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QUESTION A
The rule of privity of the contract states that all parties to a contract are obligated to follow it. In clear terms, this rule means that no one other than the contracting parties can file a court action to enforce the contract. The cases of Tweddle v Atkinson (1861) EWHC J57, 1 B&S 393 solidified the privity rule. A contract cannot impose responsibilities or bestow rights flowing from it on any person who is not a party, according to the Doctrine of Privity. Because privity is founded on the notion of consideration, which holds that consideration must flow from the promisee (Mohamed, 2012). Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co Ltd v Selfridge & Co Ltd (1915) AC 847, where the House of Law declined to put a requirement on the defendant, not to resell tyres below a certain price, exemplifies the rule that a contract cannot impose a duty on a third party. The Contract (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999 contains an exception to the rule of privity that is a statutory exception. The statute was enacted to clarify the uncertainties under common law, namely that depriving a third party of such enforcement rights has adverse consequences. A third party can enforce the provisions of a contract under Section 1 of the Contract (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999 if either the contract expressly provides for such (Section 1(a)) or the term in issue claims to confer a benefit on him (Section 1(b)).
QUESTION B
No, according to the general rule, promising to pay someone for something that has already been done without preceding consent is not valid consideration, and no duty to pay exists. In a legitimate contract, promises are made in exchange for each other; however, this is not the case if the contract is made after the event has occurred. Past consideration differs from executed consideration, which occurs when a promise is made in exchange for a specific action. If the action occurred before the promise is made, a test can be used to determine if something is passed. The case of Roscorla v Thomas (1842) 3 QB 234 illustrates the law of prior consideration, in which two persons agreed to sell a horse. 
However, applying the doctrine of implied assumpsit, past consideration can amount to good consideration because there is a major exception to the past consideration rule: if one party performs a service of a kind that is commonly paid for at the request of the other, the court will usually presume that the service was intended to be paid and will carry out a subsequent pledge to pay. The principle applied can be confirmed by the cases of Pao On v Lau Yiu Long (1980) AC 614, provided that the act was executed at the request of one party and it was agreed between them that some sort of recompense may be expected, and later payment promise, or other benefit obtained, was otherwise legitimate. 


QUESTION C
An entire contract may only be completed in its whole, and the parties must complete their obligations before requesting the other parties to complete theirs. The contract may be voided if one of the parties fails to fulfil its obligations (Pradhan, 2017). Several exceptions can be discussed which are divisible contract, substantial performance, and acceptance of partial performance. 
A divisible contract is one in which two or more agreements are diverse enough that the unenforceability or breach of one does not render the other unenforceable. Where there is a complete contract, the discharge through full performance rule applies. Ritchie v Atkinson (1808) 10 East 295 is a case that can apply to this rule. It stated that the claimant agreed to transport a shipment of a specific amount of hemp and iron by contract. The defendant claimed that because the contract was not completely fulfilled, no payment was owed. As the parties had agreed on a price per tonne, the court held that the contract might be broken into two parts. In a conclusion, the claimant was entitled to be paid for the amount transported, while the defendant was entitled to damages for the amount not bound.
Next, substantial performance is a contract law doctrine that allows parties to get paid while still getting the benefits of a contract even if they theoretically did not act by the agreement's specific provisions. This rule can be referred to in the case of Bolton v Mahadeva (1972) 1 WLR 1009 where the defendant refused to pay the claimant and contend that the claimant had not finished the work since the system had several flaws. The claimant then charged against the defendant for the contract price. The defendant, conversely, counterclaimed in repair costs. Thus, the Court of Appeal ruled in the defendant's favour. The deal was a one-time payment. This meant that the contract had to be completed in its full before the payment was due.
Partial performance acceptance applies to the full contract when one party willingly chooses to accept partial performance and then pays a fee for the task accomplished. Cases of Sumpter v Hedges (1898) 1 QB 673, in which the claimant agreed to build two houses and stables for the defendant, can be used to this rule of exception. The claimant performed but was unable to complete the project, half of the contract was accomplished. The claimant claimed payment for the work that he had finished. He alleged that by finishing the job himself, the defendant accepted partial performance and deprived the claimant of the opportunity to complete the contract. The court ruled that the claimant's actions were unsuccessful. The defendant had no option but to accept partial performance because he was left with a half-finished house on his property, according to the court.

QUESTION D
[bookmark: _Hlk97247866]Based on the basic principles of English Contract Law, a contract is an agreement that creates obligations and is enforceable and accepted by the law. For two reasons, the presence of a contract provides the parties with legal rights that are legally binding. When one side makes an offer that is accepted by the other, an agreement is formed (Allen and Overy, 2016). There are four elements of requirements for a valid contract which are offer, acceptance, consideration, and intention to create a legal relationship. An offer is the desire to engage in a contract on specified conditions, presented with the intention that it will be valid as soon as it is accepted. The offer will be formalised as a contract between two parties: the offeror, who is the party who made the offer to enter into a contract, and the offeree, who are the parties to whom the offer to enter into a contract was made. An acceptance signifies the merging of the parties' perspectives in the contract. Both parties must agree to trade items with others. The offer must be accepted by another party to create a contract. Further, consideration can also be defined as "any right, interest, profit, or advantage accruing to one party" or "damages, losses, or obligations" imposed by the other party in the contract. Any value provided by both parties to a contract that allows them to agree to share mutual results. The intention to involve in a legally binding agreement or contract is defined as the intention to create a legal relationship. The purpose to form legal relations means that each contracting party must want to do so for the contract to be legally enforceable. Below is the discussion based on the case studies given.
	Based on the case studies given, Arthur can raise the defence of an invitation to treat because Arthur posted an advert in the ‘Antique-tickers’ magazine. An appeal for others to make an offer is known as an invitation to treat. There are four categories of invitation to treat as auction sales, advertisements, an exhibition of goods for sale, and tender. Referring to the case of the Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain v Boots Cash Chemists (1953) 1 QB 401 where A court ruled that the exhibition of goods in a store with a price tag attached is not enough to constitute an offer, but rather an invitation to treat. Hence, it is an advertisement of a bilateral contract because the invitation to treat is a legal relationship to enter into a legally binding agreement between two-party, such as Arthur's, does not constitute an offer, the advertisement of a unilateral contract does. Advertisements' primary objective is to inform people that these things are available for purchase; in other words, advertising is an attempt to obtain the offer (Zia, n.d.). Advertising necessitates a two-way communication exchange since it requires two people to accept an offer according to a bilateral contract. As Arthur's advertising in the magazine provides an invitation to treat, there was no binding offer generated on his behalf. According to the case of Partridge v Crittenden (1968) 2 All ER 421 where the defendant advertised for a sale several Bramblefinch cocks and hens, stating that the price was to be 25 shillings for each. The argument was whether the advertising was structured appropriately as a sale or an invitation to treat. In the end, the court held that the advertising was an invitation to treat rather than an offer.	
On the 4th of May, Ben sent a letter and make an offer to buy the watch with the original price of £15,000. Later his letter arrived at Arthur’s house on the 7th of May. Ben is making a valid offer but to ensure that it is more valid, the offeror must ensure that the offeree is knowledgeable and that communication is established. regarding the contract that wanted to be made. In this case, the offer is communicated between the offeror and offeree but the acceptance is not communicated. Therefore, the postal rule applies to the communication of acceptance. In this case, the letter was used as the method to communicate the offer (Lexis, 2019). Ben is just creating an offer in this case without any acceptance regarding the offer received by the offeror. Hence, no communication of acceptance was communicated by Arthur to Ben to make a valid contract. Thus, no valid contract exists in this case because the acceptance is not communicated between both parties. 
	Later, on the 5th of May, Christine saw the advertisement in the magazine and emailed Arthur to ask if the watch is still available for sale. She asked whether he would accept £11,000 and on the same day, Arthur replied to the email saying that it is still for sale and he would accept £13,000. As a result of this action, a counteroffer was made. A counteroffer is made if any conditions are amended or new ones are introduced, changing the roles of the offeror and offeree (Faryadi, n.d.). This can be referred to as the case of Hyde v Wrench (1840) 49 ER 132 where the court dismissed the allegations and determined that Mr Hyde and Mr Wrench had no enforceable contract for the farm. It was declared that if a counteroffer is made, the initial offer is null and void because it is no longer accessible. In this scenario, when Mr Hyde offered £950, he reversed the £1,000 offer and was unable to accept it. Further, Christine asked whether Arthur could accept £11,000 now and £2,000 later and this amount to a request for further information where the request between the offeror to the offeree regarding the offer. This can be referred to as the case of Stevenson Jaques & Co. v McLean (1880) 5 QBD 346 where the court heard that the complainant was primarily interested in obtaining the information if the conditions of the offer could be amended because there was no indication that it was a counteroffer or a rejection. Christine sent an email the next day at 2 p.m. In this scenario, a valid contract will exist because the email was issued within office hours, implying that acceptance of the offer will be valid upon receipt. Because the offer was sent by email, it might be considered instantaneous communication, in which the information is sent via any method of electronic communication, such as computers or the internet. The offer will be valid since the modern receipt rule will be applied because it is assumed that an email containing the offer will be acknowledged if it is delivered within normal business hours utilising instantaneous communication.
	On the 6th of May, Dennis showed his interest in buying the watch and later sent an email to Arthur about his interest and Arthur replied to Dennis stating that he wanted £13,000 for the watch. Dennis accepts the offer with the price requested. In this situation, they choose email as the form of acceptance communication as both agree to the offer and these receipt rules apply. Dennis manages to communicate his acceptance throughout office hours; hence his acceptance of the offer is valid. A valid contract exists between Dennis and Arthur because both agree to the same offer without any counteroffer happening. 
As a result, there is a valid contract between Dennis and Arthur, as well as between Arthur and Christine.
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