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Rawlsian Promises: A Defence of Instrumentalism 

About Promissory Obligation 
Johnny Hugill  

University of Cambridge 

1.0: Introduction 

Despite the theoretical and practical importance of promising, there is still no accepted 

philosophical explanation for exactly how, and why, we make and keep our promises. Promises 

are obligations of a peculiar sort; by the mere utterance of words, we incur a whole new set of 

obligations that we all take to be morally binding. Indeed, breaking one’s promise constitutes 

one of the most serious moral transgressions. What we need, then, is a systematic explanation 

of how this peculiar moral obligation comes about. In this essay, I offer such an account; 

specifically, I defend an instrumentalist account of promissory obligation. I argue that 

instrumentalism best fits the normative profile of promissory obligation for two reasons: (i) 

promising shares many prima facie similarities with other instrumentalist institutions; and (ii) 

instrumentalism offers the most plausible explanation of the normative powers involved in 

promising. Promissory instrumentalism, however, has been subjected to two damning 

criticisms. First, the problem of ‘bare wrongings’.1 I show, however, that this objection can be 

avoided by a specific formulation of instrumentalism as Rawlsian Fair-Play instrumentalism. I 

then consider a second objection, proposed by Stephen Darwall (2011) and Margaret Gilbert 

(2011); the objection from the bipolarity of promissory obligation. This objection, I argue, can 

be dealt with by proper consideration of the practice-internal rules of the Rawlsian account. 

My final formulation of the Rawlsian Fair-Play instrumentalism, therefore, possesses the 

normative strength of promissory instrumentalism, and is able to handle classically 

problematic objections.  

2.0: Instrumentalism about Promissory Obligation 

Instrumentalism about promissory obligation is a broad thesis; here, it will suffice to define 

instrumentalism according to the following two components: (i) adherence to a system of 

interrelated promissory norms and practices; and (ii) the justification of these promissory 

norms and practices according to their social value to a given group of participants. There are 

different possible formulations of promissory instrumentalism; I will not specify any particular 

version here, since my arguments refer to instrumentalism in the broad sense outlined above. 

3.0: The Argument from Prima Facie Similarity 

The first argument for promissory instrumentalism is that, prima facie, promising has a 

very similar normative profile to other instrumentalist institutions. This argument, if correct, 

gives strong support for the prima facie appeal of instrumentalism. My contention is that the 

institution of promising shares the following features with other instrumentalist institutions: 

(i) mutual benefit amongst participants; and (ii) practice-relativity.  

                                                        
1 (Owens 2011, p.59) 
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The first similarity between promising and other instrumentalist institutions is that they 

both incur mutually-beneficial effects for their participants. This is a clear feature of 

instrumental institutions; indeed, it is a definitional feature of them. Let’s take a specific 

monetary system or currency as a paradigmatic example of an instrumental institution; the 

norms and practices of the institution of a system of currency exist only in virtue of their 

(purported) mutual benefit amongst participants. As such, the rights and obligations between 

users of that currency exist only in virtue of the existence of this instrumental institution. In 

the same way, promising incurs a series of mutually-beneficial effects as a social institution. 

Promising, inter alia, promotes exchange of actions or services between people, facilitates 

relations of trust and intimacy and creates diachronic assurances and expectations. The 

beneficial social consequences of promising constitutes strong prima facie evidence for the 

plausibility of promissory instrumentalism.  

The second similarity between promising and other instrumentalist institutions is its 

practice-relativity. I will first show how this is a feature of instrumental institutions, before 

showing how it is also a feature of promising. Take Stan Husi’s example of soccer as an 

instrumental institution; ‘soccer-internal norms’2 are generated by the instrumental value of 

having a fixed system of soccer rules and practices. Soccer-actions are only useful or valuable 

insofar as they take place within a framework of soccer-internal norms (a soccer match, for 

instance). As soon as that framework changes to, say, tennis-internal norms, the value of those 

soccer-actions is consequently reduced.  

Promising, similarly, seems to have this feature of practice-relativity; as soon as the 

framework of promise-internal practices changes, so too does the nature of the promissory 

utterances within that framework. This abstract point can be clarified by a concrete example; 

imagine a case in which an unreliable father and his son have dinner together every week. The 

father has very little money, so, at the end of every dinner, asks his son to cover his portion of 

the bill. Each time, however, the father tells his son as they leave: ‘I promise I’ll get the next one’. 

Both the father and son know that this is not a real promise, and that the same will happen 

again next week. In such a case, the promissory utterance does not purport to have any binding 

force, but rather functions as a mere conversational platitude. The father might, for example, 

be ashamed of his failure to pay; a promise, even an empty one, might help to ease this sense 

of shame. These kinds of cases are not difficult to imagine; all that is required is that a promise 

is uttered such that its function is not promissory (that is, normatively binding), but rather 

something else.  

Returning to Husi’s example, we evaluate a soccer-action (a shot at goal, a corner-kick etc.) 

according to the soccer-internal framework that is (implicitly) invoked at the beginning of a 

game. Similarly, we evaluate the utterance of ‘I promise to x’ according to the (implicitly) 

invoked conversational framework. If it is established between two people that the framework 

is genuinely promissory, then the utterance of ‘I promise to x’ is normatively binding. If not, and 

it is, say, a framework of conversational platitudes, then the utterance does not have this 

feature. Promising’s dependence upon practice-internal frameworks, I propose, gives a further 

prima facie reason to believe that it is an instrumental institution. 

 

                                                        
2 (Husi 2011, p.110) 
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4.0: The Argument from Normative Powers: 

The second, more substantive, argument for an instrumentalist explanation of promissory 

obligation is that it is the most plausible explanation of how the utterance of a promise can 

incur some normative obligation. That is, the normative change incurred by an utterance of a 

promise is a queer metaphysical feature of promissory speech-acts; it appears that only 

promissory instrumentalism can plausibly explain this fact. This argument has two 

components; first, that promissory instrumentalism can explain the creation of these 

normative obligations; and second, that it seems that promissory non-instrumentalism cannot.  

I will first present the problem of normative powers for promissory utterances. The 

problem can be broadly framed in terms of metaphysical queerness; viz., it is a metaphysically 

queer feature of promissory utterances that they can generate some actual normative change 

in the respective rights and obligations of promisors and promisees. The problem was first 

posed by David Hume, who questioned exactly how: ‘a certain form of words, along with a 

certain intention, changes entirely the nature of an external object, and even of a human 

creature’.3 

Promissory instrumentalism, I argue, can explain this queer normative feature of 

promissory utterances quite neatly. What seems to be distinct about promissory utterances is 

that the normative effects of the utterance are undertaken by the very utterance of the 

promise alone. The normative effects of promissory utterances are not incurred by some 

future set of circumstances, but instead are undertaken as part of the speech-act. J.L. Austin 

classified speech-acts of this type as ‘illocutionary speech-acts’.4 The normative consequences 

of an illocutionary utterance are due to the utterance itself, and not dependent on (i) any of 

the intentional or attitudinal states of the listener, or (ii) the realisation of any set of future 

circumstances. A promise, I argue, should be thought of in the same way; by the act of 

utterance of a promise (‘I promise to A that I will x’), the utterer obligates herself to some 

promisee; independent of the intentional or attitudinal states of the promisee.  

I argue (with Austin) that the invocation of these normative changes is dependent on there 

existing some instrumental framework; such that, by the mere utterance of the words, one 

invokes some instrumental convention and therefore undertakes a normative obligation. Take, 

for example, the instrumental institution of marriage. The utterance of “I do” at a wedding 

ceremony possesses illocutionary force only insofar as there exists some instrumental 

framework for that utterance. That is, it has been conventionally agreed, by a sufficient set of 

participants, that the utterance of “I do” within a marriage-internal framework incurs some 

actual normative change; as a result, the utterance has that normative force. Promising can be 

explained along similar lines. The conventional practice of promising, very crudely, is the 

following: ‘if you utter the words “I promise to x”, you are thereby obligated to perform action 

x’. Promissory utterances, therefore, function as conventional signifiers; there exists a 

conventional agreement that when a certain set of words is uttered (viz., “I promise”), a 

promisor incurs an obligation to a promisee to perform a certain action. The instrumentalist 

account of promissory obligation, therefore, takes the mystery out of the initial problem; the 

conventional promising system contains certain signifiers, which, when uttered, indicate that 

                                                        
3 (Hume 10978, 3.2.5–14⁄15–524) 
4 (Austin 1962, p.98) 
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the utterer is undertaking a normative obligation. In this way, the conventional practice 

explains away the metaphysical queerness.  

My argument does not stop here; next, it appears that non-instrumental accounts of 

promissory obligation are unable to provide any adequate explanation for the normative 

feature of promissory utterances. The problem is, I propose, that promissory non-

instrumentalism implies a direct normative force in promissory utterances. By ‘direct’, here, I 

mean that the utterance itself obligates the speaker, without reference to any external 

institution or justification. This leaves promissory non-instrumentalism susceptible to the 

objection from Hume. That is, it is not at all clear how, or in virtue of what, we could have the 

power to directly obligate ourselves via promissory utterances. The natural solution for the 

non-instrumentalist would be to appeal to some form of moral naturalism about promising, or 

perhaps, a ‘natural right’ to promise. This kind of response, however, seems immediately 

problematic; again, because it supposes metaphysically queer, or mysterious moral capacities. 

The metaphysical queerness of direct normativity is sufficient to rule out any form of direct 

promissory non-instrumentalism. 

Having posed the problem of normativity for directly normative non-instrumentalism, I will 

consider whether non-instrumentalism can accommodate indirect normativity (without 

appealing to instrumental institutions). In order to do this, I will evaluate whether T.M. 

Scanlon’s expectational account of promissory obligation can provide a successful account of 

indirect normativity. I have elected to analyse Scanlon’s expectational account since it is the 

most established and complete example of an account that is both (i) non-instrumentalist and 

(ii) indirectly normative. Scanlon reduces promissory obligation to the creation of an 

expectation, or assurance, between promisor and promisee; such that the moral wrong of 

failing to adhere to one’s promise is reducible to failing to fulfil the assurances of another 

person. Scanlon’s principle of assurance, ‘Principle F’5 functions as a general moral principle 

that prohibits failing to act where one has assured another that one will so act. This external 

moral principle of assurance generates the normativity of promissory utterances.  

This account seems to avoid the original normative problem posed against non-

instrumentalist accounts of promising; since it manages to generate a non-instrumental 

‘indirect’ obligation.6 That is, the obligation incurred from a promissory utterance is not 

incurred directly from the utterance itself, but rather, indirectly, from the more general 

principle of assurance. This explanation of the normativity problem, however, is susceptible to 

an objection from circularity.  

The circularity objection, from Niko Kolodny and R. Jay Wallace7, is this: according to 

Scanlon’s account, the speaker is morally obligated to fulfil her promise because, by promising, 

she provides assurance to the recipient that she will fulfil the recipient’s expectation. The 

problem for Scanlon’s account, however, is that it explains promissory obligation in terms of 

the prior notion of assurance. In order to explain promising indirectly in terms of assurance, 

however, the account needs to explain, exactly, in virtue of what an assurance is generated 

between promisor and promise. That is, it needs to explain how the recipient of the promise 

is properly assured that the issuer of the promise will keep her promise. The explanation given 

                                                        
5 (Scanlon 1998, p. 304), 
6 (Prichard 2003, p.3) 
7 (Kolodny and Wallace 2003) 
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is that the recipient is assured that the speaker will fulfil her expectation because it would be 

morally wrong for her not to do so. This is a circularity; it attempts to explain the moral 

wrongness of breaking one’s promise in terms of disappointing assurances, and attempts to 

explain the existence of such assurances in terms of moral wrongness. As such, the way a 

promise provides assurance seems to presuppose that the promisor is, somehow, already 

obligated to fulfil the recipient’s expectation. Therefore, the Scanlonian account of promissory 

obligation is unsatisfactory. 

What the circularity of this explanation shows is that assurance cannot satisfactorily explain 

the normativity problem, since it presupposes in its account the very normative power it aims 

to explain. From the above discussion, therefore, we can conclude the following: (i) that 

promissory instrumentalism can plausibly account for the normativity problem; (ii) that 

directly normative accounts are metaphysically implausible; and (iii) that the most plausible 

indirectly normative non-instrumental account of promising is unsatisfactory. Ideally, my 

argument would show that only promissory instrumentalism could solve the normativity 

problem. Such an argument is beyond the scope of this essay. Instead, I have shown that the 

most plausible alternatives to promissory instrumentalism either: (i) are metaphysically 

dubious and incomplete; or (ii) presuppose the normative power of promising. If my argument 

is correct, then promissory instrumentalism offers the most plausible explanation of the 

normative changes invoked by promissory utterances. This constitutes a strong argument in 

favour of promissory instrumentalism; since, as I outlined above, any satisfactory account of 

promissory obligation must explain the peculiar normative profile of promising.  

5.0: The Objection from Bare Wrongings 

Having presented two arguments in favour of promissory instrumentalism, I will now 

consider the first objection; from bare wrongings. The objection maintains that: (i) if 

promissory instrumentalism is true, breaking a promise is wrong insofar as it either wrongs 

some individual, or undermines the promissory institution; and (ii) that it is possible for an act 

of promise-breaking to be wrong without any individual being wronged, or without 

undermining the promissory institution (this wrongness is described by Owens as a ‘bare 

wronging’). Therefore, promissory instrumentalism is false.  

The first premise of the objection claims that, according to promissory instrumentalism, 

the normative requirement to keep one’s promise is derivative of its instrumental value to do 

so. This seems to be consistent with my formulation of promissory instrumentalism above; the 

existence of promissory norms is justified virtue of their mutual benefit for social groups. 

Accordingly, it seems plausible that acts that do not affect any of the participating members of 

the institution, or undermine the institution in any way, are not morally wrong. The second 

premise of the objection can be substantiated by reference to a case presented by Philippa 

Foot.8  

Consider an anthropologist who had been sent out to study the indigenous people of the 

Malayan archipelago. The anthropologist interviewed a particular native, who consented to his 

services being used, on the condition that he was never photographed; since he believed that 

being photographed would rob him of his soul. The anthropologist had plenty of opportunities 

to photograph the native (for instance, while he was asleep). Moreover, the anthropologist 

                                                        
8 (Foot 2001, p.47-50): 
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knew, beyond all doubt, that upon arriving home, the native never would have found out. 

Despite this, the anthropologist felt some obligation to keep his promise; such that breaking 

his promise would have felt, in some sense, wrong.  

The point of the objection is this: in the example, the act of promise-breaking, ex hypothesi, 

could not possibly undermine the institutional system, and yet the act is still wrong. That is, 

there could be no instrumental disvalue to the promisee, since he would never find out. 

Moreover, there could be no instrumental disvalue to the institution of promising itself; if no 

one found out about the anthropologist’s promise breaking, it is not the case that his act could 

have possibly undermined the institution of promise-breaking itself. The problem posed by this 

objection, then, is that there can exist some instances of promise-breaking, where the 

wrongness of promise-breaking cannot be explained on instrumentalist grounds. 

6.0: Reply - instrumentalism as Rawlsian Fair-Play 

My reply to the above objection is to reject its first premise, by means of a specific 

reformulation of promissory obligation as a Rawlsian Fair-Play account (hereafter referred to 

as ‘RFP’). That is, I will refute that; according to promissory instrumentalism, breaking a 

promise is wrong insofar as it either wrongs some individual, or undermines the promissory 

institution. Instead, I will argue that a reformulation of promissory instrumentalism as RFP 

instrumentalism explains the wrongness of promise-breaking in terms of unfairness. 

According to this conception, an act can be wrong even if (i) no individual is wrong and (ii) the 

promissory institution itself is not undermined. This, therefore, satisfactorily refutes the 

problem posed by the objection of bare wrongings. I will first outline the details of the account, 

before explaining more fully how it avoids the problem of bare wrongings.   

The RFP account of promissory obligation classifies promising as an externally instrumental 

institution. That is, promissory obligations are institutional obligations, morally grounded in the 

same manner as all such obligations, according to the Rawlsian ‘principle of fairness’. 

Insofar as people are agents capable of ‘self-originating valid claims’, they are able to 

voluntarily enter into cooperative agreements, which assign practice-defined rules and norms 

amongst its participants.9 As I have argued above, promising can be thought of as such a 

cooperative institution, with ‘existing constitutive conventions’ that generate reciprocal 

promissory rights and obligations.10 The principle of fairness holds that a person is obligated 

to abide by the constitutive rules of any institution, just in case; (i) the institution is just (in the 

Rawlsian sense); and (ii) one has voluntarily accepted (tacitly or expressly) the benefits, or 

opportunities, that result from that institution. The central justification for such a principle is, 

broadly, the following; when a group of people engage in a mutually advantageous cooperative 

agreement, and therefore restrict their liberty in order to properly yield the desired 

instrumental advantages for everyone, those who have sacrificed their liberties in such a way 

have a right to demand the same sacrifice on the part of those who have benefitted from them. 

That is, those who participate in the practice have resultant rights over, and obligations to, one 

another; specifically, a right over others that they abide by the constitutive rules, and an 

obligation to abide by those rules in return. The practice of promising is a just, mutually 

advantageous institution (for the reasons I outlined in 3); it promotes cooperative trade and 

                                                        
9 (Rawls 1980, p. 546) 
10 (Rawls 1980, p. 307) 
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exchange, facilitates trust and intimacy, and generates diachronic assurances. As such, 

participants must abide by the obligations that arise from its constitutive conventions, 

according to the principle of fairness. Failure to adhere to promissory obligations, therefore, 

constitutes unfair free-riding on a mutually-beneficial social institution.  

The RFP account of promissory obligation can avoid the objection from bare wrongings, 

since it classifies the moral wrongness of promise-breaking as unfair ‘free-riding’ 

(exploitation), rather than undermining an instrumental institution. As such, the 

anthropologist’s decision to break her promise would have been wrong in virtue of its unfair 

exploitation of a just institution, despite the fact that there would have been no direct 

sufferers, nor would the institution have been undermined in any way.  

7.0: The Objection from the Bipolarity of Moral Wrongness 

Having classified promissory instrumentalism as RFP instrumentalism, I will now consider 

the next objection (from Darwall, Gilber, Kolodny and Wallace et al.) that RFP cannot explain 

the bipolar wrongness of promise-breaking. Specifically, the RFP account of promising 

formulated above can explain the moral wrongness simpliciter of promissory free-riding; it 

cannot, however, explain the specific wrongness this constitutes to the promisee. This is 

because failure to adhere to the regulations of an instrumental institution constitutes an act 

that is unfair to all of the other participants. As such, the set of people who are wronged by 

an act of promise-breaking will typically include the promisee, but, crucially, ‘not in any 

distinctive way’.11 This entails that failing to keep my promise to you is no more of a moral 

wrong to you than it is to everyone else. This is not an adequate representation of the 

wrongness of promise-breaking. As such, promissory instrumentalism fails to give an 

adequate account of the source of our promissory obligation.  

8.0: Reply from RFP Rights and Obligations 

In this section, I will refute the above objection, by showing that the RFP account can, in 

fact, account for the bipolarity of moral wrongness in promising. Specifically, I argue that:  

(i) The bipolar feature of moral wrongness in promising is reducible to the existence 

of bipolar obligations and rights between promisor and promisee. 

(ii) The RFP account can explain the existence of these bipolar obligations and rights 

between promisor and promisee.  

(iii) Therefore: the RFP account can explain the bipolar feature of moral wrongness 

in promising.  

First, I argue that the bipolar feature of moral wrongness invoked in the above objection 

can be reduced the existence of obligations and rights between promisor and promisee. 

Specifically, when A undertakes a promissory obligation to B to perform some act x, B acquires 

‘an ensemble of rights’ with respect to that act and to A.12 Amongst these rights, B acquires the 

right that A do x; but also, B acquires a series of other rights, including: the right to release A 

from her promise, the right to demand that A apologises in cases of promise-breaking, the right 

to be upset with A and, also, the right to forgive A in such circumstances. It is the 

                                                        
11 (Darwall 2011, 264) 
12 (Darwall 2011, p.260). 
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disappointment of these claim-rights of B with respect to A that constitutes the moral 

wrongness of failing to keep one’s promises. That is, B acquires the right to feel morally-

wronged if B fails to fulfil the obligations she undertakes by making a promise.  

I will now argue for premise (ii); that RFP can account for the bipolar relation of obligations 

and rights between promisor and promisee. Here, it is important to recall that the foundations 

of RFP are practice-external. The principle of fairness secures our general moral obligation to 

adhere to those just, mutually-beneficial institutions to which we voluntarily ascent; this 

obligation is practice-external. The rules of the institution itself, however, are practice-internal; 

the rules, therefore, are, precisely those constitutive conventions that we would accept, in 

order to create a mutually beneficial institution. The mutual social benefit of social value of a 

practice that allows the undertaking of bipolar obligations is higher than one that does not 

allow such undertakings. Accordingly, one of the conventional rules internal to the institution 

of promising is the ability to create direct obligations and rights between specific members of 

the institution. As a result, RFP instrumentalism can explain why the autonomous utterance of 

a promise can create direct obligations. My final formulation of RFP, therefore, is this: 

A just, mutually-beneficial institution, such that participating members agree to, by the 

utterance of conventional signifiers, the undertaking of bipolar obligations to a specific 

individual or group of individuals.  

Therefore, when someone wrongs you, according to these practice-internal rules, it is you 

who has claim-right over the wrongdoer, in virtue of the existence of these specific bipolar 

rights and obligations.   

9.0: Hybridity of Promissory Obligation 

It is finally worth noting that the above formulation of the RFP account classifies promissory 

obligation as a hybrid obligation. That is, the members can establish relations of rights and 

obligations between each other; such that there exist two distinct promissory obligations; (i) 

to the instrumental social practice and; (ii) to a specific promisee. I argue that this is a further 

strength of my account over non-instrumentalist explanations.  

I have shown above why an account that cannot explain the specific bipolar relation 

between promisor and promisee is an inadequate account of promising. I have also shown how 

RFP instrumentalism can account for this relation. I will now argue that an adequate account 

of promising should also explain the moral wrongness of promise-breaking in situations in 

which we are not directly involved. That is, a further feature of promising, that is not accounted 

for by the notion of bipolarity, is that an agent A can feel a sense of moral wrongness towards 

a promise that B breaks with respect to C. If B breaks her promise to C, then even if A is not 

involved (directly or indirectly), A might feel morally wronged in some sense.   

Take, for instance, a dishonest politician, who, through a series of broken promises, 

manages to work her way up to a position of power. We ourselves may never have been the 

directed sufferer of any of these broken promises. Despite this, the judgement would still 

remain that the politician had risen unjustly; specifically, by the unjust ‘free-riding’ on an 

institution that we ourselves faithfully respect. The priority of obligation seems to be this; first, 

to the specific promisee; and second, when there is none (or she is not known), to the 

institution itself. This, as I have just shown, is a pleasing feature of my theory, rather than a 
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problem. RFP instrumentalism’s ability to explain this hybridity of obligation is a further 

strength of the account; it fits the normative profile of promissory obligation very neatly.  

10.0: Conclusion 

I have provided a new defence for instrumentalism about promissory obligation. Promising, 

as I have shown, has strong prima facie similarities with other instrumentalist institutions; this 

is a good reason to suspect that it, too, might be explained on instrumentalist grounds. Most 

importantly, promissory instrumentalism provides the most plausible explanation of the 

normative powers undertaken in promissory utterances. The objections against promissory 

instrumentalism prove to be indecisive, and can be avoided by a specific reformulation of 

instrumentalism as RFP instrumentalism I have shown that this account of promissory 

obligation coheres well with our intuitions about promising: (i) it can explain the moral 

wrongness of promise-breaking; (ii) it can account for bipolar promissory obligations and; (iii) 

it can explain the particular hybrid nature of promissory judgements. It fits the complex 

normative profile of promising very adequately, and is not susceptible to any of the objections 

considered above.  

References 

Austin, J.L. (1962). How to Do Things with Words. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Darwall, Stephen. (2011). Demistifying Promises. In Hanoch Sheinman (Ed.), Promises and 

Agreements (pp. 255-277). Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Foot, Philippa. (2001). Natural Goodness. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Gilbert, Margaret. (2011). Three Dogmas about Promising. In Hanoch Sheinman (Ed.), Promises 

and Agreements (pp. 80-109). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Hume, David. (1978). A Treatise of Human Nature. Oxford: Oxford University Press.. 

Husi, Stan. (2011). Is Promising a Practice and Nothing More? In Hanoch Sheinman (Ed.), 

Promises and Agreements (pp. 109-124). Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Kolodny, N. & Wallace, R. J. (2003). Promises and Practices Revisited. Philosophy & Public 

Affairs 31, 119–154.  

Owens, David. (2011). The Problem with Promising. In Hanoch Sheinman (Ed.), Promises and 

Agreements (pp. 58-80). Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

Prichard, H. A. (2002). The Obligation to Keep a Promise. In Jim MacAdam (Ed.), Moral Writings. 

Oxford Scholarship Online. Accessed February 20, 2016. doi:10.1093/0199250197.003.0012. 

Rawls, John. (1971). A Theory of Justice. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Rawls, John. (1980). Kantian Constructivism in Moral Theory. In The Journal of Philosophy 77, 

no. 9, 515–72. doi:10.2307/2025790.  

Scanlon, T.M. (1998). What We Owe to Each Other. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press


