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Introduction
In this paper, I am going to explore the utilitarianism’s foundational principles and the objections to the same. In response, I will interpret the separateness of persons objection as I review the specific consequences of utilitarianism. The aggregative features of utilitarianism are often considered to violate the principle of separateness. For example the transfer of wealth from an individual to the other in order for the recipient to benefit in the expense of the contributor, then I find this as morally wrong. The contractualism theory appears to go in the opposite direction 
Explanatory
According to Scanlon, contractualism is not only cornered to define what is wrong and what is right, however, it also looks into what is reasonable and justifiable. Scanlon offers moral standards which are related to mutual recognition and defines what constitutes to wrong or right or the justification. Scanlon defines wrongness of action as unjustifiable and involves not equated to property. Scanlon only accepts and agrees with hypothetical situations which allow distribution and underlies minmax reasoning (Scanlon, 1998).
Objection

I have a strong objection against aggregation which understands the separation of individuals in order to demand Pareto side constraint on distributive schemes. In this case, X is Pareto-superior to the situation Y and there is a person who is better in X when compared to the situation in Y. therefore, I think that there is Pareto-inferior in the event that Y is Pareto superior to the same. I would also like to object conflating temporal-neutrality with person-neutrality. This idea supports the sacrifices of an individual to welfare to support another/ a greater increase in other people. This is a case of person-neutrality and in my case it is unethical (Scanlon, 1998). On the other hand, the principle of aggregation does not seem to bear any ground and arises from generic reasons. First the principle effects on a person’s well-being is not correct but the effects to a person could be due to them being treated unfairly. Secondly, the principle suggests that it ought to be tested by appealing directly to the effects of the wellbeing of individuals yet it does not answer the entitlements or rights and many other cases which must be maintained such as the framework of other principles which must be constant.  
Reply 

I would like to point out that Scalon’s contractualism gives moral philosophy on two important scenarios. First, whether the standards which we use in deciding whether an act is right or wrong and the source of motivation needed in order to comply with morality requirements. The fact is, performance is measured by the principles as well as the general regulations of behavior which form the basis of the agreement. This idea goes in line with my deontological theory of interest which states that people ought to adhere to obligations as well as duties when engaging in decision making processes. Our right or wrong depends on the various kinds of motivation and the principles therein. What interests others can also become a subject of motivation. There is a strong continuity between the reasons that lead us to act in a way that make us act in a way that the conclusions of moral thought need viable reasons which shape the conclusions that we make. 
Another response would be that Salon’s contractualism is not wrong in the narrow sense and would be compatible in what we owe to each person. It is morally objectionable in the event that personal tie are absent and consist of more than “what we owe to one another.” It still recognizes value for human life and justice for others within the constraints set in the principles. Therefore, the principle is worth looking for an account and an argument leading to a conclusion to a problem. The contractualist grounds also give ground to situations that would prevent injury or the loss of life. For example, the principle of mutual aid and that would be reasonable in the prevention of injury. 
Conclusion

In conclusion, utilitarianism has undergone major changes. It is most likely that utilitarianism could be self-effacing meaning that it can be best when people just ignore it. The issue of utilitarianism raises the question of what people should actually do and what the same people ought to do. For example, there are people who advocate for the truth and they believe in the truth no matter the outcomes of the truth. Hover, many are the events when the truth or the results of the truth are misused by others. From the above discussion, Scanlon’s utilitarianism seems to generate a reasonable concept depending with the scope and nature of a certain situation. The principles can either serve both sides of the coin (Scanlon, 1999). 
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