AI Statement:
[bookmark: _Int_Mk6dqHOZ]I Acknowledge the use of ChatGPT (https://chatgpt.com/) on the 1st March 2026 and 4th March 2026 to help me find cases related to Unilateral and Bilateral contracts.
1. Please help me find a case related to a Unilateral contract
2. Please help me find a case related to a Bilateral contract
I can confirm that I did not present any AI generated text as my own work. 























[bookmark: _Int_LKzCVyq1]Martha has come to seek advice on whether a legally binding contract has been made on 3 separate occasions. The first issue concerns herself and Mario, the second issue concerns herself and Jonothan, and the third and finale issue concerns herself and Mary. In order to see whether a legally binding contract has been made we must look at the 4 key things that allows a contract to exist. These 4 key things are agreement, certainty, intention and consideration. Each of these issues will be looked at in turn to see what legal principles apply to each situation. 
[bookmark: _Int_qi0CTXWQ]             The first issue to look at in regarding the situation between herself and Mario would be to see if there has been a legally binding contract made. To do this, an offer of some sort must have been communicated. In this case, a quote of £17,000 was provided to Martha but this was excluding any sort of materials implying that the quote could potentially increase. Usually, a quotation of a price that has been communicated is considered as an invitation to treat rather than an offer which is seen in the case of Harvey v Facey [1893]. In this case, Harvey had asked for the lowest price for Facey’s property which Facey did reply and therefore Harvey accepted his quote. The Privy Council held that no contract existed and therefore a quotation is seen as an invitation to treat as there is no intention for a binding contract. An invitation to treat does not come under a unilateral or bilateral contract as it is just an invitation for others to make offers. Another case this can been seen in is the case of Gibson v Manchester City Council [1979]. In this case, the Council wrote to Gibson “may be prepared to sell” his house and invited a formal application and invited a formal application. Gibson applied, but before any contracts were exchanged the Council had withdrawn the contract and therefore no contract existed. Therefore, Mario’s email to Martha is most likely to be regarded as an invitation to treat rather than a legally binding offer. In regard to Martha’s response to the email, Martha had stated that she was “considering working with yourselves” and that she would “get back to you regarding your quote”. Martha’s wording is not a clear in her response and does not show clear signs of an acceptation. A case where acceptance is shown as a key principle when being in communication for a possible contract to take place would be Tinn v Hoffman [1873]. In this case, it shows that neither letter was written in acceptance of the other which the court then held that no contract existed because a valid contract requires offer and acceptance, and considering Martha’s communication was not a clear response, no acceptation of the quote was made. Acceptance must also mirror the terms of the offer which can be seen in the case of Entores Ltd v Miles Far East Corporation [1955]. Due to Martha clearly stating that she has not decided on the offer yet then no acceptance has taken place. In conclusion, since no communication of acceptance has taken place, it is very unlikely that a binding contract was formed between Martha and Mario. Therefore, Mario’s claim that Martha has supposedly breached their binding contract is unlikely to succeed if he was to take it further. 
[bookmark: _Int_mz2XXrOf][bookmark: _Int_mg35rS5e][bookmark: _Int_peyTEBrp][bookmark: _Int_QDUJ7XOA][bookmark: _Int_9ZWuXNUq][bookmark: _Int_nHamZoN6]              The second issue to concern Martha is between herself and Jonothan and whether a contract was formed when she posted her acceptance letter. Jonothan’s letter had clearly quoted £16,000 for labour and materials. As this quote has clear communication on how much Jonothan will charge for everything unlike Mario stating that his quote was excluding materials then it could be seen as an actual offer and not an invitation to treat. Considering the fact that this is seen as an offer it would be seen as a bilateral contract. A bilateral contract is seen as a promise in exchange for a promise and in this instance Jonothan has promised to carry out the work for £16,000 and the other party which would be Martha, promises to pay £16,000. A key case that that helps to show what a bilateral contract comes from is the case of Taylor v Laird [1856]. In this case Taylor resigned as a captain of a ship but still continued to work on bored and claimed that he should have received a wage for that work. The court held that he was not entitled to any paid work as there was no new contract put in place after Taylor's resignation. This case shows that acceptance is crucial and it must be communicated. In regard to Martha’s acceptance letter, she had posted it on the 16th January and due to the postal rule, acceptance is effective when the letter is properly posted even if it never received by the other party. The postal rule can be seen in the case of Adams v Lindsell [1818]. In this case, the defendant wrote to the claimant offering to sell wool and asked for a reply in the post. The letter was not received, and the defendant sold the wool to someone else. The court held that a contract was formed when the acceptance from the claimant was posted even though it had not been received. Now in regard to Martha and Jonothan, there is no evidence that Jonothan had excluded the postal rule when sending his response to Martha and since it was not specified that the postal rule was not going to be applied, acceptance was effective on the date Martha had sent the letter which would have been 16th January. Due to this, a legally binding contract was made between Martha and Jonothan despite Jonothan never receiving the letter. In conclusion, since there was no appearance from Jonothan on the 27th January there would have been a breach of their bilateral contract.
[bookmark: _Int_8RZi5AYF]            The third and finale issue now comes from Martha and Mary and whether Mary is entitled to the £200 reward for returning Martha's cat Midnight. Looking at the facts of this scenario between Martha and Mary, Martha has put out a poster stating a £200 reward for returning her cat Midnight which a poster is generally considered as an advertisement. An advertisement would be seen as a unilateral contract due to the fact of a unilateral contract only needing one party to make a promise and the other party accepts said offer but does not promise to do anything which in this case, Martha is the one promising £200 for someone finding her cat Midnight. A key case for showing a prime example of a unilateral contract would be the case of Carlill v Carbolic Smoke Ball Co [1893]. The facts of this case is that a company had advertised that a payment of £100 would be given to anyone who used their smoke ball to stop catching influenza and the company had even deposited £1000 into a bank account to show how serious they were about their promise. Due to this, the advertisement was a unilateral offer to the whole world. After Carlill tried the ball and it not working, she should have been entitled to the £100 as there was a binding unilateral contract. In this instance, Martha had clearly stated that there would be a £200 reward for anyone who returned her cat Midnight therefore creating a binding unilateral contract. However, one key issue within this scenario is whether Mary had any sort of acknowledgement of the offer at the time she had given the cat Midnight back to Martha. The reason why this is a key factor is because the party that is on the receiving end of a unilateral contract must have some sort of acknowledgment towards the offer that is being given out at the time of the act. This can be seen in the case of R v Clarke [1927]. The facts of this case are that a reward was being offered for information for an arrest. Clarke gave information that helped towards the arrest but then later forgot about the reward that was being awarded. Due to this Clarke could not claim his reward as Clarke did not have the reward in mind when giving the information for the help of the arrest and therefore, there was no acceptance of the offer of the reward. For this scenario, since Mary did not see the reward offer of £200 it is unlikley that she would be entitled to anything. In conclusion, Mary could not demand the payment of £200 as she had only seen the reward offer after returning the cat Midnight, therefore there was no accpetance of the offer at the time of the return of the cat Midnight to Marhta. 
            In conclusion, due to there being no clear acceptance being communicated between Martha and Mario there was no binding contract between both parties. Therefore, Marios claim would be unsuccessful, and he would most unlikely would fail to bring a claim against Martha for being in breach of a contract. On the other hand, due to the postal rule, there was a legally binding contract formed between Martha and Jonothan therefore Jonothan is most likely in breach of the contract that had been formed between himself and Martha. Regarding Martha and Mary, Mary is most likely to not be entitled to the £200 as she was unaware of the reward when giving the cat Midnight back to Martha meaning no acceptance of the reward offer had taken place.  
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