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The Impossibility of Contract

Bumble bee-like, Contract flies but it should not. Any metatheory of Contract is, I argue, bound to fail because
Contract doctrine does not admit of the type of gross analysis theory requires. If we look to theory to rationalize,
to make sense of and help us predict Contract results we must come to terms with doctrine in ways that undermine
theory. While commentators have found means and occasion to formulate a theory of Contract to vindicate
particular observations and conclusions, such formulations must contort doctrine in order to do so. Once we
discover the fit, such as it is, between Contract doctrine and Contract theory we will conclude not that Contract is
dead, but that it never has been alive. Contract’s flight is an illusion, but an effective one.



