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Abstract

Religious transformation entails a profound shift in an individual's identity, values, and
rational frameworks, characterized by two essential features: the inability to fully anticipate its
consequences prior to its occurrence, and a fundamental restructuring of one's personal and
epistemic constitution thereafter. This renders the decision to engage in such an experience
paradoxical - a context in which traditional rationality proves inadequate, while volition and
epistemic courage gain prominence. Within this process, the question of validity arises
between the former and the nascent self; yet neither can be deemed unconditionally superior.
An internal rational dialogue, rooted in social and intersubjective norms, offers a means of
navigating this divide. Augustine’s account in the Confessions, for instance, illustrates that
inner conflict with the prior self does not signify rupture, but rather an opportunity to deepen
rationality and reconstruct self-understanding. Thus, rationality in the religious domain does
not entail resistance to change, but the capacity to grow through it.
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Transformative Experience
and the Rationality of Intrapersonal Disagreement
An Epistemic Reappraisal of
Religious Transformation in Light of Augustine’s Naerative

Extended abstract

Religious transformation constitutes one of the most profound expressions of human
self-transcendence. It is not a mere alteration of propositional beliefs, nor simply a
shift in emotional attitude or moral commitment, but a reconfiguration of the very
structures through which reality is perceived, valued, and inhabited. Such
transformation involves a metamorphosis of epistemic perspective: the subject who
emerges from it is not epistemically continuous with the one who entered it. The
distinctive feature of transformative experience lies in this dual character—its
epistemic unpredictability before the event and its constitutive alteration of identity
afterward. No agent can foresee what she will come to know, desire, or become
through such a passage; the epistemic standpoint required for rational evaluation
arises only after the experience has already occurred. Hence, the decision to embrace
or resist transformation inaugurates a paradox of rational agency: a choice that must
be made in the absence of the very knowledge by which it could be justified.

Within the domain of religion, this paradox acquires an existential depth.
Conversion, de-conversion, or any radical shift of faith confronts a person with an
earlier self whose worldview, affective orientation, and sense of reality have been
left behind, yet remain intelligible. The ensuing tension—disagreement with one’s
former self—poses a distinctive epistemic problem. Two epistemic agents, the “old
self” and the “new self,” occupy incompatible doxastic positions, each considering
the other mistaken. The question that arises is not only which of the two is right, but
how rational appraisal is even possible when the very criteria of evaluation have
themselves been transformed. Treating this intrapersonal conflict as a genuine case
of disagreement reveals that epistemic humility, rather than certainty, becomes the
hallmark of rational integrity.

In such situations, independence of judgment must extend inward. Rationality
requires the transformed self to resist uncritical confidence in its new standpoint, to
acknowledge the epistemic standing of its former convictions, and to seek a mode of
dialogue that honors both voices within. The possibility of this internal dialogue
depends on whether meaning and justification can be sustained without collapsing
into subjectivism. If, as Wittgenstein insists, language and understanding are
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irreducibly social, then an inner conversation is not a private soliloquy detached
from shared norms but rather an internalized form of public reasoning. The self that
argues with itself reenacts, within the boundaries of consciousness, the dialogical
structures of communal discourse. Genuine intrapersonal dialogue, therefore,
presupposes the agent’s capacity to inhabit both perspectives under the discipline of
shared rational standards.

The Augustinian narrative provides a paradigmatic instance of such an internal
dialogue. In Confessions, Augustine does not merely recount a psychological crisis
but stages a philosophical drama between his divided selves: the restless seeker and
the repentant believer. Through an empathetic reconstruction of his past, rational
engagement with his former reasoning, and a normative reorientation of will and
intellect toward the good, Augustine exemplifies the possibility of reconciling
cognitive transformation with rational accountability. His confession is
simultaneously an act of self-interpretation and epistemic justification—a
demonstration that conversion need not signify the abdication of reason but rather its
transfiguration through love and understanding.

The integration of will and intellect in this process reveals that rationality is not
exhausted by inference or evidence; it includes the virtues of courage, integrity, and
openness to truth. The decision to embark on the transformative path, though made
under epistemic uncertainty, can manifest an intellectual virtue—a form of epistemic
courage that participates in the moral structure of reason itself. Such a conception of
rationality dissolves the opposition between faith and reason: faith becomes the
will’s participation in truth under conditions of incomplete knowledge.
Disagreement with the former self, viewed in this light, ceases to be a sign of
irrationality or inconsistency. Rather, it represents a moment of reflective distance in
which reason confronts its own historicity and growth. The self is not a fixed locus
of belief but an ongoing narrative in which different epistemic perspectives contend,
converse, and are ultimately integrated. To be rational, then, is not to remain
unchanged but to learn how to live intelligibly through change—to transform
without disowningt one’s past and to preserve continuity within conversion.
Religious transformation, understood in this way, reveals the dynamic unity of
knowledge, will, and selfhood: an epistemology not of detachment but of
participation, in which rationality itself becomes a mode of faithfulness to the
unfolding truth of the human soul.
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