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institutions of metropolitan governance. That is, relaxation of the 
unanimity rule might be possible under limited conditions associ­
ated with deliberation and communication. Ostrom notes (p. 272) 
that "in the presence of common knowledge, shared communities 
of understanding, and mutual trust, modest coercive capabilities 
might be sufficiently diffused through a system of social and 
political order so that a monopoly of rulership prerogatives can 
be foreclosed." This in turn depends, of course, on how public 
decision-making structures provide for the kinds of interaction 
and deliberation needed to develop sympathy and trust (Ostrom 
1997, 290). Unfortunately, Ostrom concludes that only institu­
tions that provide for face-to-face, personal interactions are 
capable of doing so (p. 299). As a result, he concludes that 
democratic governance is viable only under limited conditions. 

'One person, one vote, majority rule' is an inadequate and superficial 
formulation for constib.lting viable democratic societies. • .. Person-to­
person, citizen-to-citizen relationships are what life in democratic societies is 
all about. Democratic ways of life mm on self-organizing and self-governing 
capabilities rather than presuming that something called 'the Government' 
governs (1997, 34). 

In conjunction with Ostrom's extensive prior work on metro­
politan institutions, the clear implication is that only fragmented 
governmental arrangements-indeed, very fragmented arrange­
ments-are capable of noncoercive or only weakly coercive redis­
tribution. 

Interestingly enough, this perspective is not restricted to 
public choice propcnents of fragmented metropolitan political 
arrangements. As I have noted elsewhere (Lowery, Lyons, and 
DeHoog 1992), this insistence on person-to-person deliberations 
as the necessary prerequisite for establishing the trust required 
for democratic use of coercion is shared by the communitarian 
urban politics literature associated with the work of Barber 
(1984) and Elkin (1987). However, for many critics of both the 
public-choice and communitarian diagnoses of metropolitan poli­
tics, this escape from the Pareto principle is too limited, precisely 
because it restricts the possibilities of coercive resolution of 
conflicts of interest to tiny jurisdictions, where there is limited 
variation in either initial endowments or contemporary needs. To 
such critics, this proposal reads like the old joke about the drunk 
seairching for his keys under a streetlight rather than in the dark 
where they were lost. Because of the difficulties of encouraging 
deliberation between those with needs and those with resources, 
those with resources and those with needs should deliberate only 
among themselves. Meaningful democratic use of coercion as a 
means to resolve interdependent interests within communities 
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