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The Only (Sustainable) Way Out: Identity Reflexivity?
Although subject to many contextual variations, “affective polarization” is on the rise (Bernaerts et al. 2023). This shapes the way citizens form their political perspectives: they often lack coherent ideological commitments and act on the basis of identity and emotional cues (Hannon, de Ridder, 2021; Iyengar, 2021). What matter then are not the reasons in support of a policy or a representative, but whether my group is endorsing it or not. Such a development threatens a core feature of (deliberative) democracy, i.e., that every decision should be justified to all those subjected to it (the ideal of public reason).  
Firstly, it endangers the “subjective” condition of public reason: if individuals picture their political opponents as irrational or morally deviant, they won’t see the point in justifying them their decisions, nor in treating them as equals (Talisse, 2021). But it also threatens the normative appeal of public reason, given that a decision justified to “unreasonable” individuals seems undesirable – e.g., why a decision justified to racists or climate sceptics be legitimate? 
Here, I will focus on the first issue. Regarding the second one, I take an open normative stance. Instead of trying to exclude unreasonable individuals or to build a counterfactual constituency of idealized citizens, I consider public reason as an intuitively appealing – and essential – regulative ideal, which is but one element making up democratic legitimacy (Enoch, 2015). 
My hypothesis is that we need identity reflexivity (IdR) and identity skills (IdS) (see Cuneen, 2021) to set the conditions for the exercise of public reason. IdR is an operation in which I turn my attention towards the way my self-image shapes my (political) judgments. IdS are the skills that promote the emergence of relational experiences triggering such a reflexive operation, and those that help carrying out this operation. These are imaginary, narrative, emotional, dialogical, and critical thinking skills (Cuneen, 2021). IdR and IdS appear crucial for at least two reasons:
a) To see others as equals in a context of affective polarization, one must overcome prejudices and biases embedded in her own identity. Having “cross-cutting” contacts, as often suggested to mitigate polarization (e.g., Mason, 2014; Talisse, 2019) is not enough to defeat entrenched prejudices (Gillespie, 2015).
b) To understand the grounds upon which concrete others could accept a collective decision, one must understand their perspectives. This requires complex skills (Cuneen, 2019), and notably the ability to pay attention to how one’s own identity may be filtering the other’s words and actions. 
I argue that IdR and IdS are thus necessary conditions for public reason in our polarized world. Yet, they are far from being sufficient conditions. Many structural solutions are needed to overcome polarization, such as democratic innovations (Strandberg et al., 2017; Fishkin et al. 2021), fighting economic inequalities and racial segregation, regulate media environments, etc (Barber, McCarty, 2015; Sharp, 2022; Bernaerts et al., 2023). But the long-term success of structural solutions is highly dependent on their ability to trigger identity reflection. I conclude by exploring some means to promote IdR and IdS.
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