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Abstract

Contractarianism and contractualism identify a eaafjpositions in moral and political theory
that is distinctive in terms of its emphasis onsdarations of individualistic eligibility: social,
political or moral rules, norms, or institutiongdo be explicated and justified by appeal to the
extent to which they would be chosen, at leastdytam types of agents in certain situations.
Classical contractarianism was developed by Hobhdd ocke, and by Rousseau and Kant, and
a range of contemporary contractarian and contadistypositions emerged in the second half of
the twentieth century to challenge utilitarian artider idealist approaches to political and moral
philosophy. Classical contractarianism is oftemtdeed with an apparently false belief in a real
historical contract, or with a deeply problemagtationship between a hypothetical contract and
the real world. Contemporary contractarianism amutr@actualism are more heuristic in their use
of the idea of agreement, using the notions ofreabhtind agreement as a means of investigating

social, political and moral questions. Contempocamtractarianism sits in the broadly
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Hobbesian tradition and takes individual interest®asic, seeking to explore the prospects for
mutual advantage among rational individuals. Copiaiary contractualism sits in the broadly
Kantian tradition and emphasizes the rational aoptation of social, political or moral
guestions from an impartial perspective as the@pate means of investigation. Both traditions
face issues of analyzing the naturexo&nte agreement, the basis #x post compliance, the
relationships between the individual, the socla, tational, and the moral, and the connections

with ideas such as individualism, democracy, andgikm.

1 Introduction

The voluntary act of entering into a contract areagnent may be understood as the act of
choosing to be involved with others in a specif@dt venture or commitment. Any argument
that places an idea of contract, agreement, orecdms a central role in explaining or justifying
a particular joint venture or commitment might thenseen as broadly ‘contractarian’ in nature.
Most prominent among the joint ventures and committs that might be explained or justified
are political, social, and legal institutions ingilug government, and moral values. Broadly
contractarian arguments are distinctive in termtheifr emphasis on considerations of eligibility,
so that demonstrating that a particular arrangemecdmmitment was, or might have been,
chosen, at least by certain types of individualsdrtain circumstances, carries weight in
explicating and justifying that arrangement or catnment. Contemporary contractarian and
contractualist arguments differ from each othenglseveral dimensions, most obviously
according to the basis of agreement or consentdhein of the argument, the role of the idea
of contract or agreement in the argument, andpkeic nature of the relevant contract. These
dimensions map out a space that includes manyi@usitNot all points in this space are tenable,

but a number of them are occupied by contempormmyractarians and contractualists.



In the dimension associated with the basis of ages¢ or consent the most fundamental
distinction is that between those who, followinglBes, locate agreement in individual interests
and mutual advantage; and those who, following Klactte agreement in an impatrtial
assessment. It is this distinction that is tradkgthe contemporary use of the terms

‘contractarianism’ and ‘contractualism’ respectjvel

In the domain dimension, a modest contractariamsntfactualism would seek to explain or
justify some particular activity, norm or other aspof social life against a background that
already includes a rich variety of social instibmg and norms. By contrast, a moderately
ambitious orpolitical contractarianism or contractualism seeks to er@ad justify basic social
and political institutions themselves, rather tharely the activities that occur within them.
Finally, a highly ambitious amoral contractarianism/contractualism seeks to provitteeary of

morality itself.

In the dimension that identifies the role of agreetrin any contractarian/contractualist
argument we note two major possibilities: agreemaght play either a shallow, indicative role
or a deep, constitutive role. An indicative roleghtibe relevant in cases where the agreement
serves as a useful but inessential signal of soimleer and more basic property (the signal may
be sufficient but not necessary for the realizatibthe underlying property). By contrast,
agreement could play a deeper, constitutive rolerevthe idea of contract is essential to the

argument (so that the contract is both necessahgafficient).

In the dimension that identifies the specific nataf the relevant contract, the most obvious
range extends from the case of the fully explastual, or historical agreement, to various
specifications of tacit, implicit, or hypotheticajreements. But there is also scope for qualifying

the nature of agreement in other ways. Thus, samgactarian/contractualist arguments will
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emphasize the informational context of agreemarth@extent to which the agreement is
grounded in fully rational deliberation, or the ext to which agreement could be reasonably

rejected.

The basic idea or vision that unites all contraatdcontractualist thought is the conception of
society (in the case of political contractarianismjnorality (in the more ambitious case) as
human constructions, so that, for example, sogsety co-operative venture for mutual
advantage’ (Rawls 1971, p. 4). This places cordraatism/contractualism in a broadly
individualist setting in which society/moralitytg be explained and justified by appeal to the
extent to which it responds to human needs, suppoxdperation, and suppresses various forms

of conflict.

In the Hobbesian contractarian tradition the irdey®f individuals are taken as basic so that
agreement is seen as identifying mutuality of im$&rThe most basic version of such a theory
would begin in pre-social state of nature, allodiwdual interests to be whatever the
individuals concerned perceive them to be, and evaedjuire real, explicit, and unanimous
agreement between individuals. Such a theory is ¢épa range of obvious criticisms: that
agreements based on mistaken or misperceived shtsarnot carry the normative weight
required by the argument; that since explicit,dristl agreements of the required type are not a
common feature of the real world, the contractaagyument cannot explain or justify the actual
political or moral features of the real world; aswon. The point to be emphasized here is that,
notwithstanding the success of these criticism&agthe most basic form of Hobbesian
contractarianism, more sophisticated versiont@efdea of contract or agreement are important

as a means by which to investigate the prospectadbual advantage for rational individuals.



In the Kantian contractualist tradition, attentgmfts from mutual advantage to impartiality. The
basic idea here is that the rational contemplaticthe world from an impartial standpoint will
reveal what political arrangements are just or vidatoral. There is no fundamental attempt to
link the contractualist idea to real, explicit agmeents. The essential nature of the Kantian
contractualist method is to construct a hypothétiogartial position from which to consider

what is just by asking what might be rationally séo or agreed from that position.

2 Contract and Compliance

Although the possibility of cooperation is a hallaf the vision of society in both the
Hobbesian contractarian and Kantian contractuafiproaches, it is the nature of the conflict

that threatens cooperation that sets the morelegi@yenda. This agenda may be illustrated by a
sequence of simple games which have become staples literature—the pure coordination
game, the mixed-motive game, and the prisonersraiia. In developing these illustrations, |

will use the language of a simple Hobbesian, istelb@sed contractarian argument, where the

contract is explicitly entered into.

In the pure coordination game each player hastareist in coordinating with others, and no
other relevant interest. This is illustrated in siraple two-person, simultaneous-play game of
Fig. 1, where the pay-offs from each combinatioaafons are shown in the form (payoff to

row, payoff to column).

Figure 1 Pure Coordination

Column
X Y
Row X (1,2) (0,0
Y (0,0 1,7




All that matters in this game is that the two playghould take the same action—both should X,
or both should Y—since the interests of the twy@ta are perfectly aligned. In this setting is
easy to see how pre-play communication betweeplthers might allow an agreement which
identifies aconvention in the sense of Lewis (1969). So there is littféadilty in identifying the
potential grounds for agreement (although therentbg a minor difficulty in identifying which

of the actions is to be coordinated on). It is digueasy to see that such an agreed convention
will be self-enforcing in that neither player hasyaeason to depart unilaterally from the
convention once it is established. There is noviddial compliance problem here. This, then, is
a model in which a simple contractarian argumeatpses to work well—agreement seems
likely to pick out social or political conventiotizat are self-enforcing in the relevant population.
However, the obvious criticism is that a model ofgcoordination is an inappropriate starting
point for even moderately ambitious political caatarians since, although it may capture the
essential features of some social and politicalgssit can hardly claim to capture the

fundamental nature of society where both competiéiond conflict must be recognized.

A move towards incorporating conflict is made ig.R2, which represents the mixed-motive
game. The benefits of cooperation are still cleameheplayer still has an interest in doing what
the other does—but now the two players have diverogerests concerning the action to
coordinate on. Row has an interest in coordinatim¢, while Column has an interest in
coordinating on Y. This introduces a difficultyanthe contractarian argument; the difficulty is
that any pre-play agreement must now overcome senéal conflict of interests. If we are
willing to assume that some agreement is reachednight still argue that such an agreement

forms a convention and is self-enforcing. Consttlercase in which Row and Column agree that
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both should X, Column now has good reason to suppitat Row will X and, given this belief,
Column will also have good reason to X. There mayb individual compliance problem here

despite the=x ante conflict between players.

Figure 2 Mixed Motives

Column
X Y
Row X (2,1 (0,0
Y (0,0) 1,2

A further step in the direction of conflict is iftrated in the standard prisoners' dilemma game
of Fig. 3. Here each individual has a private reasoY, since this is the dominant strategy. The
potential and mutual gains from cooperation in ¢@ise come from shifting the behavioiboth
players from Y to X. In a sense, the problem hetheé opposite of the problem in the mixed-
motive game. The nature of any agreement seemsarieagh, precisely because the
coordinated shift from Y to X does offer mutual béts, while no other route to mutual benefits
exists. But now the existence of a severe compdigmmoblem may undermine any agreement to
X. If both agree to X in pre-play negotiationssihot clear that either will comply with the
agreement, since it will be in their individualengsts to renege on the agreement regardless of
whether they believe the other will keep to thesagnent or not (this is just what it means to say
that Y is the dominant strategy). The pre-play agrent may be dismissed as ‘cheap talk’ that
does not actually impact on individual decision mgkf the compliance problem is so severe
as to render prior agreement ineffective, therébino reason for individuals to waste their

time in reaching ineffective contracts.



Figure 3 Prisoners’ dilemma

Column
X Y
Row X (2,2 0,3
Y (3,0) 1,10

These simple illustrative games serve to identify of the basic issues facing contractarians,
and the relationship between these issues. Omihdand, the issue of the nature and content of
any agreement given the likely presencexadnte conflict between individuals and, on the

other, the issue of compliance with any agree meingtheex post conflicting private

incentives facing individuals.

3 Contemporary Contractarian Positions

We have identified two broad traditions - the Hakibe interest-based contractarian tradition
and the Kantian impartiality-based contractuatistlition; and two broad issues: theante
agreement issue and teepost compliance issue. The remainder of this articlé bviefly
consider contemporary contractarian positions—sreng both traditions and offering
different approaches to the basic issues. Thetinters both to sketch some salient features of
contemporary debate, and to reveal some of thegttre and limitations of

contractarian/contractualist argument.

3.1 Hobbesian Contractarianism—Buchanan and Gauthie

Both Buchanan's and Gauthier's contractarianisralasgly and explicitly Hobbesian in nature,

but an initial difference between these two conteragy contractarians lies in the scale of their



ambition. Buchanan ties his contractarian argurteepblitical constitutionalism, so we might
view Buchanan as an essentigltyitical contractarian. Buchanan takes contractarianism as
providing a justification for political and consiitonal structures, rather than merely an
explanation, so that he is committed to contragtesm as a means of moral enquiry; but he
does not set out to derive any specific or substamioral principles from the idea of
agreement. Buchanan is certainly a moral individugbut he may be interpreted as allowing
individuals to hold whatever moral views they mappen to have (including none at all),
insisting only that agreement or contract is themseby which individual moral values, as well
as individual desires or preferences, must be lrologether in any exercise in normative social
or political theory. By contrast, Gauthier's antitis that of a full-scale moral contractarian.
Morals by Agreement sets out an argument (with many of the detailsseglvand extended in

later work) for the contractarian construction adnality. More specifically, ‘Moral principles

are introduced as the objects of fully voluntexyante agreement among rational persons. Such
agreement is hypothetical ..... But the parties éoafireement are real, determinate individuals,
distinguished by their capacities, situations amicerns ..... As rational persons understanding
the structure of their interaction, they recograzaglace for mutual constraint, and so for a moral
dimension in their affairs’ (Gauthier 1986, p. Bhese differences in ambition between
Buchanan and Gauthier relate to further differemcele treatment of botix ante agreement

andex post compliance.

A basic distinction in Buchanan's argument is bedtveen ‘constitutional’ and ‘in-period’
choices. Constitutional choices are described ageh of rule-systems, while in-period choices
are described as choices within rules. ®ante agreement issue, for Buchanan, is then the

guestion of why individuals who may differ markedtytheir interests (and values), and in their



in-period motivations and behavior, may nevertlebzgee on rules. Buchanan's approach to
this issue focuses on considerations of the natuiee objects of choice rather than the choosing
agents. As already noted, Buchanan does not ingosés individuals any restriction in the set
of interests or values that they might have. Orcth@rary, Buchanan frequently insists that ‘we
start from here’ and that individuals must be talesthey are’, recognizing their diversity.
Rather, Buchanan argues that the nature of cotistil choice itself will present alternatives in
such a way as to reduce conflict between indiveluahd so enhance the prospects for
agreement. One key element of this argument iscthradtitutional provisions are ‘general’, in
that they are expected to apply both across martigplar in-period choice situations and across
time, so that any individual contemplating the cledbetween rule-systems will have good
reason to judge the alternative rule-systems mdeaf their more general properties, rather than
in terms of the implications for any particularpefiod decision. Thus, for example, in choosing
a voting rule to be applied to a broad class gfeniod political decisions, any individual at the
constitutional stage will have good reason to ladahe implications of each potential voting
rule across a wide range of issues, and this stgytiext different individuals may judge voting
rules similarly, even if their specific preferenagssalues are rather different. This argument
seems secure; surely the move from the level op#ngcular in-period decision to the more
abstract constitutional level will tend to suppraskast some of the potential conflict between
individuals and so allow potential agreement. Hosvethis apparent success in at least diluting
the ex ante agreement problem may simply transfer the proliethe arena of compliance. The
ex ante agreement problem is still more severe for Gautfiie the extent that Gauthier simply
argues for the ‘recognition of mutual constrainttteeex ante level, then there is no substantial

difference between Gauthier and Buchanan—‘'mutuastaints’ may be identified with
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constitutional rules without much loss. Howeverutgr needs to go a step further to argue that
individuals will come to agree on moral principtagher than just particular, institutionalized
constraints or rules. To take this extra step Qautklies on a particular model of bargaining
(although the specific theory of bargaining is esaan which Gauthier has revised his views)
and a version of the Lockean proviso. The prowgsofiparticular interest since it seems to be a
moral principle, but is not argued to arise ouagfeement. It is, rather, a precondition for
agreement. Essentially, the proviso states th@alitiargaining between individuals should be
constrained so that no individual should be wofsendhe initial bargaining situation than they
would be in a non-social context of no interactidhis effectively introduces a minimal set of
rights into the original bargaining situation. Gaat argues that such a proviso has to be
accepted by each individual if agreement is todssile. In one sense this proviso might be
thought of as a technical device to ensure thab#ngaining outcome actually realizes mutual
advantages, and therefore stays true to the umdgtjobbesian idea; but in another sense it
reveals a potential weakness of any bargaining modkat the outcome will reflect bargaining
power relative to some baseline ‘rights’. If sudwer is to be viewed as illicit in some cases—
and ruled out by the proviso—why should the outcaingower be granted moral status in other

cases?

The basic compliance question for any Hobbesiatraotarian is simply why any individual
should feel him- or her-self to be bound or obkghlby a prior agreement (whether on political
rules or moral principles), even if that agreemeas explicit and real. This question may be put
in terms of thex post motivational impact of thex ante agreement, and whether the
motivational impact is sufficient for the agreemenbe self-enforcing. If interests are the

currency both oéx post decision making anex ante agreement, it would seem to place these
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two activities on all-fours with each other so ttia claimed priority of thex ante contract over

theex post decision is threatened.

The prospects for wholly self-enforcing contraasrms to be hopeless if we are to take individual
interests either as being entirely unspecifiedhsb any individual may have any interests at all,
or if we insist on interests being modeled in teghsarrow self-interest along the lines of the
standard depiction dfomo economicus. In either of these cases, the fact of the conhfikit is a
fact) and the content of the contract (whatevaright be) would seem to have no independent
or reliable role in determining in-period behaviosituations such as the prisoners' dilemma
where in-period incentives are clear. In orderdoeyate reliable compliance in such cases, we
seem to need to assume at least some motivat®leabnce or status for the contract itself or
the rules or principles that derive from that caatr Without such a move, the range of political
and moral principles that might be explained otifies by a Hobbesian contractarian would
seem to be limited to those which can be analygeskH-enforcing conventions (see Hardin,
2003). Gauthier attempts such a move by arguing/ffi@t he terms ‘constrained maximization’
rather than straightforward maximization as therappate interpretation of rational decision
making, where ‘A constrained maximizer has a caoiditl disposition to base her actions on a
joint strategy, without considering whether sondividual strategy would yield her greater
expected utility ....in other words, a constraineckimzer is ready to co-operate in ways that, if
followed by all, would yield outcomes that she wbfihd beneficial and not unfair, and she does
co-operate should she expect an actual practiaetivity to be beneficial’ (Gauthier 1986, p.
167). The basic point here is that Gauthier isgpténg to ground his moral contractarianism in

a specific interpretation of what rationality res. The detailed claim about rationality is
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clearly contentious, but without some similar claihrere would be little prospect for

contractarianism that goes much beyond the secaofingnventions.

A second aspect of the question of complianceaslttt the possibility of enforcement. Clearly
this is of much more relevance to a political caatarian than a moral contractarian since a
moral contractarian must by necessity be concemtdthe acceptance and internalization of
moral principles but, even for a moral contractaritis clear that enforcement may play some
role. So, can enforcement resolve the complianablepm? As usual, the answer is both yes and
no. Of course, the possibility of more complex cacis which include enforcement mechanisms
will extend the range of political and social sttaas that can be treated. Such complex contracts
need raise no new issues atéhante stage. For example, if a group of individuals cacit to
engage in a joint venture that has the charadtexist the provision of a public good (the
draining of a swamp, perhaps), it will be apprarir them to recognize that a simple contract
in which each person agrees to contribute to theenod effort and cost may founder since each
individual will face strong in-period incentivesfiee-ride. In such a case, a form of
enforcement, perhaps raising taxes against thébedtireat of some further punishment if taxes
are not paid, seems both to solvedk@ost compliance problem and be something that offers
appropriate mutual advantage so that it will bgikle at theex ante stage. However, this is too
fast. Enforcement of the type required cannot syrbpl assumed to be available. Typically,
enforcement requires enforcers and their motivataomd decisions must be explicitly
considered. Assuming that judges will virtuouslplpthe law, or that policemen will act
regardless of their own individual interests, i$ toosolve the compliance problem but simply to
relocate it. This is not to deny that enforcemergametimes possible and useful, but merely to

suggest that while a political or social arrangenmeay involve enforcement within its structure,
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the structure as a whole must be seen to be selfesmg in the sense that the behavior of all
individuals—including those who act as enforcerse-sen to be consistent with their

motivational characters and the incentives fadiegr.

3.2 Kantian Contractualism—Rawls and Scanlon

Some of the discussion of the Hobbesian positidBiohanan and Gauthier applies with only
minor modification to the Kantian positions of Rawnd Scanlon. In this section | will

concentrate on rather different concerns to avepetition.

The Kantian nature of Rawls's contractualism istmbsious in the formulation and discussion
of the original position. This position, with itslatively thick veil of ignorance, is the basic
means by which Rawls attempts to overcome the piatisrconflictual nature of thex ante
agreement and generate the impartial conditionsmuntich to explore what justice requires. To
(over)simplify, the original position attempts tiijg away all of the distinctive and partial
characteristics of specific individuals, their pautar circumstances, interests, and so on, so
reducing the extent of conflict between individudtsthe limit, this process reduces the idea of
rational agreement among individuals in the origpsition to the idea of the rational choice of
a single hypothetical and representative individlials then places almost the entire burden of
identifying the institutions and principles thabshd govern society on the idea of rationality.
The danger here is that the original position nsasisfy two rather conflicting conditions. On
the one hand it must be sufficiently removed fréva iteal world to satisfy the requirement of
impartiality, that is, it must strip away almostthle recognizably human aspects of the
individual, while on the other hand it must retairfficient structure to allow the idea of

rationality and rational choice to be meaningfud aecognizable. This is no trivial task. The
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standard thin theory of rationality favored by emonists and seemingly endorsed by Rawls is
one in which rational choice is defined in termshaf desires and beliefs of the particular
individual; in the absence of specific desired haliefs, it is not clear what the thin theory of

rationality entails.

Scanlon’'s contractualism differs from that of Rainlseveral key respects—first in terms of its
ambition where Scanlon is explicitly more ambitionan Rawls in arguing for a moral rather
than a merely political contractarianism, and seaarhis formulation of the idea ek ante
agreement which makes no major use of the congiruet an original position. Scanlon offers
the following definition of his account of contraginism: ‘An act is wrong if its performance
under the circumstances would be disallowed bysystem of rules for the general regulation of
behaviour which no one could reasonably rejectlzessss for informed, unforced general
agreement. This is intended as a characterizafidredind of property which moral wrongness
is’ (Scanlon 1982, p. 110). Contractarianism, is thew, is concerned with providing a
distinctive basis for moral reasoning by individualhus, for example, ‘A satisfactory moral
philosophy will not leave concern with morality asimple special preference, like a fetish or a
special taste, which some people just happen te.Hamust make it understandable why moral
reasons are ones that people can take seriousigh(@& 1982, p. 106) and again, ‘According to
contractualism, the source of motivation that reclily triggered by the belief that an action is
wrong is the desire to be able to justify one'soastto others on grounds they could not
reasonably reject’ (Scanlon 1982, p. 116). Thisialation ties together thex ante agreement
andex post compliance issues in a particular way. By formuotathe idea of agreement in terms
of principles ‘which no one could reasonably réjegtanlon allows a degree of flexibility—

there is no argument to suggest that there existscae set of principles that could not be
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reasonably rejected—and so weakens the requiremhagteement in Rawls' formulation. But,

at the same time, the specification that the hygtathl ‘agreement’ (or non-rejection) is
something that occurs in the minds of real indialdyrather than individuals in an original
position) who are also motivated to justify thastians to others provides a route to compliance.
It is the desire to justify action to others thavds the motivational side of the problem, and the
requirement of ‘reasonableness’ in the nature stffjoation that bears the strain in terms of
identifying particular justifying arguments. Buktkdangers here are clear: that the desire to
justify my action to others is simply smuggled saa‘'simple special preference like a fetish or a
special taste’, which is not itself grounded in aoptractarian logic; and that the idea of

‘reasonableness’ is insufficiently detailed to b strain placed on it.

There is a final concern that is shared by moratrectarians and contractualists, whether
Hobbesian or Kantian. Even if we grant that it rhaypossible to parlay rational agreement, in
whatever interpretation of that phrase, into meraiciples, will the moral principles that

emerge be recognizable as our moral principlepatticular, will the resources of
contractarianism/contractualism be sufficient tougrd the range of moral views that we actually
have and, if not, what would be the implicationshaft fact? Would it point to the possibility

that some of our ‘moral’ views are not really maaéier all, but mere tastes or preferences? Or
would it point to the possibility that there maydtaer means by which moral principles may be
grounded, so that agreement might not be the oebns of approaching moral principles? Of
course, this issue only arises once substantivalmpanciples have been derived from the
contractarian method, and there is certainly nsensus as to precisely which substantive moral

principles can be so derived.
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4 Finale

Contemporary contractarianism and contractualiderefpproaches to political and moral
theory that share as their basic commitments a @drimdividualism and the recognition of the
central role of rationality in human affairs. Isimnple sense, contractarianism is dedicated to the
guestion of how rational people can live togetiiéis simple and appealing structure goes a
long way to explaining the continuing appeal ofttactarianism. Further refinements in
contractarian/contractualist thought are availalbte.example, Southwood (2010) offers a
discussion of ‘deliberative contractualism’ whioh érgues overcomes at least some of the
limitations of both Hobbesian contractarianism &aahtian contractualism by focusing on an
account of rationality that embraces deliberatether than either individual interests of the

impartial perspective.

However, not all accept the basic vision underpigrcontractarian and contractualist thought.
Communitarians and others who take society as fwitre individual, for example, must object
to contract thinking in all of its forms by reasohits underlying individualism. Equally, not
everyone accepts that the basic idea of eligibsityompelling or even interesting. A question to
all such critics of contractarianism and contralisnais how they might expect to persuade
individuals (even beyond the range of philosoplagid political theorists) that their preferred
alternative is valid without falling into a form obntractarianism themselves. For if a particular
substantive moral theory or political constitutican be justified to others, it might be presumed
that it could be derived by a contractarian argurtteat emphasizes that mode of justification.
This is simply a way of pointing to the fact thabdite between contractarian/contractualist
accounts and others is sometimes guilty of a misimla¢tween the contractarian method and

particular substantive positions that might, astea principle, be derived from that method.
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Contemporary contractarianism and contractualissreagaged in the study of the relationships
between the idea of rationality, the nature ofwttiial interests and dispositions, self-interest
and morality, political and social rules, and mgsychology. While there are many areas in
which these relationships are still obscure, anilevthere are surely non-contract approaches
that may prove rewarding, it seems difficult to yi&me importance of these relationships, or the

potential of the contractarian/contractualist gorige to illuminate them.
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