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Resum en la llengua del projecte (màxim 300 paraules)
The dissertation accomplishes two aims: 1) to diagnose what prevents true beliefs from being knowledge; 2) to give an
positive account of knowledge. Concerning the first aim, it offers an account of the notion of luck. It defends the view
that luck is a form of risk and distinguishes two types of luck. Then, it applies the account to the problem of epistemic
luck and distinguishes, accordingly, two types of epistemic luck. It is argued that these two types of epistemic luck
explain the whole range of cases of not-known true belief. Concerning the second aim, the dissertation advances an
account of knowledge in terms of the notion of cognitive control that deals with the two forms of epistemic luck
distinguished.



Resum en anglès(màxim 300 paraules)
The dissertation accomplishes two aims: 1) to diagnose what prevents true beliefs from being knowledge; 2) to give an
positive account of knowledge. Concerning the first aim, it offers an account of the notion of luck. It defends the view
that luck is a form of risk and distinguishes two types of luck. Then, it applies the account to the problem of epistemic
luck and distinguishes, accordingly, two types of epistemic luck. It is argued that these two types of epistemic luck
explain the whole range of cases of not-known true belief. Concerning the second aim, the dissertation advances an
account of knowledge in terms of the notion of cognitive control that deals with the two forms of epistemic luck
distinguished.
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LUCK AND THE CONTROL THEORY OF KNOWLEDGE

Overview  & Methodology

This dissertation is an ambitious analysis of the phenomenon of epistemic luck in its full
extension and offers, as a result, an account of knowledge. The research is done following
the firm methodological guideline that no account of knowledge should be given unless a
proper diagnosis of what prevents true beliefs from being known is made first. The diagnosis
given in the dissertation is that all true beliefs that are not known are epistemically lucky
beliefs. Specifically, it is argued that there are cases of not-known true belief distinct from
Gettier-style cases that also instantiate epistemic luck, albeit of a different type. In this way,
the Gettier Problem is just a part of a much bigger problem: the overall pervasive problem of
epistemic luck. Thus, this work puts epistemic luck at the level of skepticism as one greatest
epistemically damaging phenomena.

Another methodological guideline followed in the dissertation is that to know the reach of the
problem of epistemic luck, we must understand first what luck is, in general. Part I analyzes
the concept of luck in its whole complexity, dissecting it down to the last detail, and it
develops a very simple but powerfully explanatory idea: luck is a form of risk. It draws a
distinction between two types of risk: the risk that an event has of not occurring and the risk
that an agent has with respect to an event. The event-focused sense of risk is defined in
terms of modal fragility and the agent-focused sense of risk is defined in terms of lack of
control. Accordingly, two types of luck are distinguished: luck that arises from the combination
of the event-focused and the agent-focused senses of risk and luck that arises only from the
agent-focused sense of risk. Part II applies these results to the epistemic domain
distinguishing two types of epistemic luck: roughly, epistemic luck that arises from risk of false
belief and lack of cognitive control and epistemic luck that arises only from lack of cognitive
control. These two forms of luck account for all cases of not-known true belief, or so it is
argued. In view of these results, some extant theories of knowledge are criticized and an
alternative account is proposed: the control theory of knowledge.

Description of the contents

PART I. LUCK AND FORTUNE

Philosophers who have theorized about the concept of luck have given three types of
conditions: lack of control conditions, chance conditions and significance conditions. Lack of
control conditions capture the idea that an event is lucky for an agent only if the agent lacks
control over the event. The core of chance conditions is the idea that lucky events are chancy
events. Finally, significance condition introduce the idea that an event, even if chancy or
beyond the agent’s control, cannot be regarded as lucky if it is not significant for her. In Part I,
each condition is analyzed separately and an account of luck is proposed.

Chapter 1. The Chance Condition

The first chapter is the longer and more substantial one (75 pages). It thoroughly analyzes the
different ways of conceiving the chance condition for luck that can be found in the literature
and, in turn, the very nature of luck. Let me briefly summarize the contents. Section 1
emphasizes the divergence between the notion of luck and the notions of accident and
coincidence, which are sometimes considered equivalent to luck. It is argued that the main
difference between them is that, while an event cannot be an accident or a coincidence if it
results from an action that one performs with the intention of bringing it about, the event can
certainly be by luck (e.g. obtaining a six with a dice). Section 2 shows that luck is not a matter
of indeterminacy, i.e. that lucky events are not events such that it was indeterminate that they



would occur. The reason why the chance condition for luck
cannot be conceived in terms of indeterminacy is, roughly, that there are cases of lucky
events whose occurrence is predetermined. In particular, it is shown that determinism does
not exclude luck because the truth of determinism is compatible with the possibility that the
initial conditions of an event are different in close possible worlds. Section 3 argues that luck
is not a matter of perspective, in the sense that whether an event is lucky or not does not
depend on our low degree of belief (low subjective probability) concerning its occurrence or
on whether we perceive it as risky, accidental or indeterminate (subsection 3.1). Some
arguments are given against conceptions of the chance condition in terms of epistemic
probabilities and against the view that luck arises only if the agent is in a bad epistemic
position with respect to the future occurrence of an event. The main reason provided against
the latter view is that one can be in an excellent position to know that an event will occur,
deliberately refuse to know it, and the subsequent occurrence of the event still be by luck
(subsection 3.2).

Section 4 elaborates a chance condition for luck that overcomes the problems described in
preceding sections. More importantly, it introduces perhaps the most important idea of the
dissertation: that luck is a special kind of risk. In particular, an important distinction is made.
Luck (the kind of luck involved in gambling games) implies two kinds of risks: 1) the risk that
the lucky event had of not occurring before it occurs and 2) the risk at which the lucky agent is
with respect to the event. It is explained that the event-focused sense of risk may be
conceived in objective probabilistic or in modal terms and that the best way of conceiving the
agent-focused sense of risk is in terms of lack of control over the event. The rest of the
chapter focuses on the event-focused sense of risk and the discussion of the agent-focused
sense of risk is left for chapter 3. Subsection 4.1 gives several arguments against the view
that the kind of risk involved in luck is of an objective probabilistic type. The first argument is
that, if risk is understood in objective probabilistic terms, risk and hence luck are not possible
under determinism (in deterministic worlds objective probabilities are either one or zero,
therefore, either events are bound to occur or are always safe from occurring). The second
argument is that it is not necessary for luck that prior to the occurrence of the relevant event
there was low probability that it would occur, as there are some lucky events whose
occurrence was highly probable (a rather complex counterexamples is given).

The proposal of the chapter is that the risk that an event has of not occurring is better
understood in modal terms. The account of risk provided avails itself from the literature on the
notions of necessity and contingency and from possible-worlds analyses of counterfactual
conditionals. In particular, a parallel is drawn between the notions of necessity and safety and
the notions of contigency and risk. More specifically, it is argued that events at not risk of not
occurring (i.e. events that are safe from not occurring) can be thought as inexorable
(necessary) in a given context, where inexorability or safety is conceived as a point in an
inexorability scale beyond which things could not have been otherwise. Below that point,
events are to different degrees at risk of not occurring. The distance of the point occupied in
the inexorability scale by an event that is at risk of not occurring is a function of the closeness
of the possible worlds in which it would not occur. A proper account of the notion of closeness
is presented.

Finally, section 5 makes an important distinction between two types of luck. It is argued that
not every actual event that was at risk of not occurring is lucky in the sense of luckiness
involved in gambling. For example, events whose occurrence is almost inexorable (i.e. not
completely safe from not occurring) are typically not by luck in this sense. Those events may
still involve some ’luckiness’ or ’fortunateness’ if agents lack control over them (when an
agent lacks control over an event, the agent is at risk with respect to the event), e.g. winning a
rigged lottery. I call this kind of events ’fortunate’ events, whereas events that involve both
agential risk and event-focused risk are called ‘lucky’ (the use of these terms is technical, as
in ordinary language there is no difference between the notions of luck luck and fortune). In
sum, the notions of luck and fortune imply agential risk, i.e. lack of control over the relevant
event, and the difference between them is that lucky events were at serious risk of not
occurring whereas fortunate events were at no or at little risk of not occurring. It is also argued
that the threshold beyond which an event is no longer lucky and starts being fortunate may



vary as a function of the significance that the event has for the
agent. Chapter 2 examines more closely the notion of significance needed to define luck and
fortune.

Chapter 2. The Significance Condition

This short chapter addresses the so-called significance condition for luck, the condition that
an event is lucky or fortunate only if it is significant. The chapter analyzes several ways of
understanding the significance condition and explains that an event is significant not only if it
affects our objective interests (e.g. our biological functioning) but also our subjective interests
(e.g. our desires and goals). An evolutionary story is told about how interests arose for the
first time. In the second part of the chapter, it is argued that events over which we have no
control are risky for us only if they affect our interests. That is, a significance conditions is also
necessary for risk. The findings of this chapter allow to give the following definitions of luck
and fortune:

• Luck: An event E is lucky for S if only if: (1) S has an interest N and E has some
objectively positive or negative effect on N (in the sense that E is good for or bad for
S), (2) E occurs in the actual world but would not occur in a large enough proportion
of close possible worlds where the relevant initial conditions for E are slightly different
to the initial conditions for E in the actual world, (3) S lacks control over E.

• Fortune: An event E is fortunate for S if only if: (1) S has an interest N and E has
some objectively positive or negative effect on N (in the sense that E is good for or
bad for S), (2) E occurs in the actual world and would occur in a large enough
proportion of close possible worlds where the relevant initial conditions for E are
slightly different to the initial conditions for E in the actual world, (3) S lacks control
over E.

Chapter 3. The Lack of Control Condition

This chapter is devoted to the lack of control condition, the condition that says that an event is
lucky for an agent only if the agent lacks control over the event. This condition is the most
widespread in the literature, particularly in the literature on moral luck. The chapter is divided
in two parts. In the first part (sections 1, 2 and 3), some recent counterexamples against the
condition are refuted. Special focus is put on cases that allegedly prove that the condition is
not necessary for luck. It is argued that the intuitions of the cases are convoluted. After that, a
recent version of the lack of control condition is considered. That version conceives the notion
of control as a matter of being free to make choices. It is argued, however, that the condition,
thus interpreted, is not necessary for knowledge. But that version has another problem: if we
were to incorporate it to a definition of luck, it would make the definition inapplicable to
account for epistemic luck. It is concluded that if we want to account for the general notions of
luck and fortune properly, the best thing we can do is to leave the lack of control condition
unspecified, as we intuitively understand it (i.e. E is lucky for S, only if S lacks control over E).
In this way, when it comes to account for specific forms of luck (moral, epistemic, distributive),
the condition may be specified in the way one considers most adequate.

The second part of the chapter (section 4), gives a general account of the concept of control
as we ordinarily conceive it, i.e. not under the scope of a philosophical argument (in the
literature on moral luck and moral responsibility, for example, definitions of control are given,
but with a concrete philosophical aim). It is explained the connection between the notion of
control and the fact that we have interests and goals. Two senses of control are distinguished:
effective and tracking control. Effective control is the kind of control we exert when we have
causal influence over something or someone. Tracking control is the kind of control we have
when we monitor something or someone. It is shown that our ordinary conception of control
refers to both types of control indistinctively. In addition, it is shown that the two kinds of
control may come part, although they typically are integrated in so-called control systems.
Two types of relations within control systems are described: feedback and feedforward. The



section continues by analyzing the connection between (lack
of) control and risk.  It is shown by means of some examples that an agent can be in a risky
position if she falls short of any of the two types of control distinguished. The section also
addresses the problem of how can it be that we have control when we rely on artifacts, causal
patterns or people. It is argued that reliance can be safe if on monitors the instrument, event
or agent on which one relies. The distinction between trust and reliance is also highlighted.
Finally, some standards of evaluation of control systems are reviewed: reliability, power,
speed, portability and significance-conduciveness.

PART II. KNOWLEDGE

Chapter 4. Epistemic Luck and Epistemic Fortune.

This chapter offers a diagnosis of why true beliefs are not known. Section 1 accounts for
different types of luck labeled as ‘epistemic’. As several authors have pointed out, not all
forms of epistemic luck are knowledge-undermining. The most damaging one is the so-called
veritic epistemic luck: a belief luckily hitting the truth. Section 2 begins with the most
emblematic cases of not-known true belief: Gettier-style cases. It is explained a distinction
present in the literature between two types of Gettier-style cases: Gettier-style cases that
instantiate veritic intervening luck and Gettier-style cases that instantiate veritic environmental
luck. Unlike the common characterization of the distinction, it is argued that agents whose
beliefs suffer the former type of luck lack effective cognitive control and tracking cognitive
control whereas agents whose beliefs are affected by the latter type of luck only lack tracking
cognitive control. Section 3 introduces a different range of examples: cases in which, unlike
Gettier-style cases, there is no risk that the target beliefs are false but the agents still do not
know. The cases are diagnosed as cases of veritic epistemic fortune. Definitions of epistemic
luck and epistemic fortune are given and an ambitious hypothesis is advanced: every case of
not-known true belief is either a case of epistemic luck or a case of epistemic fortune.

Chapter 5. Modal and Virtue Epistemologies

In this chapter, extant theories of knowledge are analyzed and criticized. The chapter is
divided in two parts. The first part addresses modal epistemology and in particular the safety
principle (If S knows that p, S’s belief would not be easily false) and the sensitivity principle (If
S knows that p, then if p were false, S would not belief that p). Section I reviews typical
counterexamples that are given against safety and sensitivity. Section II puts special focus on
counterexamples given against the necessity of safety as a condition for knowledge. It is
argued that the cases presented against the necessity of safety rely on a misunderstanding
on the notion of closeness between possible worlds and that safey (absence of risk of falsity)
is thus necessary for knowledge. Section III reviews several virtue-theoretic accounts of
knowledge (pure and impure) and gives counterexamples to all of them. The theories
reviewed and criticized are: 1) John Turri’s, Linda Zagzebski’s, Ernest Sosa’s, John Greco’s
pure virtue epistemologies; 2) Duncan Pritchard’s and Christopher Kelp’s impure virtue
epistemologies. Tangential remarks are made on different forms of reliabilism and on mixed
accounts of knowledge that include both modal and reliabilist epistemic conditions.

Chapter 6. The Control Theory of Knowledge

In the last chapter of the dissertation, a virtue-theoretic-inspired account of knowledge is
given. An analysis of the cases in the light of the definitions of epistemic luck and epistemic
fortune shows that to know cognitive control is required. The notion of cognitive control is
developed taking into consideration that belief-forming systems (rather than processes) have
two levels: a first-order level that delivers the information and a meta-level that accepts the
information and consequently activates or suspends belief. It is explained that the two levels
operate with different degrees of reliability in such a way that agents fail to have knowledge
when the overall reliability of the system, which is calculated taking into account the degree of
reliability of the two levels, is not sufficient. In addition, it is explained that the kind of cognitive



control that is needed for knowledge may be of two forms:
feedback and feedforward. It is also shown that this model is psychological real insofar as it is
compatible with psychological studies on metacognition. In the end, an account of what
makes an agent an expert is given.

Final note: the dissertation will be finished and defended in the next months.
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