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“Men can never be free, because they're weak, corrupt, worthless and restless. The people believe in authority; they've grown tired of waiting for miracle or mystery. Science is their religion; no greater explanation exists for them.” (Cigarette Smoking Man, "Talitha Cumi" The X-Files 3X24)
Certainly one of the major reasons The X-Files garnered such a loyal following is the intricate chemistry that developed over the course of the series between agents Fox Mulder and Dana Scully.  In the beginning that chemistry took the form of a radical titration of Mulder’s fuming passion to prove that paranormal events exist against the cool skepticism of Scully’s devotion to reason and science.  In the end the two achieved something more like a covalence of these same elements with a common and complementary vision of a considerably more complex world than either originally conceived.  In between, they discovered that they constantly, mutually catalyzed one another to produce various degrees of belief, credulity, and astonishment about what truth might be “out there.”
Therefore we can see that one overarching philosophical theme of the series was the question of how it is possible for people to change their fundamental views of the world.  Although The X-Files poses this question in a sci-fi caricatured way, the question is not much different for more familiar and historical examples of such transformation, such as Augustine’s mid-life conversion from sinner to (literal) saint, Malcolm X’s late-life renunciation of racism, or Lavoisier’s rejection of the phlogiston theory of combustion through careful experimentation.  The general mystery of this phenomenon of intellectual conversion to an alternative world-view is itself  a vexing X-Files-like labyrinth of questions about epistemology, psychology, sociology, biology, and the disciplinary subsets intertwining these, and any finally satisfactory account of it would try to answer at least most of these questions in a comprehensive, tight-knit way.  To avoid such a necessarily encyclopedic and complete response, perhaps we should limit ourselves to one central and crucial philosophical question nested deeply within all others in such an inquiry:  are we truly free to choose between world views and their various components (or is The Smoking Man on to something in the theme quote above about the slavishness of people)?  Is there some recognizable component of free will in the matter of intellectual conversion to a modified world-view?  And specifically in the context of The X-Files, were Mulder and Scully free to choose what they believed, either as represented at the beginning of the series, during its run, or at the end?

B.  A Crash Course in Free Will
To investigate whether anyone has free will, we must first be clear what we’re talking about and looking for—the conceptual nature of freedom and free will.  Philosophers have put forward various accounts of what constitutes some conditions of human freedom:  lack of constraints, open-future choice, reasons-responsiveness, capability of being held responsible, and so on.
  However, following J. L. Austin and some others, let’s generalize from these more focused suggestions and say that freedom in general always requires two interrelated components of ability and opportunity (or opportunities; more about this in a moment).
  The idea here is roughly that one can be free if and only if one is able to be free in some relevant way, such as being able to think, speak, move, and so on, and one has a course of thought or action open to the exercise such abilities, so one isn’t unduly distracted, one’s lips aren’t duct-taped, one isn’t superglued to the floor, and so on.  Note that freedom in general then is a state of affairs where one has some sort of internal capacity or power, and one has as well an external situation so that that capacity or power can complete its function.  Only when both these internal and external conditions obtain can one be said to be truly free to think, to speak, to move.
Applying this picture of freedom to the specific issue of free will requires a bit of explanation.  To begin, philosophers are for the most part found to divide into two mutually exclusive camps that are at odds on the question of how human brains and/or conscious minds function.  The question here is whether the basis of consciousness is only an immensely complex system of causes and effects, such as a purely biological account of thought might provide, or whether consciousness might include deviation from the strict rule of cause and effect, for example by appeal to quantum physics or supernaturalism.  These two views are respectively termed determinism and indeterminism.  To begin to understand the relevance of these views to the question of the freedom of minds, note that one main difference between them is that by determinism the future of such a mind’s function is locally (in the next moment) “closed,” and by indeterminism the future of a mind is locally “open.”  That is, by determinism a given state of mind at one present moment causes one, and only one, state of mind in the next future moment as an effect.  All other conceivably different future states of mind relative to the present one are “closed” off by the present causal one.  By contrast, the indeterminism of a given present state of mind that is not causal is “open” to at least two alternative local future states of mind.  One can see that these two views have one immediate tie-in to opinions about the freedom of such minds.  If our minds’ futures are always closed by determinism, then those futures based on our “choices” only go just one particular way and no other.  By indeterminism, on the other hand, our futures are at least sometimes open to this future and that future—as the 80’s Modern English song Melt With You goes:  “the future’s open wide!”  So it may seem that determinism robs us of a free will to choose between distinct futures and indeterminism restores it.

Unfortunately, things are more complicated than that in part because, depending on what exactly “freedom” means, each of the determinist or indeterminist views of minds can lay claim to free will, and one can be made to exclude it as well.  It all depends on what free will ability is supposed to be, and what opportunity or opportunities are additionally needed, and what determinism and indeterminism can provide in terms of these components of freedom.
Say, for example, that a determinist interprets an ability to make a free choice as weighing options and coming up with the best one.  Sophisticated computers can do this, and they are essentially causal mechanisms (their functional states are such that their futures are always locally “closed”).  So a determinist view of mind can accommodate such an account of ability, and thus regard our minds to be a form of mechanistic supercomputer.  Say then also that the determinist puts forward an additional account that states, for example, if a mind is caused to select the best it can in a situation, and that selection is objectively correct, proper, and satisfactory (by some measure), then it is properly freely chosen because no other possible future course of that mind would make sense.  Such a view combining deterministic ability with the sufficiency of just one future opportunity is in fact called a compatibilist account of freedom, and thus some like-believing determinists dub themselves.

But what if to the contrary such a closed future is deemed insufficient for freedom?  (That the future, to be freely chosen, should be “open wide.”)  For example, what if the best a mind can select in a situation is a 50-50 proposition of heads or tails, without any further preference between the two?  A determinist account of this mind says that one actually is preferred, for one is finally caused to be selected over the other.  But here indeterminists cry “foul”—how can that one be truly freely chosen if the other is equally preferred as well?
  Truly free choices in these circumstances demand that both future alternatives are available for choosing.  This means that any such choice requires plural opportunities in the future—and real ones, in a genuinely open future way.  And if that is correct, determinism is false, at least for minds that are conceived as free in this way (and so they can’t be supercomputers).  So for philosophers that demand such a plurality of future opportunities for any stated ability of mind to choose freely, freedom is incompatible with a determinist account of the locally closed future.  Such philosophers of freedom are termed incompatibilists, holding that the necessity of the plurality of opportunities for choice cannot be reconciled with locally closed future determinism.  Incompatibilist indeterminists—sometimes called libertarians—believe that minds at least sometimes function in indeterminist ways, and when they do, the plurality of future opportunities assures that this free will to choose actually exists.
So there are determinists that believe that compatibilist freedom exists, and indeterminists who believe that incompatibilist freedom exists.

But now for a moment think hard (so to speak) on this matter of incompatibilism.  Incompatibilism as a belief is only a very abstract conceptual view about the philosophical need for locally plural open-future opportunities for freedom of choice, and does not commit to whether such a future exists.  Thus there are some determinists who agree with this view, and, since they are also determinists about minds, reject any belief in such freedom of mind and will.  For them the truth of determinism rules out such incompatibilist free will.  They are called hard incompatibilists—determinists who do not believe that the opportunities form of free will exists.

Whew!  Our seemingly simple question about whether Mulder and Scully can freely will to change their world-views has at least two different and complicated answers.  “Yes, possibly” say compatibilists and libertarians—though their “yeses” are based on very different ideas about how minds work and what freedom is.  “No,” says the hard incompatibilist, agreeing with the libertarian about what freedom ought to be, but then holding it cannot exist, agreeing also with the compatibilist about the truth of the determinism of mind.
Who’s right?  The good news is that it appears we would only have to answer two questions in order to find out:  how exactly do minds work, especially when they choose or decide things, and does freedom require a plurality of future opportunities or not?  The bad news:  philosophy has not arrived at a definitive answer to either of these.

So are we stuck?  Perhaps not.  No matter what the final truth about free will might be, there is still one fact before us.  Scully and Mulder (and people in the other historical examples) did change their world-views based on their unusual experiences.  Next, let’s see what it is to change one’s mind in this way, and see if any consequences for freedom pop up.
B.  What Is It to Change World-Views?
What is a world-view?  That also is a complicated question.  But our X-Files heroes can help us out here.  Scully, even to the end of the series, was a true skeptic in the sense that she only believed what the evidence minimally and rationally required her to believe.  Nevertheless, her own extraordinary experiences, including both a near-fatal illness and pregnancy of partial alien origin, convinced her that the world in fact involved a secret, systematic alien invasion of earth orchestrated by government conspiracy in cahoots with the invaders.  Mulder of course had something like a belief about the strong possibility of all this from the beginning (remember his cherished “I want to believe” poster?), and based on previous (pre-series) experiences, though ones dubious in their strength and number.  In one sense Scully came around to Mulder’s original world-view, and hers changed more than his—yet we also see that Scully maintained a certain parsimonious attitude about belief that Mulder never shared (except in some episodes where Mulder actually came to doubt his beliefs because he was manipulated to do so).  Mulder’s world-view was always then one fundamentally of faith that the world was more than it appeared to be, a faith that Scully even to the end never shares (except for her faith in God), committed skeptically to reasons and evidence as the primary basis of forming a view of the world.
A world-view then is partially a function of attitude about what in our experiences counts as evidence of what there is in the world.  The spectrum of such attitudes includes not only skepticism and faith, but blind acceptance, obdurate universal disbelief, modest gullibility, and a host of others.  Focusing on this more subjective aspect of what a world-view is, the central question here then is which kind of attitude is best to obtain truth about the world—which attitude is the most reliable to know what’s “out there”?
Despite The Smoking Man’s previously quoted contempt of science, and to some extent Mulder’s as well, Scully’s scientific and skeptical attitude seems the best contender to ferret out truth.  In part that is because skepticism includes a tendency for one to not believe, and this hesitancy can compensate for the mind’s evolved, natural inclination to work as a confirmation engine, seeking relationships wherever possible.
  But a scientific attitude also includes another check on rushing to judgment—a conviction that the only reliable evidence is essentially public in character, accessible for verification and falsification by others.  As just one example of how we are well-served by skeptical science, one just needs to recall the notorious “cold fusion” incident.  There some scientists themselves got caught up in exciting experimental data that seemed to indicate that energetic fusion reactions could take place at ordinary temperatures, and consequently they by-passed further trials and peer-review to announce this revolutionary discovery directly to the public.  But then the shared collective attitude of science took over, and labs around the world found that the data was erroneous and not replicable as a definite fusion reaction.  The prospect of such an exciting discovery made the original researchers forgo the checks and balances that thorough scientific process provides—they “wanted to believe” too much that cold fusion was indeed “out there.”

Mulder’s dedication to his duties, spurred by memory of his sister’s abduction by aliens, sometimes likewise disposed him to “cold fusion” moments.  In one memorable instance, Mulder was convinced that what were apparently rapidly aging sailors on a derelict ship “proved” that time shifts could occur—only to discover that their condition had a simpler, if not also a somewhat unusual, explanation.

One question we could then pursue is whether world-view-forming attitudes themselves can be freely chosen. Of course, once again that would depend on whether we ever actually have free will, and we now know that the hard incompatibilist would say “no” here.  But if we were to say consistently with a compatibilist or libertarian that we could change our attitudes about the world, what would we be claiming to possess?  What would be freedom to change the way we viewed the world?
First, we ought to admit that an idea that we can change our attitudes merely by choosing to do so seems a little odd.  People who are dispositionally skeptical, faithful, cynical, loving, hateful, and so on are not usually susceptible to easy change in these attitudes.  They are manifestations of individual personality, and personality, once set in us in early life, does not easily change.
Second, though rare, instances of “attitude adjustment” admittedly do occur.  Augustine did become faithful to God, and Malcolm X did abandon racist attitudes.  Both of these changes, however, occurred within the context of lives in which many past experiences inclined them toward a different way of seeing the world.  That is, specific occurrences “added up” in cognitive significance to make another way of thinking about things reasonable.  Lavoisier’s experiments likewise convinced him that seeing combustible objects as possessing an internal power to burn—the notorious concept of phlogiston—was less reasonable than seeing them as being able to combine with oxygen in a process of burning.
So it seems that any freedom to adjust our attitudes must fit within this picture of it being a reasonable process, where attitudes may change due to the weight of sufficient reasons to do so.  (Of course, there must also be unreasonable instances of attitude change as well, such as King George III’s slip into paranoia due to inadvertent arsenic poisoning, but it is hard to see examples such as these as free processes.)

Consider again Mulder and Scully.  Both exhibit a persistence of belief attitudes consistently across the course of the series, Mulder’s consisting of faith that the paranormal is “out there,” whereas Scully is dubious of that claim.  But their experiences and the evidence thereof tweaked both of their attitudes.  Scully’s skepticism had to bend to the facts, and facts about the “black oil,” the Syndicate, alien hybrids (including her own child!), etc. became, at least past the middle of the series’ run, indisputable even to her.  On the other hand, the effectiveness of the Syndicate’s decades-old cover-up about the pending invasion staved off Scully’s assent to these facts for quite some time, and, as mentioned before, actually led Mulder to question his faith that he was right in “wanting to believe” (for example Mulder’s doubt as orchestrated in “Little Green Men,” X-Files 2X01).   Both characters at these points of the series were still responding consistently with their overall attitudes but with respect to the rational weight of evidence as well.
Were Mulder and Scully free to change or adjust their dispositional belief attitudes?  If they were, the rational weight of evidence must play an essential part of that phenomenon.  And even hard incompatibilists must acknowledge the causal role of evidence in rational changes of attitude, though of course they would not call such changes free.  So reasons are either merely causal in rational attitude-making as the hard incompatibilists say (and at least those compatibilists who are determinists), or they are influences compatible with some sense of free rational attitude adjustment. 
Thus far we have concentrated only on the subjective side of what constitutes a world-view in studying attitudes that shape it.  But any world-view deserving of the name must have an idea of a world so shaped.  What is meant by the term “world” here?
There appear to be at least two discernible components to an idea of a world (or universe, which is the expansive sense we take “world” to mean). One is metaphysical or ontological.  That has to do with what ultimately is real in this world, or what kinds of entities are found in it.  When Mulder and Scully first met, their world-views were very different in this respect.  Mulder believed that the world might well include aliens, spirits, extrasensory perception, and other paranormal phenomena as well as the more sundry material objects of our acquaintance.  Scully’s world at that time excluded the former exotic stuff in favor of positing only the latter material things that science verifies to exist, such as the elements and forces of chemistry and physics.  One overlap between them is that they both ultimately made allowances for theism—that whatever else this world contained, there may well be a God who created it all.

This theistic commitment, which is a commonplace metaphysical feature of most people’s world-views, signals one familiar strategy to integrate the other major component of any world-view.  That component is axiological, or a sense of the values one finds in the universe.  All but the most nihilistic world-views have some sense of what values obtain in the world, from the most basic sense of good and evil in human experience to far-flung accounts of beauty and the meaning of existence itself.  Clearly Mulder and Scully shared far more axiologically than otherwise in their world-views, for they had agreeable senses of right and wrong, the nature of good and evil moral character, a high regard for the truth, and both seemed to root these values in some sort of sense of an ultimate ground of being.
The interplay of these two world-view components is a familiar theme in philosophy.  Ethics, for instance, attempts to see clearly the place of value (if any) in the furniture of the universe.  Philosophy of religion seeks human value as it relates to the possible existence of God.  Philosophy of science examines how science studies reality and how value concerns might influence that study.  Metaphysicians who study free will attempt (as seen above) to see whether that (seemingly) valuable commodity exists, and if so, how.
What philosophy has shown us in these more topical explorations of world-views is that this interplay of existence and value is one of mutual influence in constructing a picture of the world and its parts.
From the philosophy of science, for example, a convincing argument was made by Norwood Hanson that although we tend to sharply distinguish acts of observation from theories we might have about reality more generally, in truth we can’t divorce observation from theory, because observation requires interpretation, and theory provides the background for interpretation.  One of his examples of this involves the Renaissance figures Johannes Kepler and Tycho Brahe, respectively a Copernican heliocentrist and a Ptolemaic geocentrist, who both might look at the same sunrise.  Kepler sees the earth racing east in the direction of the relatively still sun, while Brahe sees an unmoving earth being over flown by a moving sun.  They both in any case see the same thing, which amounts to a new day, yet, what produces that dawn is viewed from very different theories of how the sun and the earth work.
  Thomas Kuhn (and in a different way, Larry Laudan) argued in addition that one factor influencing which of helio- or geocentrism is held to be correct is itself a function of values the one might hold dear or reject.
  For example, it seems clear that one reason geocentrism lasted so long was that it was consistent with the traditional value-laden belief that humankind was the center of God’s creation, whereas heliocentrism was willing to sacrifice at least a literal interpretation of that belief.  Later, an accumulation of other observations from many people (with their own attendant values) swelled into a tsunami of evidence that swamped the anthropocentrism behind geocentrism.  That human-laden value could no longer be rationally and literally expressed in terms of the fact of the earth’s non-rotation.
Mulder and Scully often saw the same things going on in the world but manifested the phenomenon described by Hanson, for instance, as in “Lazarus,” (The X-Files 1X14) where a case of resurrection involving a personality change receives two different interpretations from the duo, though interestingly inverted from what is then taken to be their differing religious perspectives (again, see note 13).
What’s interesting here is that what is taken to be a fact is a function of what one values, and one’s values are in turn influenced by what one takes to be the facts.  The additional factors of influence are indisputably what is taken to be “out there”—what our experiences directly show us as we interpret them and how we take into account the reported experiences of others.  As we tend to see our experiences and these reports as commensurate with our values, our world-view is stable and verified, and as making sense, rational.  But as our experiences conflict with our values, something has to go or we risk sliding into incoherence and irrationality.  Either we must adjust the facts as we take them to be within the system of values we hold (e.g., we surrender geocentrism for heliocentrism), and/or we reorder or jettison parts of the system of values itself (e.g., we abandon belief in God as the basis for anthropocentric values, or, more likely, we retain belief in God and dismantle our strong appeal to anthropocentrism).
Consider Mulder and Scully’s world-views as the series progressed.  Both apparently started from a nominally theistic world-view (for example, as Scully signals in “Dod Kalm,” The X-Files 2X19 and “Lazarus,” The X-Files 1X14, and yes, apparently even Mulder as well, held to his vest throughout the series like unplayed cards, as disclosed in the final episode—see note 13) with a strong respect for truth and morality.  Beyond this intersection of their values, however, they split attitudinally as to how these basic values should be implemented in establishing facts.  Mulder often intuitively trusted experience for what it seemed to be on its face.  If an experience was colored with tinges of supernaturalism, then so be it—there may be more in heaven and earth than in Scully’s philosophy.  Scully on the other hand initially distrusted her personal experiences that had that same occult character, based on a more scientific approach that places greater value on collective and interpersonal experience than potentially deviant personal ones (she recognized, so to speak, the folly of “cold-fusion” wishful thinking, even if it was spawned in a lab).  What enabled them to continue this entangled disagreement was of course the nature of what they were actually dealing with.  It involved a massive conspiracy orchestrated from the highest levels of international authority to cover up an ongoing plot by extraterrestrials to dominate the planet.  The intricacy of the cover up, involving deception layered on deception that intruded into the personal histories of Mulder and Scully, often gave both of them ample reason to question the veracity of particular experiences and even their respective root values of belief and skepticism.
Still, as the events and experiences mounted through the seasons of the series, it became indisputable to both Mulder and Scully that things in the world were not as they had always assumed them to be.  Mulder came to see that even deep-seated personal beliefs he had about his own family were erroneous, and that the government he worked for was partly corrupt and manipulating him for secret nefarious purposes.  Scully on the other hand came to see that ordinary and familiar scientific explanations did not always work for some phenomena, and that what she took to be the scientific nature of reality had to be vastly expanded to include extremely unusual occurrences and unanticipated realities.  Both their world-views changed, and both merged more tightly together, especially in their common grasp of a startling and grim truth about the possible course of humanity’s fate.  And though their adventures and the revelations thereof were not exactly what is termed “normal” or “natural”, within the sphere of The X-Files universe, it only made sense that they relented to the evidence, however tortured it was presented to them, and saw the world for what it really and terribly was.  Their world-views changed, but within the context of the series, they changed rationally.

B.  Mulder and Scully—Free or Unfree?
Did either or both of The X-Files protagonists freely change their world-views?  To formulate a good, conservative answer let’s examine one other case of (relatively minor) world-view revision.  This one involves an intriguing argument about free will itself, and was put forward by the distinguished philosopher Peter van Inwagen.
Van Inwagen has long argued for the truth of libertarianism and by his own admission as an essential feature of a theistic world-view requiring that view of free will.  One of his most familiar defenses for the incompatibilism that libertarianism posits is known as “the consequence argument.”  Though the particulars of this argument need not concern us here, suffice it to say that van Inwagen concludes that closed-future determinism of mind cannot be compatible with what we need for an adequate concept of free will.  In other work van Inwagen held that only indeterminism of mind, along with its essential commitment to the need for plural future opportunities of choice, could provide for free will.

That is, until recently, when van Inwagen stirred up the philosophical world by declaring that it appears that indeterminism of mind is incompatible with free will as well!  His argument essentially shows that given that a mind can choose between at least two different alternatives, there can be no possible way to guarantee that that a mind fully controls its final selection.

Van Inwagen argues roughly as follows.  Assume that indeterminism is true.  Then stipulate that someone makes a choice among some group of alternatives, and furthermore allow that the final choice actually made is the most rational one among those alternatives.  Can the chooser have good reason to assure anyone (including herself) before (or after) the actual choice that the choice is genuinely hers in the sense that she was able to prevent any other possible decision?  If the choice process was indeterministic, and thus had to be undertaken with the real possibility that some other choice could be (or could have been) made, this additional fact would force a “no” answer to this question.  The open future for an indeterministic choice means that any choice alternative, reasonable or not, is genuinely available to the mind making that choice, and thus assurance that the choice somehow absolutely rules (or ruled) out the others that are (were) possible cannot be sustained.  Another way of saying this is that indeterminism by definition appears to block a mind’s final ability to control its decisions.
To understand the force of this a bit more, let’s go back to one of the strongest responses for the libertarian-indeterminist against the determinist.  That response depended on the case that one was faced with two distinct possibilities of choice, but two that were 50-50 in the sense that neither was reasonably favored above the other.  If the selection of one (heads, say) was realized by mental determinism so that the other really could not occur, then the other (tails) would not be available to that mind.  So the unavailable possibility, which would otherwise be as reasonable a choice as the one caused to occur, cannot be one free for a reasonable mind to choose.  This claim is based on the insight that since what is reasonable seems intuitively an accessible option for choice, if freedom is to be maximally consistent with reasonable possibilities, determinism cannot say that a causal resolution of such a situation is free.
In this ideal situation of different alternatives that are perfectly rationally balanced ones, van Inwagen’s complaint about indeterminism is at least diminished a little.  For a mind that makes a 50-50 toss-up decision can say that its control of what is finally decided is in fact as rational as it can be, for any decision it makes is equally rational, and any further control placed upon one alternative against another is thus not justifiable as being a rational one.  Just as the opportunities are maximal for a rational choice in this case, so is the ability to control such a choice (because this case requires a minimum of control for a rational outcome).
However, shift to any other case of choice where the alternatives are not perfectly balanced as rational choices.  Then van Inwagen’s complaint about an indeterministic process of choosing returns with a vengeance.

But here’s where the van Inwagen account steers back in the direction of our inquiry about Mulder and Scully.  After offering his double-edged incompatibilism of free will with both determinism and indeterminism, van Inwagen declares a curious form of “mysterianism” about free will.  That is, he stubbornly believes that people have this freedom (at least sometimes), but he cannot rationally sort out how!
This trenchant belief in the face of insufficient reasons can be fairly easily explained from the overall perspective of van Inwagen’s world-view.  His core belief in God, which for him unites what is ultimately real with what is of ultimate value, cannot let free will slip from the picture of how everything in the universe works.  If there were no free will, then people would be either the unwitting pawns of God or some senseless, valueless creature of God self-deceived into believing that it really has worth and choice.  And van Inwagen cannot countenance either option and retain an idea of God as having created us as truly valuable beings.  So free will stays in his world-view—even if it can’t be understood as part of it!

Is this irrational of van Inwagen?  It is too easy just to respond flatly “of course.”  For him, detailed questions about free will are lower-order ones with respect to his world-view, and if his world-view is overall a correct one, then the large-scale need for some account of freedom to reconcile God’s providence with human value supersedes the specific for answers to those detailed questions.  From the perspective of his world-view, van Inwagen’s mysterianism about free will translates into a rational, open-ended question, where his posited belief in the ultimate meaningfulness of free will is anchored in the rationality of the entire world-view (and therefore kicks the whole question of whether van Inwagen is rational in his mysterianism back to the question of whether his world-view is rational).

Mulder and Scully both exhibited similar “mysterian” tendencies to believe in something despite not being able to make sense about it throughout the series, and often because such beliefs were required in the context of their world views (and specific episodes).  Scully’s religious belief in God, of course, was basic to her world-view, though she recognized that it was not always clear even to her that her belief in God made sense (“Orison,” The X-Files 7X07).
   Mulder’s belief in the authenticity of his memory of his sister’s abduction likewise at some points became suspect to him as well (“Little Green Men,” The X-Files 2X01).  Some of these beliefs, as it turned out, were justified, others not, and still others remained open.  And, like van Inwagen, the attitude of faith that carried these beliefs forward only made sense within the larger sense-making of their world-views.  Their “choices” to continue or to jettison these dicey beliefs were functions of what they took to be sufficient world-view reasons to do so. 
However, one real lesson about the nature of these arguably free “choices” can be skimmed off this.  If free will decisions are to be anything really worthwhile, they must be made in the context of reason.  For if reasons cannot be said to be part of the causes that compatibilists rely on to explain their version of free will, then that form of free will does not yield a rational picture of the mechanisms of mind as they “choose”.  And equally, if reasons cannot be aligned with how indeterministic minds arrive at their one alternative from an open future smorgasbord of them, then that account of working minds is not rational.  In short, to be valuable, any freedom, compatibilist or incompatibilist, ironically must be slave to reason.
So did Mulder and Scully alter their world-views of their own free will?  We really don’t know, and in part because we don’t have those final answers to how minds work and what freedom really is.  But we do know that in the context of the series, their experiences, and those of others around them, did grow into a force of reason to rationally require them to reshape their world-views, freely or not.  In that respect The Smoking Man as quoted above did have a point:  if one actually has good reasons for believing things that any current science cannot embrace, then one might be better off expanding one’s world-view beyond that limited perspective.  However, unless we throw in with something like a world-view such as van Inwagen’s, perhaps we should also say about our X-Files heroes that we should be a little more like Scully, and a little less like Mulder, when it comes to strongly believing that free will must have played a genuine part in their adventures.
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� The astute reader will question whether my various uses of cognates of “prefer” in these two sentences aren’t equivocal about the role of control in preference, where the former determinist use means “control by cause” and the latter indeterminist use means “control of all real possibilities.”  This potential difference between what the disputants mean by “preference” respectively reflects what John Fischer has termed the difference between “reasons control”, which is consistent with determinism, and “guidance control,” which is not.  See Fischer, My Way.  My ambiguous use of “prefer” is meant to covey a sense of this difference without getting into technicalities.  Later, in “Mulder and Scully—Free or Unfree?” I submit a more detailed version of this argument put in terms of reasons and control.


� A good contemporary representative is Derk Pereboom, Living without Free Will (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 2001). 


� Dean Kowalski quite rightly challenges my apparently unqualified claim that resolving factual, empirical issues about how the mind works might resolve the free will problem.  If my claim is taken to mean that knowing how minds work is a necessary condition for resolving the free will problem, then that would be obviously false, for at least some (if not all) compatibilist concepts of freedom are consistent with both determinism and indeterminism.  But any demonstration that the mind works deterministically (or not) would be sufficient to eliminate some views on free will and to that extent any prospect of discovering the empirical truth about the mind is quite relevant.
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Mulder: “Mm. I've been chasing after monsters with a butterfly net. You heard the man - the date's set [for the alien invasion]. I can't change that.”
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Mulder: “And look what it's gotten you.”


Scully: “And what has it gotten you? Not your sister. Nothing that you've set out for. But you won't give up, even now. You've always said that you want to believe. But believe in what Mulder? If this is the truth that you've been looking for, then what is left to believe in?”


Mulder: “I want to believe that... the dead are not lost to us. That they speak to us... as part of something greater than us - greater than any alien force. And if you and I are powerless now, I want to believe that if we listen, to what's speaking, it can give us the power to save ourselves.”


Scully: “Then we believe the same thing.”


Mulder: “Maybe there's hope.”  (“The Truth,” The X-Files 9X20)


If we are to take Mulder at his word here, then he always quietly held much the same theistic convictions as Scully—and perhaps only needled her as a form of ironic reversal of her skepticism about the paranormal.


� Norwood Hanson, Patterns of Discovery (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1958), 4-19.


� Thomas Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (Chicago:  University of Chicago Press, 1970); Larry Laudan, “Dissecting the Holistic Picture of Science,” Philosophy of Science: The Central Issues, ed. Martin Curd and J. A. Cover (New York and London: W. W. Norton & Company, 1998), 159-169.  Crudely put, the main difference between these accounts on the issue of value is that Kuhn holds that values guiding scientific world-views and their parts (“paradigms”) are completely relative to those world-views, while Laudan argues that values can carry over from one world-view to another.
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� This exchange at the end of the episode is relevant here, after Scully has killed a murderous psychopath:





Mulder: “You can't judge yourself. “


Scully: “Maybe I don't have to.”


Mulder: “The Bible allows for vengeance.”


Scully: “But the law doesn't.”


Mulder: “The way I see it... he didn't give you a choice. And my report will reflect that... in case you're worried. Donnie Pfaster would've surely killed again if given the chance.”
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If it wasn’t—was it the Devil as Scully seems to suggest?  Or does she mean to question the very existence of free will?
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