker that knows how 
long it takes to walk it. To decide what path is the fastest, the hikers engage in 
group discussion revealing their private evidence, and they collectively con-
clude, correctly, that A is the fastest path.
Hiring committee
A hiring committee needs to decide who is the most qualified candidate for 
a vacant teaching position. Being very competent, all committee members 
meticulously revise the candidates’ CVs, and all interview each candidate per-
sonally, one-to-one. After that, each makes a knowledgeable assessment of 
each candidate and a corresponding competent choice. The committee’s rules 
stipulate that committee members can neither deliberate nor reveal their indi-
vidual assessments or choices to other members. Instead, they must take an 
anonymous vote. The outcome of the voting is unanimous: candidate 6 is the 
most qualified for the job. This is the case, indeed. The committee’s spokes-
person notifies the Dean that the hiring committee believes that candidate 6 is 
the most qualified, and the Dean appoints that person.

Intuitively, the group of hikers knows that A is the fastest path. Similarly, the 
hiring committee knows that candidate 6 is the most qualified for the job. Now, if 
groups can have knowledge, it is natural to think that, just as true individual beliefs 
fall short of knowledge because of individual epistemic luck (e.g., in Gettier cases),3 
by parity of reasoning, true collective beliefs may fail to qualify as knowledge 

2 For discussion of collective knowledge, see Bird 2010; Gilbert 1987; 2002; 2013; Mathiesen 2006; 
Tollefsen 2006; Tuomela 1995; and Wray 2007.
3 Here is one such case. At 10 pm, Bertrand looks at a generally reliable digital clock that says “22:00” 
and forms the true belief that it is 10 pm on that basis. Unbeknown to Bertrand, however, the clock’s bat-
teries ran out yesterday exactly at 10 pm. Thus, Bertrand’s belief is true by luck, but does not amount to 
knowledge. See Russell (1948/2009).

1 The forthcoming discussion is restricted to collective propositional knowledge.

100 M. Barba, F. Broncano-Berrocal



1 3

because of collective epistemic luck.4 Here are some examples of knowledge-under-
mining collective luck:

Lucky Hikers
A group of four hikers, wanting to reach the top of the mountain in the shortest 
possible time, try to settle whether path A, B, C, or D is the quickest route to 
the top. Each believes to have walked one (and only one) of those four paths 
in the past. Therefore, for each path, there is only one hiker that believes how 
long it takes to walk it. To decide what path is the fastest, the hikers engage in 
group discussion revealing their private evidence, and they collectively con-
clude, correctly, that A is the fastest path.
This time, however, the hikers’ epistemic situation is more complicated. Hik-
ers 2, 3, and 4 did, respectively, walk paths B, C, and D, and each not only 
believes but also knows the time it took them: respectively, 2, 3, and 4 hours. 
By contrast, hiker 1 makes a double mistake. First, she claims to have walked 
path A, but she’s misremembering and in reality took path B (the one hiker 2 
walked). Second, she incorrectly measured how long it took her to walk path 
B. It normally takes 2 hours, but she measured 1h 30 min, which is, coinciden-
tally, the time it takes to walk A. Now, here is the lucky twist: from her false 
belief that she walked path A (hiker 1 walked B), and from her false belief that 
it took her 1h 30 min (it took her two hours), she comes to believe that it takes 
1h 30 min to walk path A. As things turn out, this belief is true, but it’s just a 
coincidence that it is. During group deliberation, hiker 1 communicates her 
belief to the others, and they collectively agree, correctly, that path A is the 
fastest.
Lucky Hiring Committee
A hiring committee needs to decide who is the most qualified candidate for a 
vacant teaching position. Each of their gender-biased members revises the can-
didates’ CVs in a sloppy, prejudiced way and interviews each candidate per-
sonally, one-to-one, in an unfair and often dismissive manner. After that, each 
makes an individual biased assessment of the candidates and a corresponding 
arbitrary choice. The committee’s rules stipulate that committee members can 
neither deliberate nor reveal their individual assessments or choices to other 
members. Instead, they must take an anonymous vote.
As things turn out, all committee members vote for candidate 9, the only male 
candidate who is also utterly unqualified for the job. To vote, they just need to 
press “9” on a numerical keyboard. Unbeknown to them, however, the janitor 

4 See Carter (2015) and Lackey (2014) for a parallel argument in the case of epistemic defeat: just as 
individual knowledge can be defeated, they argue, so it should be in the case of collective knowledge. In 
general, it is to be expected that collective knowledge is subject to the same kind of epistemic phenom-
ena (e.g., epistemic luck, defeat, etc.) as individual knowledge. This doesn’t mean that these collective 
phenomena need to work and hence be spelled out in the same way as their corresponding individual 
phenomena. In fact, as we will see, collective epistemic luck, although the same kind of phenomenon as 
individual epistemic luck (they’re both instances of luck), is different in important respects that need to 
be spelled out with different theoretical resources. This is, at any rate, one of the key points of the paper.
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had accidentally turned keys “6” and “9” upside down the day before when 
cleaning the keyboard. Consequently, when committee members anonymously 
and unanimously press key “9” to vote for candidate “9,” the computerized 
voting system registers “6” and thereby casts a vote for candidate 6, a female 
candidate who also happens to be the most qualified for the job. In this way, 
the voting results in the committee’s unanimous true opinion that candidate 6 
is the most qualified. The committee’s spokesperson notifies this verdict to the 
Dean, and the Dean appoints that person.

The hikers’ collective belief that path A is the fastest is true by luck. After all, the 
individual belief (hiker 1’s) upon which the hikers reach consensus is also true by 
luck. Collective epistemic luck is thus the reason the group ignores that proposition. 
It should also be clear that the hiring committee, despite holding a true collective 
opinion about who’s the most qualified candidate, ignores this. The culprit, again, is 
knowledge-undermining collective luck. While in the former case, the luck in play is 
due to an individual group member’s lucky true belief being the basis for the group’s 
view, in the latter, luck intervenes in the procedure for aggregating individual beliefs 
(the voting system). In both cases, the upshot is the same: group knowledge is under-
mined by the epistemic luck in play. To better grasp the structure of the cases, let’s 
compare them in Table 1 with the previous examples of group knowledge:

Granted, as Lucky Hikers and Lucky Hiring Committee exemplify, groups may 
fail to possess collective knowledge because of the phenomenon we’ve called col-
lective epistemic luck. But there’s a potential objection lurking around to calling 
such a phenomenon collective “epistemic luck.” As the objection goes, Gettier cases 
are paradigmatic cases of individual epistemic luck; if collective epistemic luck is 
the same kind of phenomenon as individual epistemic luck, there should be Get-
tier cases at the collective level too, but the proposed cases do not look like Get-
tier cases. After all, in Lucky Hikers hiker 1’s true belief that it takes 1 h 30 min to 
walk path A is not epistemically justified—recall: this is the belief upon which the 
group’s true belief is based. If so, one might argue that the lack of justification of 
hiker 1’s belief renders such a collective belief unjustified. But collective Gettier 
cases must surely be cases of justified collective belief. Analogously, in Lucky Hir-
ing Committee, the voting system is unreliable. If individual beliefs are aggregated 
unreliably, the resulting collective beliefs are unjustified (on a reliabilist conception 
of justified group belief).5 The same reasoning applies: it’s not a Gettier case either.

As a rejoinder, these factors—the lack of justification of hiker 1’s individual 
belief and the voting system’s unreliability—are contingent features of the cases. 
The preceding examples can be easily turned into collective Gettier cases by making 
such factors epistemically appropriate while retaining the intuition that the relevant 
collective beliefs are lucky. Consider the following versions of Lucky Hikers and 
Lucky Hiring Committee:

Gettierized Hikers

5 See Goldman (2014) and Lackey (2016) for recent work on justified group belief.
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Everything is like in Lucky Hikers except for the fact that when hiker 1 walked 
path B, she had very good justification for thinking that it was path A: everyone, 
including several rangers, Google Maps, and the National Park Guide, referred to 
that path as “A.” Besides, the hiker’s very reliable stopwatch was, unbeknown to 
her, suddenly restarted when exactly 1h 30min of walking was left—e.g., unbe-
knownst to the hiker, a squirrel accidentally dropped a nut that bounced on her 
stopwatch’s on/off button two times (one to switch it off, one to switch it on) 
exactly at that time.
Gettierized Hiring Committee
Everything is like in Lucky Hiring Committee, except for the fact that the voting 
system is reliable: the keys of the keyboard are fine and nothing amiss happens 
with the way votes are aggregated. However, the output of the reliable voting pro-
cedure is rigged by a feminist activist to ensure that the committee ends up mak-
ing a fair decision by reaching the true collective judgment that candidate 6 (a 
woman) is the most qualified person for the job.

Therefore, not only collective epistemic luck is a genuine phenomenon: there are 
also collective Gettier cases. Now, from the fact that true justified collective beliefs can 
be Gettierized and, more generally, from the fact that luck can prevent a group’s true 
belief from qualifying as knowledge, we should not so readily assume that the condi-
tions that give rise to epistemic luck at the collective level are the same as those at 
the individual level. At best, the previous cases give prima facie reason to think that 
individual and collective epistemic luck are the same kind of epistemic phenomenon, 
in that they both involve luck (rather than, say, defeat, or lack of luminosity for that 
matter). However, albeit being the same kind of phenomenon, we’ll argue that they 
behave differently, epistemically speaking. Not only that, one of the main points in our 
argumentation will be that salient differences between individual and collective belief 
formation call for a radically different way of theorizing epistemic luck at the collective 
level: instead of modeling it in modal terms, as per usual in the individual case, col-
lective epistemic luck is best understood in terms of groups lacking (suitably defined) 
forms of control over collective belief formation that are specific to the different proce-
dures for forming collective beliefs.

Interestingly, one of the main implications of the proposed account will be that 
groups whose beliefs are formed via internal deliberation (i.e., the process by which 
group members share their views and evidence with other members and weigh them 
up with the views and evidence shared by others) are more liable to knowledge-under-
mining collective luck than groups that form their beliefs via non-deliberative meth-
ods (such as non-deliberative majority voting). In fact, as we will argue, this greater 
exposure to knowledge-undermining luck that deliberation gives rise to can be seen 
as providing a reason (not a conclusive one, though) for thinking that non-deliberative 
methods of group belief formation have greater epistemic value.
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2  Two Competing Accounts of Luck

Luck is present in our everyday lives. It is also a notion that plays a significant role 
in several areas of philosophy, including philosophy of action, moral philosophy, 
and epistemology. However, the nature of luck itself has not been a traditional 
focus of philosophical theorizing until recently. Fortunately, the situation has been 
amended, and we now count with several views about the nature of luck. Two popu-
lar ones are these:

The modal account of luck: An event E is lucky for an agent S if and only if E 
occurs in the actual world but fails to occur in most nearby possible worlds in 
which the relevant initial conditions for E are the same as in the actual world.6
The lack of control account of luck: An event E is lucky for an agent S if and 
only if E is beyond S’s control.7

Both accounts get paradigmatic instances of luck right. For example, winning 
a fair lottery is typically a matter of luck because (as per the modal account) in 
most nearby possible worlds one would lose or because (as per the lack of control 
account), since the lottery is fair, one lacks control over its outputs. Yet, counterex-
amples have been proposed to both accounts, replies have been given and refine-
ments made, and further versions have been proposed.8 Here is not the place to 
adjudicate between these two competing views. For the purposes here, we’ll only 
mention a critical problem with the modal view. The reason is that this problem 
is pervasive, in that it spreads to the modal account both of individual epistemic 
luck (§3) and of collective epistemic luck (§4)—throughout different contexts. This 
problem thus paves the way for a more reasonable lack of control approach to the 
phenomenon.

Table 1  Examples

Hikers Hiring committee Lucky hikers Lucky 
hiring com-
mittee

Does the group have knowledge? Yes Yes No No
Do group members have knowledge? All All All but one None
Are the group members’ beliefs true? Yes Yes Yes No
Method of collective belief formation Deliberation Voting Deliberation Voting

6 See Pritchard (2005) for seminal work on the notions of luck and epistemic luck and Pritchard (2014) 
for a more recent defense of the modal account.
7 Most views also include a condition to the effect that the event must be significant to the agent for it to 
be lucky. See Ballantyne (2012) for several ways of understanding the significance condition of luck. See 
Broncano-Berrocal (2015) for a defense of the lack of control account of luck.
8 See Broncano-Berrocal (2016) for an overview of the different theories of luck as well as the main 
objections that have been proposed to each of them.
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The problem starts with the simple idea that not all lucky events arise out of coin-
cidence (we can hence call the problem the coincidence problem). If someone tosses 
a coin and lands tails, it is not a coincidence that it lands tails: after all, someone has 
tossed the coin intentionally. Yet, that outcome can still count as lucky for someone 
because, e.g., that person will win a big prize if the coin lands tails. Coincidences, 
by contrast, are necessarily lucky (if significant).9 So coincidences are a subset, per-
haps a significant one, of lucky events. As Owens (1992) characterizes the notion, a 
coincidence is an event that arises out of two or more constituent events which are 
themselves produced by independent causal factors in such a way that we cannot 
explain why they come together—e.g., there is no nomological connection between 
the components of the coincidence or no common nomological antecedent. For 
example, you desperately need water, you pray that it rains and it rains, but there is 
no common factor connecting your prayers with the rain. That the two events come 
together is simply inexplicable, hence a coincidence.

Let’s add more details to the case. You are not religious, so you normally don’t 
pray. This means that, although you have prayed (out of desperation), you could eas-
ily have done otherwise. In addition, it wasn’t very likely that it would rain that day, 
so although it did rain in the end, the sky could easily have stayed clear. This extra 
layer of complexity implies that the relevant components of the coincidence in ques-
tion (i.e., the prayers and the rain) are modally fragile and so is the fact that they 
come together (i.e., the relevant coincidence). The interesting question is this: is the 
fact that the components of a coincidence are modally fragile constitutive of or the 
determining factor that gives rise to the coincidence? Unfortunately for the modal 
account of luck, the answer is that it is entirely orthogonal to an event being a coin-
cidence that its components are modally fragile or robust.

To bolster the point, consider a version of Jennifer Lackey’s treasure case 
(Lackey, 2008). Hanna buries a treasure at location L. John independently places a 
rosebush in the ground of L. They neither know each other, nor they have any infor-
mation about each other’s actions or intentions. As John digs, he discovers Hanna’s 
treasure. The discovery is lucky, of course, but also a coincidence. Now suppose 
that L is the only place where Hanna would have buried her treasure. Here is the 
explanation: she buried her childhood dog there, and she would have never chosen 
any other location to bury the treasure because, in this way, she can be completely 
sure that she’ll never forget where the treasure is. As for John, he has a fixation: he 
never plants a rosebush in soil whose color is different from the roses. L is the only 
place with red soil in the area and John’s roses are red. Given that, we can reason-
ably stipulate the following: Hanna and John independently had probability 1 (or 
close to 1) of, respectively, burying her treasure at L (Hanna) and of planting his 
rosebush at L (John). Accordingly, Hanna’s and John’s independent actions turn out 
to be modally robust: in most (if not all) nearby possible worlds, Hanna would still 
bury her treasure, and John would still plant his rosebush at  L. Consequently, John 

9 Why “if significant”? Because it might be a coincidence that two atoms collide at the other end of the 
universe, but that’s not lucky for anyone. The fact that such a collision fails to be lucky is not because it 
is a coincidence, but because it is not significant to anyone.
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would discover the treasure in most (if not all) nearby possible worlds. Yet, John’s 
discovery is by luck, because it is a coincidence (a modally robust one), and so the 
modal view of luck is false.1011

3  Two Competing Accounts of Individual Epistemic Luck

The modal account of individual epistemic luck is a straightforward application of 
the modal account of luck. Let “S” be any individual agent:

The modal account of individual epistemic luck: S’s true belief that p is lucky 
if and only if S’s belief that p is true in the actual world but in most nearby 
possible worlds in which S forms the belief that p in the same way as in the 
actual world, p is false.12

The modal account gets many clear cases of lucky true beliefs right. For example, 
you have not prepared for the multiple-choice exam at all, yet by wishful thinking, 
you come to believe that you have passed it. As luck would have it, you have gotten 
more than one-half of the answers right despite you answered the questions ran-
domly—this is an unlikely event, of course. Thus, your belief turns out to be true but 
falls short of knowledge because of the luck in play. The modal view predicts this: 
you lack knowledge because you could easily have formed a false belief on the same 
basis (viz., by combining wishful thinking with answering the questions randomly). 
The point generalizes: epistemically flawed methods of belief formation (like wish-
ful thinking, wild guessing or bad memory) tend to produce lucky beliefs if true. 
The reason, as per the modal view, is that they all could easily lead us to error.

However, although the modal view gets things right in many instances of epis-
temic luck, it also has a significant downside: it inherits the coincidence problem 
from its more general counterpart, the modal account of luck. This is especially 
problematic in the epistemic case because, as it turns out, central cases of epistemic 
luck (viz., most Gettier-style cases) do involve coincidences and, as we have seen, 
it is just a contingent matter of how one fills in the details that the relevant coinci-
dences of the cases become modally robust or fragile. In other words, the problem is 
that coincidences always involve luck no matter whether they’re modally robust or 
fragile, and the modal view can only account for coincidences whose components 
are modally fragile. And the epistemic case is no exception.

10 Notice how naturally the lack of control account would explain John’s discovery: the fact that John 
discovers Hanna’s treasure is beyond his control, period. This doesn’t mean, of course, that the lack of 
control view is to be preferred, as it might still fall prey to counterexamples specifically tailored against 
it (see, e.g., Lackey 2008). However, as mentioned before, here is not the place to adjudicate between the 
different views about luck.
11 It could be objected that modally fragile coincidences are luckier than modally robust coincidences. 
However, even if that’s true, i.e., even if modal fragility might have a bearing on how lucky coincidences 
are, the modal fragility of the components of a coincidence is not the constitutive of or the determining 
factor that makes the coincidence lucky, so the modal account is still wrong.
12 See Pritchard (2005) for this view.
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By way of illustration, Smith has strong justification for believing two proposi-
tions: (1) that Jones is the man who will get the job and (2) that Jones has ten coins 
in his pocket. From (1) and (2), he infers the proposition that the man who will get 
the job has ten coins in his pocket. Orthodoxy says that Smith’s belief is justified 
(Gettier, 1963). The belief is also true, but in an unusual way, because (a) it’s Smith 
who finally gets the job and (b) he also happens to have ten coins in his pocket. (a) 
and (b) constitute a coincidence, as there is no connection (explanatory or nomo-
logical) between them. For this reason, Smith’s true belief is lucky, which explains 
why it doesn’t amount to knowledge despite being justified.

Question: would the relevant coincidence cease to be knowledge-undermining if 
the job was never meant to be for Jones, but for Smith only? Further question: what 
if Smith would never leave his home without ten coins in his pocket? If we turn 
the two components of the coincidence, (a) and (b), into modally robust events, the 
upshot is that in most (if not all) nearby possible worlds, Smith’s belief that the man 
who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket continues to be true. Consequently, 
Smith’s belief no longer counts as lucky according to the modal account of epis-
temic luck. But Smith’s belief is lucky, precisely because it turns out to be true out 
of sheer coincidence, no matter how modally robust the components of this coinci-
dence are.

Here is another much-discussed case of individual epistemic luck that the modal 
view gets wrong. Suppose you believe that there is a sheep in the field because you 
have looked at something that looks like a sheep. In reality, it’s a sheep-looking dog. 
As luck would have it—or more precisely: as coincidence would have it—there is a 
sheep hidden behind a rock nearby, which makes your belief true (Chisholm, 1966). 
What if the sheep is chained to the rock or, more bizarrely, inside the rock? Here is 
the answer: your belief that there is a sheep in the field would continue to be true 
in most (if not all) nearby possible worlds. However, this doesn’t make your belief 
non-lucky, because the relevant modally robust coincidence—namely, the fact that 
you’ve formed the belief that there is a sheep in the field on the basis of misleading 
evidence while there is a hidden sheep in the field—is lucky. So take your pick and 
modally robustify your preferred Gettier-style case: the modal view will never be 
able to explain why it is a case of knowledge-undermining luck.13

An alternative is to put forward a lack of control account of individual epistemic 
luck, such as this:

The lack of control account of individual epistemic luck: S’s true belief that p 
is lucky if and only if S’s coming to have the true belief that p is beyond S’s 
control.

13 Except for the fake-barn case (Goldman 1976): cases with the structure of this much-discussed 
case do not involve coincidences. In fact, it suffices to make the fact that there is a barn in front of one 
modally robust for one to end up having knowledge (of the proposition that there is in fact a barn in front 
of one). This doesn’t happen in standard Gettier-style cases. Unsurprisingly, epistemologists treat fake-
barn-style cases differently. See Pritchard (Pritchard et al., 2010) for an explanation of the difference in 
terms of the distinction between intervening and environmental epistemic luck.
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Many would deem this view a nonstarter, however. Doesn’t a lack of control view 
of epistemic luck entail that most of our true beliefs are lucky? After all, if by “con-
trol” we mean direct voluntary control, it is fairly obvious that we cannot directly 
manipulate our doxastic states at will. The proponent of a lack of control view would 
thus need to offer a suitable account of what it takes to control belief formation. In 
particular, such a view would need to detach the notion of control from that of vol-
untariness and apply the resulting notion to individual belief formation. In principle, 
it is possible to give such a view, but here is not the place to do it, as it requires 
careful argumentation—recall: we are in the business of showing that knowledge-
undermining collective luck exists.

In the absence of a plausible lack of control account of individual epistemic luck, 
perhaps it is better, all things considered, to opt for the modal view, even if—and 
this is a very big “if”—this view gets core cases of individual epistemic luck wrong: 
namely, any Gettier-style case involving a modally robust coincidence. The alterna-
tive, however, is to fall into the clutches of direct doxastic voluntarism. Of course, 
this means that we don’t have a satisfactory account of individual epistemic luck yet. 
Be that as it may, the interesting question for our purposes is rather this: shall we 
encounter the same kind of impoverished theoretical situation when it comes to col-
lective epistemic luck?

4  Two Competing Accounts of Collective Epistemic Luck

To see whether the dialectical situation replicates at the collective level, let’s para-
phrase the previous accounts of individual epistemic luck in collective terms and see 
what follows from the resulting views. Let “G” be any group.

The modal account of collective epistemic luck: G’s true belief that p is lucky 
if and only if G’s belief that p is true in the actual world but in most nearby 
possible worlds in which G forms the belief that p in the same way as in the 
actual world, p is false.
The lack of control account of collective epistemic luck: G’s true belief that p 
is lucky if and only if G’s coming to have the true belief that p is beyond G’s 
control.

We shall focus on the modal account of collective epistemic luck first. Will 
this modal view inherit the coincidence problem, i.e., the problem that the modal 
account of individual epistemic luck inherited from the modal account of luck in the 
first place? Unfortunately, yes. Consider Gettierized Hikers. Poor hiker 1 makes two 
mistakes: mistaking path B for A and incorrectly measuring the time it takes to com-
plete path B (which happens to coincide with the time it takes to walk path A). The 
problem for the modal view is that we can stipulate that both mistakes are modally 
robust, so that hiker 1’s belief that A is the fastest path would continue to be true 
(out of modally robust coincidence) in all nearby possible worlds.

By way of illustration, let’s make the first mistake modally robust in the following 
way: suppose there is no chance that hiker 1 realizes that the path she has walked 
is B instead of A. In Gettierized Hikers, all her evidence (and we might add: all 
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the evidence she could possibly acquire given her current epistemic position) points 
to the fact that she has indeed walked path A—this is false, of course, but reason-
able enough for hiker 1 to keep believing it in all nearby possible worlds. Now, let’s 
make hiker 1’s second mistake modally robust too: instead of a squirrel accidentally 
dropping a nut on her stopwatch switching it off and on exactly when 1 h 30 m of 
walking is left, let’s suppose that hiker 1’s friend wants to make her believe that 
she’s faster than she is, in such a way that she restarts her stopwatch exactly when 
1 h 30 min of walking is left. If we further stipulate that there is no chance that her 
friend fails to do this action at exactly that time while also erroneously thinking that 
they’re walking on path A, then the upshot is a modally robust coincidence: in most 
(if not all) nearby possible worlds, hiker 1 would still (falsely) believe that the path 
she’s walking is A while also (falsely) believing that it has taken her 1 h 30 min to 
reach the top. On that faulty yet modally robust doxastic basis, hiker 1 infers the true 
belief that it takes 1 h 30 min to complete path A. Such a belief is not only true but 
also robustly so: in most (if not all) nearby possible worlds where hiker 1 believes 
that it takes 1 h 30 min to walk path A, that’s how long it takes. Yet, it is clearly a 
matter of luck (actually, of coincidence) that such a belief is true.

Hiker 1’s individual belief is also the belief upon which the group of hikers 
comes to form the collective belief that A is the fastest path (after trusting hiker 1’s 
testimony). The group’s true belief is, in this way, also lucky. Yet, contrary to what 
the modal account of collective epistemic luck would predict, in nearly all (if not all) 
nearby possible worlds in which the group forms the belief that A is the fastest path 
on the same basis, that proposition continues to be true. So, once again, the coinci-
dence problem reappears in the context of collective epistemic luck for the modal 
view.

At this point, one might wonder why the modal view encounters the problem 
once and again in three different contexts (luck, individual epistemic luck, and col-
lective epistemic luck). The reason has to do with the fact that modal views, in gen-
eral, are solely concerned with the modal profile of the bearers of luck thus obviat-
ing their specific nature, i.e., it instinctively applies to events, individual opinions, 
and collective beliefs. Regardless of the nature of such bearers of luck, all that mat-
ters to a modal view is whether they could easily have failed to meet success con-
ditions (e.g., of occurrence in the case of events and of correctness in the case of 
beliefs). When that’s the case, the actual satisfaction of such success conditions (the 
actual occurrence of an event, the fact that a belief is correct) is by luck and neces-
sarily so. However, as we have seen, coincidental events and beliefs can have any 
kind of modal profile and still be lucky, for a simple reason: they’re coincidences. 
This means that counterexamples involving modally robust coincidences are to be 
expected in any context where the modal account finds application.

The lack of control account, by contrast, goes in the opposite direction: it focuses 
on the nature of the bearers of luck (events, individual beliefs, collective beliefs) 
regardless of its modal profile. For a lack of control view, it’s not essential whether 
an event could easily have failed to occur or whether a true belief could easily have 
been false: if having that true belief or the event’s occurrence is beyond one’s con-
trol, then they are by luck. This also means that each lack of control view needs to 
understand the relevant notion of control differently, in a way that is tailored to the 
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specific nature of the bearer of luck such a view is about. For it is not the same to 
control, e.g., an event’s occurrence than individual belief formation. For this reason, 
counterexamples or objections to one lack of control account (e.g., of the nature of 
luck) need not replicate as counterexamples to other lack of control views (e.g., of 
the nature of individual epistemic luck). This diversification constitutes a theoretical 
advantage over the modal account, precisely because it blocks the possibility of per-
vasive problems such as the coincidence problem.

Still, one might think that, in the epistemic case, the prospects for the lack of con-
trol account of collective epistemic luck are as dim as they are for the lack of control 
account of individual epistemic luck: just as the lack of control view of individual 
epistemic luck would strike many as a nonstarter because it leads to unacceptable 
direct doxastic voluntarism, the collective counterpart cannot get off the ground for 
exactly the same reason. It is this objection, however, that doesn’t get off the ground. 
An important difference between individual and collective belief formation is that 
the latter does involve voluntariness. Let’s elaborate on this.

In the collective epistemology literature, it’s an open question whether collec-
tive beliefs are best understood as joint acceptances or else as beliefs proper.14 This, 
however, is irrelevant for the purposes of distinguishing a collective counterpart of 
individual epistemic luck. In very idealized terms, the formation of a group’s view 
can be understood as a three-stage process: first, individual members bring along 
their beliefs and acceptances to the group as well as their private evidence; second, 
the group uses some kind of collective belief-forming procedure (e.g., deliberation, 
voting) that takes such beliefs or acceptances and evidence as inputs, so that, third, 
the procedure delivers a collective view as output, which can be conceived either as 
a collective belief or as a collective acceptance—for simplicity, we’ll talk of “collec-
tive belief” to refer either to collective acceptances or collective beliefs proper.

Why is collective belief formation voluntary? Because paradigmatic methods of 
collective belief formation involve voluntariness on behalf of the individuals that 
participate in them.15 Take group deliberation: group members who engage in group 
discussion do it voluntarily; not only that, the very notion of reaching a collective 
agreement (e.g., consensus) following deliberation implies voluntariness. Even 
in the case that individual members omit to share their beliefs and evidence with 
their fellow members for, say, strategic reasons, that’s a voluntary decision on their 
behalf, which might of course translate into a suboptimal group decision or belief, 
but one that involves voluntariness nonetheless. Now consider voting. Groups often 
vote to settle on certain views, and the typical way to do this is that group members 
cast a vote (or abstain) voluntarily (see below for a limit case of voting in which vol-
untariness on behalf of group members is absent).

14 For a defense of the former view, see Wray 2001 and Hakli 2006; for a defense of the latter, see  
Gilbert 1987, 2002; Tuomela 1992, 2000; Tollefsen 2002, 2003; and Bird 2019.
15 This is of course compatible with the fact that there might be a mismatch between what a group 
believes and the beliefs individually held by its members. See Gilbert (1987) for some examples and 
relevant discussion.
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That both deliberation and voting involve voluntary actions by group members 
doesn’t of course mean that the individual members’ voluntary contributions as well 
as the norms governing them need be the same. Instead, they depend on the specifics 
of the relevant method for collective belief formation. For example, during delibera-
tion, group members typically share their beliefs and evidence voluntarily. By con-
trast, during non-deliberative anonymous voting, they don’t; instead, group members 
cast anonymous votes, voluntarily, absent communication among them. There is 
voluntariness involved in both cases, but the relevant voluntary actions differ.

To put another example, members of a group might realize they’re incompe-
tent on an issue they need to settle on urgently, so that they voluntarily decide to 
defer to an expert for forming a group view. More specifically, in this kind of case, 
group members voluntarily let an expert’s view stand as the group’s view. Forming 
a collective view in this way still involves voluntariness. Even in the limit case in 
which an external agent coerces group members to put certain inputs in the relevant 
method of collective belief formation (e.g., share certain evidence with the group 
during discussion; cast their votes in a particular direction), so that the group ends 
upholding the belief of this agent, the group members’ wills are replaced with that 
agent’s will, which means that group belief formation is still voluntary, albeit in a 
devious way. The bottom line of all this is that the main obstacle to theorizing indi-
vidual epistemic luck in terms of lack of control—namely, direct doxastic volunta-
rism—does not apply to the collective case.

This is an important finding because it opens the door to giving a lack of control 
view of collective epistemic luck, thus allowing us to drop the incorrect modal view 
(incorrect both in the case of individual and collective epistemic luck). However, 
note that a lack of control account of collective epistemic luck cannot be spelled 
out in general terms. The different kinds of procedures groups use to form their col-
lective beliefs voluntarily and thus achieve group knowledge—procedures such as 
deliberation, voting, deference to an expert, or, even, external coercion—involve 
very different kinds of actions that are relevant, precisely, to such collective views 
qualifying as group knowledge (e.g., when competently done). For this reason, in 
the remainder of the paper, we won’t be concerned with distinguishing different 
forms of voluntary control specific to the different kinds of methods of collective 
belief formation. Each method requires careful examination.16 Instead, we’ll offer 
a general argument for the following claim: groups that form their beliefs via inter-
nal deliberation (i.e., by exchanging views and evidence among group members) are 
more vulnerable to knowledge-undermining collective luck than groups that form 
their beliefs via non-deliberative methods, such as non-deliberative voting. If that’s 
correct, the greater exposure to knowledge-undermining collective luck that deliber-
ation gives rise to provides a reason (not a conclusive one, though) for thinking that 
non-deliberative methods of group belief formation—in particular, voting—have 
greater epistemic value.

16 For a detailed account of group knowledge in deliberative settings and how luck may undermine it, 
see Barba and Broncano-Berrocal (manuscript).
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5  Why Deliberation Is More Vulnerable to Knowledge‑Undermining 
Collective Luck than Voting

To put it in general terms, when a group is in the business of settling whether p, 
groups can deliberate (deliberation cases) or take a vote absent communica-
tion among group members (voting cases).17 More specifically, deliberation cases 
of group belief formation are cases in which the operative members18 of a group 
G hold individual attitudes towards p at  t1; at  t2, G’s operative members deliber-
ate among themselves (i.e., they exchange reasons, evidence, arguments, and so on) 
with an eye towards settling on whether p, i.e., on whether one answer or another to 
such a question should stand as G’s view; at  t3, as a result of this process, they col-
lectively settle on a particular answer which becomes G’s view on whether p. Hikers 
is an example of a deliberation case: to settle on what path is the quickest route to 
the top; the hikers share their views and evidence and engage in group discussion to 
collectively conclude, correctly, that A is the fastest path. Such a method, as the case 
shows, can be conducive to group knowledge.

By contrast, the kinds of voting cases of group belief formation we have in mind 
are cases in which the operative members of a group G hold individual attitudes 
towards p at  t1; at  t2, G’s operative members aggregate their views by taking a vote 
given some voting rule (e.g., majority rule), absent any communication among each 
other, with an eye towards settling on  whether p, i.e.,  on whether one answer or 
another to such a question should stand as G’s view; at  t3, as a result of this process, 
they collectively settle on a particular answer, which becomes G’s view on whether 
p. Hiring Committee is an example of a voting case: to settle on who is the most 
qualified candidate for the job, committee members cast individual votes drawing 
on their private evidence and individual competences, and, as the case shows, voting 
can be conducive to group knowledge as well.

Therefore, both deliberation and voting (absent communication) are ways for 
groups to form collective beliefs; not only that, they’re both ways of knowing col-
lectively.19 Which method is more vulnerable to knowledge-undermining luck? To 
answer this question, it’s useful to lay down typical actions that lead to the formation 
of collective beliefs, both in the case of deliberation and voting.

When a group deliberates or takes a vote to settle a question and thus to let some 
view stand as the group’s view, group members typically start by collecting evi-
dence bearing on the different answers to that question. Such evidence becomes the 
group members’ private evidence. For example, in Hikers, the question is what path 
is the quickest route to the top, and each hiker has measured how long it takes to 
walk one (and only one) of the four paths under consideration. That’s the individual 

17 Groups can of course deliberate and then take a vote, but to evaluate which method of collective 
belief formation is more vulnerable to knowledge-undermining luck, we will only consider cases of 
groups that either vote or deliberate but not both.
18 According to Lackey (2016: 350), operative members are those who “have authority or power to 
determine certain outcomes for the group as a whole.”.
19 For a general comparison of the reliability of group deliberation with that of voting, see Broncano-Berrocal 
& Carter (2020).
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private evidence they bring to group discussion. In Hiring Committee, the question 
is what candidate is the most qualified for the job, and, as the case goes, each com-
mittee member reads the CVs of the different candidates and interviews them one-
to-one. That’s the private evidence they draw on to cast their anonymous votes.

The next action group members typically do both in deliberation and voting cases 
is to assess the quality and confirmational import of their private evidence. In par-
ticular, they first need to assess whether the evidence is good or bad, i.e., whether it 
comes from trustworthy sources (e.g., trustworthy informants) or reliable methods 
(e.g., reliable cognitive faculties) or else from untrustworthy sources (e.g., hearsay) 
or unreliable methods (e.g., wishful thinking, motivated reasoning); second, group 
members must assess to what extent such evidence confirms or disconfirms the dif-
ferent answers to the question of whether p. In Hikers, for example, the hikers use 
their reliable memory to recall the time (t) it took them to walk each path. On that 
basis, they also competently reason whether such evidence supports conditionals of 
the form “If it takes more than t to walk the other paths, then the path I’ve walked is 
the fastest route to the top.” In Hiring Committee, committee members proceed like-
wise: once they’ve collected relevant evidence on the candidates by competently and 
impartially reading their CVs and by having one-to-one interviews with them, they 
assess to what extent such evidence supports claims of the form “Candidate n is the 
most qualified for the job.”

Now, the key difference between deliberation and voting cases is that, in voting 
cases (at least the kinds of cases we’re considering), group members do not perform 
any further actions except for casting a vote. In this way, the epistemic appropriate-
ness of their votes comes down to how competently they have collected the evidence 
the votes are based on, as well as to how competently they have assessed the quality 
and confirmational import of such evidence. In deliberation cases, by contrast, group 
members take further actions. Our contention is that it is mainly for this reason that 
deliberation is more vulnerable than voting to knowledge-undermining collective 
luck. But before reaching this conclusion, let’s ask: what further actions do members 
of deliberative groups perform?

In deliberation cases, once group members have individually collected evidence 
on whether p and assessed its quality and confirmational import, they need to decide 
whether to share their private evidence with the rest (along with their views on 
the question under discussion). This third action is typically followed by another 
one: once the private evidence is put on the table, group members need to judge the 
shared evidence’s confirmational import. After that, group discussion produces col-
lective agreements or disagreements about whether a particular answer to whether p 
should stand as the group’s view. The two kinds of actions just distinguished—pri-
vate evidence filtering and shared evidence assessment—take place during group 
discussion and, for this reason, don’t occur in the kinds of voting cases we’re consid-
ering (i.e., voting cases in which communication among group members is absent).

As it happens with any kind of action, the four actions distinguished (i.e., evi-
dence acquisition, private evidence assessment, private evidence filtering, and 
shared evidence assessment) can be competently or incompetently done. Given that, 
the key idea to keep in mind, in what follows, is this: when an action is incompe-
tently carried out but successful nevertheless, it is typically successful due to luck. 
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For example, if a student answers the questions of a multiple-choice exam randomly 
and yet gets the highest grade, it is by luck (not by competence) that the student has 
gotten that grade.

With that idea in place, the argument for thinking that deliberation is more vul-
nerable to knowledge-undermining luck than voting starts with the premise that (1) 
the degree of exposure to knowledge-undermining luck of a method of collective 
belief formation is to a large extent premised on the degree of exposure to luck of 
the relevant actions that are typically performed when implementing that method 
and which are conducive or contribute to collective belief formation. It continues 
with the idea that (2) all the relevant actions that are conducive or contribute to 
group belief formation in voting cases are also present in deliberation cases, namely 
evidence acquisition and private evidence assessment.20 However, (3) deliberation 
features two further types of action that are not present in the kind of voting cases 
we’re considering, namely filtering of the private evidence and assessment of the 
shared evidence.

Given (1)–(3), the argument for the greater vulnerability to knowledge-under-
mining luck of deliberation over voting is straightforward. It only needs one further 
premise: (4) the more actions you do (in number and kind), the higher the chance of 
performing some of them incompetently, and, if successful, the greater exposure to 
luck. Deliberation does involve more belief-forming actions (in number and kind) 
than voting, so, given (1)–(4), the risk that luck will prevent true collective beliefs 
from qualifying as knowledge is greater in deliberation than in voting cases.

This argument is compatible with the possibility that all members of a delibera-
tive group are competent at doing the relevant belief-forming actions (e.g., compe-
tent at filtering out their bad private evidence from group discussion or at assessing 
the confirmational import of the evidence shared by others correctly). When that 
happens, chances are that the group won’t fall prey to knowledge-undermining luck 
(quite the contrary). In the same vein, the argument is compatible with the possibil-
ity that if all members of a voting group are incompetent, the resulting group view 
will, if correct, fall short of collective knowledge due to collective epistemic luck. 
Instead, what the argument aims to show is this: all other things being equal—
namely when the relevant belief-forming actions that deliberation and voting have 
in common are performed as competently or incompetently—the risk that luck will 
prevent true collective beliefs from qualifying as knowledge is greater in delibera-
tion than in voting cases, precisely because the former involves further actions (both 
in number and kind) that the latter doesn’t.

Why is it that deliberation increases the liability to knowledge-undermining col-
lective luck, more specifically? The main reason is that the pernicious epistemic 
effects of individual incompetence can more easily be passed on to the rest of the 
group when communication is present than when it is absent. To see this more 

20 In Barba and Broncano-Berrocal (n.d.), we argue that (i) lucky evidence acquisition is compatible 
with group knowledge, whereas (ii) lucky assessment of the private evidence can potentially undermine 
it.
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clearly, let’s compare non-deliberative anonymous majority voting with deliberation 
using an example.

Deliberation, as we have seen, typically features two further kinds of actions that 
voting doesn’t: (i) filtering of the private evidence and (ii) assessment of the shared 
evidence. Let’s see what happens when such actions are done in an incompetent but 
successful manner (hence luckily). Consider the following version of Hikers. Sup-
pose that hikers 1, 2, 3, and 4 have, respectively, walked paths A, B, C, and D twice. 
The first time they walked their corresponding path, they used a reliable stopwatch 
to measure the walking time; the second time, they used an unreliable stopwatch. 
Yet, in neither case, they know whether the devices they’ve used are reliable or unre-
liable. As a consequence, each hiker has two conflicting bodies of evidence (i.e., two 
conflicting measurements for each path) and no way to decide which body of evi-
dence is the good one (i.e., which measurement comes from the reliable stopwatch). 
Suppose that the only way for the group to collectively settle on what path is the 
quickest route to the top is non-deliberative anonymous majority voting. Given how 
indecisive their individual epistemic situation is, all hikers would reasonably cast 
a blank ballot, the upshot of which would be that the group does not settle on any 
view—this would be equivalent to collective suspension of judgment. Interestingly, 
this would still be the case if one of the hikers (e.g., hiker 1) mistakenly believed that 
the unreliable stopwatch she has used the first time is reliable and that the reliable 
stopwatch she has used the second time is unreliable. As a consequence of that dou-
ble mistake, hiker 1 would think that the former stopwatch’s measurement of path 
A’s walking time is correct (and that the latter stopwatch’s measurement is incor-
rect). Let’s suppose that, on that epistemically inappropriate basis, hiker 1 votes for 
the view that the fastest path to the top is A, while the others still vote for “no view.” 
In such a case, three votes for “no view” outweigh one vote for path A, so that, even 
if it turns out that A is the fastest path to the top, the group would still suspend judg-
ment on the issue, which is the right kind of doxastic attitude the group should adopt 
given the hikers’ impoverished epistemic situation.

Let’s consider now what would have happened in the latter case if the relevant 
method of collective belief formation had been group deliberation instead of vot-
ing. Hiker 1 clearly overestimates the confirmational import of her evidence, in that, 
from the false belief that she has used a reliable stopwatch to measure path A’s walk-
ing time (the first time) and from the belief in the resulting measurement, she infers 
the belief that path A is the quickest way to the top. Even if, by coincidence, it turns 
out that path A is the quickest—i.e., even if that measurement is, due to luck, cor-
rect (despite the unreliability of the stopwatch)— such an inference is epistemically 
illegitimate. The reason is that hiker 1 has no conclusive evidence for how long it 
takes to walk the other paths. Yet, during group discussion, we may suppose she 
presents her evidence for the proposition that A is the quickest path as conclusive to 
the others. In this kind of deliberative group setting, i.e., a case in which three group 
members have no conclusive evidence for that proposition and one group member 
shares non-conclusive evidence as being conclusive, chances are that the former will 
trust the word of the latter so that all will end up letting the latter’s view stand as the 
group’s view. The upshot is that the group of hikers would agree on the collective 
view that A is the quickest path. Now, that collective view is clearly unjustified and 
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does not amount to group knowledge for the previous reasons. Interestingly, even 
when such a view turns out to be correct—again, suppose that A is indeed the fastest 
path to the top and that by sheer luck hiker 1’s unreliable stopwatch has produced a 
random measurement that coincides with the real time it takes to complete A—the 
group clearly lacks collective knowledge also due to the luck involved (i.e., on top of 
the fact that the group’s view is unjustified).

At this point, the proponent of deliberation might press back and argue in reply 
that deliberation cannot be more vulnerable to knowledge-undermining luck than 
voting because the kinds of belief-forming actions that deliberation involves (and 
that voting doesn’t) give rise to epistemic gains that are not available in voting cases. 
In particular, the sharing of the deliberators’ views and the private evidence upon 
which such views are based (as well as the mutual scrutiny of everyone’s views and 
evidence) provide groups with a powerful tool to implement checks and balances 
that can offset the possible pernicious epistemic effects of individual incompetence. 
Along these lines, Sunstein (2006) has suggested that one epistemic benefit of delib-
eration is that it makes it possible that groups equal their best members, something 
that cannot be achieved in groups that form their collective views by non-delibera-
tive majority voting. Indeed, in some deliberation cases, a group may count with an 
expert who, thanks to the full disclosure of the evidence and the public exchange of 
reasons, can be identified and trusted as such when it comes to settling on a collec-
tive view. In voting cases, by contrast, such a possibility is not available, at least if 
the relevant voting rule is standard (i.e., not weighted) majority voting. Besides, in 
some deliberation cases where group members are not especially competent, group 
deliberation might aggregate the average individual contributions thus enhancing 
group competence. Finally, deliberation also has the potential, through the exchange 
of reasons, that a group discovers new good reasons that neither of the members had 
before discussion.

As a rejoinder, from the existence of such potential epistemic benefits, it doesn’t 
necessarily follow that deliberation is more reliable than voting qua method of col-
lective belief formation, as it might have other drawbacks that bear negatively on 
its reliability.21 At least from a formal (i.e., to some extent idealized) point of view, 
deliberation is truth-conducive in a similar way as majority voting. For example, 
Hartmann and Rafiee Rad (2018)  offer a Bayesian model of deliberation that estab-
lishes precisely this. However, in less idealized group settings, real-life deliberation 
falls prey to several epistemically inappropriate group dynamics that can lower its 
reliability qua method of collective belief formation and that are not present in vot-
ing cases: dynamics such as shared information bias, the tendency to discuss shared 
evidence in detriment of discussing potentially relevant private evidence or evi-
dence only shared by a few group members (cf., Stasser & Titus, 1985), or group 
polarization, the tendency of like-minded groups to adopt more extreme views after 

21 See Broncano-Berrocal & Carter (2020) for further discussion.
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group discussion than those held before deliberation (e.g., Stoner, 1961; Burnstein 
& Vinokur, 1977).22

The previous rejoinder makes the prospects of a pro-deliberation argument of the 
following form dim (the kind of argument that seems to underline the reply of the 
defender of deliberation): (i) the more reliable a method for doing a certain kind of 
action is, the less vulnerable to luck such a method is when one uses that method 
and succeeds in performing such kind of action; (ii) deliberation is more reliable at 
forming true collective views than voting; therefore, (iii) deliberation is less vulner-
able to luck than voting when groups use those methods and succeed in forming true 
collective beliefs.

Our argument still stands: all other things being equal, deliberation is more vul-
nerable to knowledge-undermining luck than voting because, for deliberation to pro-
duce collective views, more belief-forming actions (both in number and kind) are 
required than in the case of voting. Unless one shows that the further belief-forming 
actions that deliberation involves turn deliberation into a more reliable method for 
forming true collective views than voting, the argument is sound. If that’s the case, 
the greater exposure to knowledge-undermining luck that deliberation gives rise to 
provides a reason (not a conclusive one, though) for thinking that non-deliberative 
methods of group belief formation—in particular, voting—have greater epistemic 
value.

6  Concluding Remarks

Let’s take stock. We’ve started by establishing the existence of collective epistemic 
luck by parity of reasoning with the individual case, and we’ve illustrated the phe-
nomenon with deliberative and non-deliberative voting cases in which luck under-
mines collective knowledge. Not only that, we’ve also demonstrated the existence of 
collective Gettier cases. One of the main points in our argumentation has been that 
salient differences between individual and collective belief formation open the door 
for a lack of control approach to collective epistemic luck, instead of modeling it in 
modal terms, as per usual in the case of individual epistemic luck.

We’ve argued that the modal view faces a critical problem: that of explaining 
modally robust coincidences (the coincidence problem). Importantly, we’ve shown 
that this view encounters such a problem in three different contexts: luck, individual 
epistemic luck, and collective epistemic luck. The reason, as we have argued, is that 
modal accounts of luck (of any kind) are solely concerned with the modal profile of 
the bearers of luck and ascribe luck whenever the occurrence in the case of events or 
the correctness in the case of beliefs are modally fragile. However, as we’ve shown, 
coincidental events and beliefs can have any kind of modal profile and still be lucky. 
This explains why counterexamples involving modally robust coincidences are to be 
expected in any context where the modal view finds application.

22 For a book-length treatment of the epistemological dimensions of group polarization, see Broncano-Berrocal 
and Carter (2021).
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We have then argued that the lack of control view does not have this problem, 
because it obviates the modal profile of events and beliefs when explaining why they 
occur or are true by luck. The implication of this is that the lack of control view 
must be spelled out in different, specific ways depending on the phenomenon it aims 
to account for. For it is not the same to explain in what sense an event’s occurrence 
is beyond one’s control than the correctness of an individual or a collective belief. 
For this reason, counterexamples or objections to one lack of control account need 
not replicate as counterexamples to other lack of control views. This diversification 
constitutes a theoretical advantage over the modal account, especially because it 
makes it possible to give a comprehensive lack of control account of collective epis-
temic luck, thus avoiding the reasonable objection that one cannot have direct vol-
untary control of individual belief formation. In the collective case, we’ve argued, 
belief formation is voluntary.

Finally, we’ve offered a general argument for the following claim: groups that 
form their beliefs via internal deliberation (i.e., by exchanging views and evidence 
among group members) are more vulnerable to knowledge-undermining collective 
luck than groups that form their beliefs via non-deliberative methods (viz., non-
deliberative voting). The bottom line is that the greater exposure to knowledge-
undermining collective luck that deliberation gives rise to provides a reason (not a 
conclusive one, though) for thinking that non-deliberative methods of group belief 
formation—in particular, voting—have greater epistemic value.23
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