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Introduction

The doctrine of contra proferentem (“the Contra Doctrine”) is a rule of contract
interpretation, which counsels that ambiguities in a contract are to be construed against the
drafter.1 The courts have stated different rationales for the rule though many of these rationales
substantially overlap. These include the following: 

· Ambiguities should be resolved against the drafter since the drafter will be
guided by his/her own interests and will likely choose shadings of expression to
conform to his/her own interests, including word choices whose significance may
not be fully comprehended or intended by the other contracting party.2

· Ambiguities should be resolved against the drafter since the drafter is best
situated to avoid uncertain meanings and therefore should bear the burden of
his/her failure to do so.3

The Contra Doctrine poses an impediment to litigating coverage issues under fidelity
policies and surety bonds since policy or bond terms are often drafted or selected by the fidelity
carrier or the surety. However, in some jurisdictions, the application of the Contra Doctrine in
insurance coverage cases is referred to as the “contra-insurer rule,”4 reflecting decisions on
the part of some courts to apply the doctrine especially strictly against insurers in a manner
that may have little relevance to the doctrine’s underlying rationale. Courts that apply a
heightened Contra Doctrine against insurers tend to shift the rationale of the rule to adhesion
principles; i.e., the alleged unfair bargaining leverage that an insurer wields over the insured.5

This additional overlay to the Contra Doctrine, where applicable, may result in courts
construing policy or bond terms in ways that are at war with the history of the policy or bond,
create inconsistencies with other terms of the same document, or yield a result which is
inconsistent with the practices and expectations of either the insurance industry or the
insured’s line of business.6 

There is no reasonable possibility that the Contra Doctrine will be abandoned by the
courts.7 However, it is possible to identify litigation strategies that can, in some contexts, limit
its impact as applied to insurers and sureties to traditional contract construction considerations
and away from “adhesion” factors. This paper will suggest approaches that may be useful to
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a surety or fidelity carrier in minimizing some of the more onerous implications of the Contra
Doctrine in fidelity or surety coverage disputes.

Limiting the Scope of the Doctrine to its Traditional Underlying Purpose

If the traditional purpose of the Contra Doctrine is to counter-balance the advantages
that may accrue to the drafter of a contract, the doctrine should only be applicable to the extent
that one party drafted the policy or bond or determined its terms to the exclusion of input from
the other party.

This self-limiting principle is illustrated in many decisions where the courts are asked
to construe policy provisions, which are dictated by statute or government entities.8 In such
cases, the true question should be the intent of the legislature or the sponsoring public agency
and not the intent of the parties to the contract or whether either party benefited itself through
the drafting process.9 Many courts have reached this conclusion and have refused to apply the
Contra Doctrine to construe policy terms, which are dictated by statute or administrative edict.10

In contrast, there are cases where courts have applied the Contra Doctrine against an insurer
even where the allegedly ambiguous policy provision is imposed by statute.11 These decisions
pose significant policy concerns since automatically construing government-dictated language
against the carrier to find coverage for an insured can result in negating the legislative or
governmental intent underlying the required terms or leading to inconsistent applications of
laws or administrative decision-making.12   

The courts have also refused to apply the Contra Doctrine in contexts where an insured
actually negotiates and/or jointly drafts an insurance policy.13 Some of these cases can be read
for the proposition that the Contra Doctrine should be less applicable where the insured is a
large, sophisticated company.14 However, the key issue should not be the size and
sophistication of the insured, but rather whether the insured drafted and negotiated in regard
to policy terms. That the insured is large and sophisticated is properly relevant solely as
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evidence of the fact that it knowingly participated in the drafting of the allegedly ambiguous
policy or bond.15

In sum, one tactic for limiting the adverse consequences of the Contra Doctrine is to
argue the doctrine’s inapplicability in contexts where either the insured participated in
negotiating and drafting the allegedly ambiguous policy or bond or where neither the insured
nor the insurer drafted the policy or bond at issue.

Arguing that a Term is not Ambiguous

Courts have differing thresholds for determining when a policy or bond term is
“ambiguous,” thereby invoking the Contra Doctrine. In some cases, courts apply the Contra
Doctrine simply because a policy or bond term is unclear on face and would require an
analysis going beyond a facial reading in order to determine its true meaning. Where courts
use the Contra Doctrine in lieu of conducting a reasoned analysis, they generally set out very
minimal prerequisites for invoking the doctrine. For example, consider the following
formulations of the doctrine which are commonly reflected in the case law:

[I]f there are two reasonable interpretations to be given to the language of an
insurance contract, a court must apply the interpretation that sustains
coverage.16

        When the meaning of terms in an insurance policy is susceptible
         to two interpretations, the one favoring the insured is adopted.17 

        [W]here the terms of an insurance policy are susceptible of 
two interpretations, that interpretation that sustains the claim for indemnity or
which allows the great[est] indemnity will be adopted.18 

The construction of an exclusionary clause urged by the insured must be
adopted as long as the construction is not itself unreasonable and even if the
construction urged by the insurer appears to be more reasonable or a more
accurate reflection of the intent of the parties.19

This language is suggestive of an intent to level the playing field between insured and
insurer rather than attempting to ascertain the most sensible interpretation of the policy or bond
terms.  Presumably under these formulations, an insured’s interpretation of a policy or bond
provision may prevails over a carrier’s construction that makes more sense and is more
consistent with the other terms of coverage and the practices in the insurance industry and the
insured’s line of business. The unfortunate result may be that any term that is not explicit on
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face is construed against the insurer or surety, very possibly significantly distorting the
meaning of the bond or policy in the process. 

      
Properly applied, the Contra Doctrine is not intended as a substitute for careful analysis

and a fair evaluation of the scope of coverage. Courts which apply the doctrine as a tool of
contract construction rather than as an “adhesion” principle set out a much higher threshold
for identifying “an ambiguity” that must be construed in the insured’s favor. Consider the
following language: 

We agree with the district court that the phrase…[is ambiguous]…when
considered in isolation….   

We are not charged, however, with considering the phrase in isolation. Rather,
“the language of an insurance policy must be construed with reference to the
risk, subject matter and purpose of the policy.” Show Car Speed Shop, Inc. v.
United States Fidelity & Guarantee Co., 192 A.D.2d 1063, 1064, 596 N.Y.S.2d
608, 609 (4th Dept. 1993)…We will find a word or phrase ambiguous and, hence,
subject to rules of construction against the drafter only 

When it is capable of more than a single meaning when viewed
objectively by a reasonably intelligent person who has examined the
context of the entire integrated agreement and who is cognizant of the
customs, practices, usages and terminology as generally understood in
the particular trade or business.

United States Fire Insurance Co. v. General Reinsurance Corp., 949 F.2d 569,
572 (2d Cir. 1991)….20     

This kind of formulation provides far greater assurances that a court will carefully
analyze the policy or bond terms and adopt the insured’s construction only where there are two
equally proper constructions to select from.

In addition, the Contra Doctrine should only be operative where a policy or bond term
remains “ambiguous” after applying all of the other standard principles of contract
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interpretation.21 The rule is a kind of “tie-breaker,” to be applied only where substantial
uncertainty remains following a full and complete analysis and consideration of all of the
principles of contract interpretation. 22 Therefore, a court should not invoke the Contra Doctrine
until it has: 

· taken into account established customs and business practices;
· given effect to every clause of the policy or bond to create a consistent

whole;
· discarded absurdities of interpretation; and
· given a reasonable, fair and practical construction and meaning to every

term.23

The Contra Doctrine is far less harsh where the preference accorded the insured is
invoked only after the court has carefully evaluated the text of the term at issue, its interplay
with other policy and bond terms, the history of the policy or bond form, the standards and
practices in the insurance or surety industry, and the standards and practices in the insured’s
industry and has concluded that there are two entirely sensible constructions of the policy or
bond term at issue.

In sum, the harsh effects of the Contra Doctrine can be substantially minimized where
the doctrine is applied as a rule of construction rather than as an adhesion principle and where
the rule is invoked only where a court has concluded after a fair, complete and thorough
analysis that there are two entirely sensible interpretations of the policy term in dispute.     

Applications of the Contra Doctrine in Fidelity Cases
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The Contra Doctrine is commonly invoked in coverage litigation regarding the scope of
the terms of fidelity policies.24  

The applicability of the Contra Doctrine to construing provisions of the Banker’s Blanket
Bond is particularly problematic. Proposed changes to the form are typically  drafted by the
Surety Association of America and then submitted to the American Banker’s Association for
its review and comment.25 The two associations have liaison committees which meet to discuss
the bond’s language and proposed coverage changes. While the surety industry is not
obligated to accept the views of the bankers, the bankers’ suggestions are often accounted for
in the final document and there is a documented history of a collaborative process between
the two industries in connection with the text of the bond.26

Based on this history, fidelity carriers have argued that the Contra Doctrine is
inapplicable in coverage disputes regarding the terms of the Banker’s Blanket Bond since the
language is the produce of a collaborative effort between fidelity carriers and the insureds.
Some courts have rejected this argument based on the conclusions that the plaintiff insured
had not participated directly in any such negotiations with the defendant carrier regarding the
policy at issue, the plaintiff insured was not a member of the American Bankers Association,
and/or that the American Bankers Association did not exercise sufficient leverage over the final
language of the bond to warrant a conclusion that it had meaningfully participated in the
drafting process.27 In contrast, the better reasoned cases have determined that the banking
industry has and continues to exercise a significant impact on the drafting of the Blanket
Banker’s Bond and that, therefore, the Contra Doctrine does not apply in coverage litigation
regarding the terms of the bond form.28
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Applications of the Contra Doctrine in Surety Cases

There are many reported instances where the Contra Doctrine has been invoked in
litigation involving the scope of coverage afforded under a surety bond.29

There is precedent for the proposition that the Contra Doctrine is not applicable in
circumstances where the obligee or some other party besides the surety chose or drafted the
bond form.30 In many circumstances, the obligee presents the surety with either a
manuscripted bond form or a form that it has selected from the universe of standard bond
forms.  In regard to statutory bonds, the required text of the bond may be set out in the statutes
or the public obligee may draft a required form as a means of implementing the statute. Under
any of these circumstances, the Contra Doctrine should not be apposite.31

On the other hand, the impact of the Contra Doctrine in surety cases may be
exacerbated by loose language in many decisions to the effect that a compensated surety is
not a favorite of the law and therefore its bonds should be construed in a manner most
favorable to the claimant.32 When confronted with such language, it is critical that the surety
put the interpretative analysis in the proper context; that is, that a preference should not be
afforded to the claimant until the court has applied all other contract construction rules, has
carefully evaluated the text of the bond, its interplay with other bond terms, the history of the
bond form, and the standards practices in the surety and construction industry and has
concluded that there are two entirely sensible constructions of the clause at issue.
   
Conclusion

A surety or fidelity carrier must carefully consider the implications of the Contra Doctrine
before opting for litigation regarding the scope of coverage of a bond or fidelity policy. The
viability of the doctrine in most jurisdictions is beyond dispute and there is a reasonable
likelihood in any coverage dispute that the doctrine will be invoked. If the insured or bond
claimant participated in the selection or drafting of the operative bond or policy, a court should
find that the Doctrine is inapposite. If the surety or fidelity carrier solely drafted or selected the
bond or policy, it must persuade the court to fully analyze the interpretive issues rather than
using the Contra Doctrine as a substitute for reasoned analysis. 



9

Matthew M. Horowitz
Wolf, Horowitz, Etlinger & Case, L.L.C.
99 Pratt Street
Hartford, Ct. 06103
Phone: (860) 724-6667
Facsimile: (860) 293-1979
E-Mail: mhorowitz@wolfhorowitz.com

Matt Horowitz is a partner in the Hartford, Connecticut law firm of Wolf, Horowitz, Etlinger
& Case, LLC.  Mr. Horowitz graduated from Tufts University in 1973 and New York University
School of Law in 1976.  He is a member of the Connecticut and Massachusetts Bars.  Over
the last 25 years, he has engaged in a varied litigation practice.  For the past fifteen years, his
practice has focused primarily on fidelity and surety issues.  He has presented papers at the
ABA Fidelity and Surety Mid-Year Meeting, the Northeast Surety and Fidelity Conference, the
National Bond Claims Association Conference, and the Surety Claims Institute. He is the
Communications Director and a Co-Chair for the ABA Fidelity and Surety Committee, and has
participated in the drafting of the TIPS Miscellaneous Bond Monograph; the Law of
Miscellaneous & Commercial Surety Bonds and The Law of Payment Bond Manual.


