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A)
	A contract establishes rights and obligations exclusively between the parties to the contract, according to the basic rule of common law. As a result, a third party does not acquire any rights or obligations as a result of such a contract. According the UK Contracts which refers to Rights of Third Parties Act 1999, privity contract is where the rule is to allow a person that is not in the party to a contract to litigate a contract provision in certain situations. This can relate to the case of Tweddle v Atkinson (1861) where it was involved an agreement in between Guy and John to pay specified amount to William Tweddle. The contract was permitted in conclude to sue any of them if they did not pay, the action was disallowed by the court since William Tweddle was not a party to the particular contract (Teacher Law, 2018). In conclusion, the idea of privity of contract is clearly established and third party action or the ability to enforce a contract to which he is not a party is clearly an anomaly to the general rule.

B)
	In the context of a contract, past consideration refers to a promise or an act done prior to the contract. For instance, when someone is attempting to enforce a new pledge or promise, past consideration usually comes into the picture. Past consideration will not be counted as consideration if the purposes of the new contract has been written. To justify this matter it is because the past consideration happened before the new contract was signed, this could not have been offered as the new contract. To put in another way, past consideration is not relevant. Re McArdle (1951), a case in which a wife and three adult children shared a home, is connected to past consideration. One of the children performed some decorating and he or she subsequently agreed to pay and signed the document. The promise was found to be enforceable since all of the work completed before the commitment was made (Teacher Law, 2013). Things done ahead of time cannot be taken as good consideration. Therefore, past consideration is not consider as good consideration. But there is also an exception in past consideration where it is applied to some activity and it is known as doctrine of implied assumpsit. Example of the case is Lampleigh v Braithwait (1915). In this case Braithwait had killed someone and begged Lampleigh to secure a forgiveness from the King on his behalf. Lampleigh did so at much expense and Braihwait then pledged to pay him £100.

C)
	When both of the parties have fulfilled their contractual obligations, it can be discharged by performance. If one of the party fails to complete the deal, it will be considered a breach of contract and the other party may well be entitled to the damages except if the contract was already terminated. The opposite party will be freed from the duties if the non-performance corresponds to a breach of condition. When the price of a contracts is paid upon completion, it is usually necessary to complete the contract so it can be discharge. This is frequently articulated in terms of being a prerequisite. Cutter v Powell (1795) created the basic norm, which is clearly capable of creating injustice. the harshness of the performance based discharge rule has been mitigated by the inclusion of a list of exceptions.

Divisible Contracts. Whenever there is a complete contract, the rule that is relate to discharge full performance will be apply. When a contract may be divided into discrete sections, for instance, if an amount is already agreed to be due either per week or hour, a sum of fulfilled or complete parts of the contracts may be imposed by the courts. The case relates to this is Ritchie v Atkinson (1808) where the defendant claimed that because the contract had not been fully fulfilled and no payment was owed.

Substantial Performance. A court may also grant an exemption if it is satisfied that significant performance has occurred. The court might also award the contractually agreed payment, with the amount that have not been deducted yet. The plaintiff, on the other hand, is eligible to nothing unless the performance is not deemed substantial. What constitutes considerable performance is a bit ambiguous. there is no set limit nonetheless, it must be determined depending on the facts of each case. Instance cases is Bolton v Mahadeva (1972).

Acceptance of Partial Performance. When a party agrees partial performance, it may not enough to fulfil the other party’s continuing responsibilities under the contract and enable that party to sue on the damages for the work that has been completed in certain situations. The related case is Sumpter v Hedges (1898) where the job has not completed the job, so the builders are unable to recoup any of the money.


	

D)
	In its most basic form, a contract is a legally binding promise. It might be a promise to do something or a pledge to avoid from doing anything. To form a valid contract, it must consists of offer, acceptance, consideration, capacity and legality. A contract involves the consent between two or more people, with one of them usually making an offer and accepting it. The agreement will break if one of the party does not respond to the offer. An offer is a declaration of intention to enter into a contract on specific condition, given with the purpose of becoming legally enforceable once recognized by the recipient. An acceptance is a definite and unequivocal statement of agreement with the conditions of an offer. However, a promise is not enforceable as a contract under common law only if it is accompanied with consideration. In a simple word, consideration is an exchange of promises. Every contract must have this provision. Despite the fact that it is not included as one of the conditions of a valid contract in the Contracts Act of 1950, it is a requirement of the willingness to create legal relations (Law Teacher, 2013).

	Based on the scenario given, it is stated that Arthur wanted to sell his watch. This scenario consist of an advertisement. But a concept of the scenario is either bilateral or unilateral. An advertisement of bilateral contract is an invitation to treat, meanwhile unilateral is an offer. From this scenario the advertisement of bilateral contract is being made. It is bilateral contract because it is an agreement between two people such as Arthur and his buyer. Moreover, an invitation to treat denotes a willingness of people to accept an offer.  There are three types of invitation to treat these include advertisements, auctions and  display of goods. In this scenario the type of invitation to treat is an advertisement where Arthur advertise his watch in the magazine. The related to this case is Partridge v Crittenden (1968) where the court was held because the advertising was an invitation to treat rather than an offer and the defendant was found not guilty (Law Teacher, 2013).

	Next, the situation is where Ben is a collector of antique watches and he wants to purchase a watch from Arthur but he use a letter as his way to communicate with Arthur about the watch. The rule that involve in this scenario is known as postal rule. Postal rules was created to solve on how to communicate with the other party this include mailing. Post or mailing might take a longer time than usual to reach the receiver. This might pose some issues in terms of contract formation and revocation. Instance case for postal rule is Adam v Lindsell (1818), where the specific moment of acceptance could not be ascertained since two parties communicate by post. Mailing takes time to arrive and neither party is aware of the message at the same time. This resulted in a slew of issues, prompting the adoption of the postal rule.

	However, Christine saw the advertisement before Dennis does. Christine using the modern way of communicate with Arthur. She emailed Arthur asking whether the watch is still available and she ask whether Arthur would accept £11,000 for the watch. But in the scenario, Christine able to pay £11,000 and £2,000 later. Meanwhile the next day, Dennis emailed Arthur that he interested with the watch and wanted to purchase it £13,000 for it, but on the same day Christine replied Arthur that she managed to pay £13,000. Both Dennis and Christine are using the postal rule but in modern way where they used email to communicate with Arthur. This stated that both of their offers are accepted by Arthur because Arthur received both emails and agree to accept with their offer. This scenario also shows that there is a counteroffer involve, between Arthur and his two clients. The prove of the counteroffer happen is where Arthur respond to both emails. Related case to this scenario is Hyde v Wrench (1840). There is also a mirror image rule in the scenario. Mirror image rule states that when a client accept an agreement and it is based on the exact of the original offer. This refers, when Dennis wanted to purchase the exact of the original offer of the watch which is £13,000. This states that the contract is valid for both Dennis and Christine. 

	there are valid contracts between Dennis and Arthur, as well as Christine and Arthur, where both of them use the postal rule in a modern way so that Arthur may correspond with them and where Dennis uses the mirror image rule to accept Arthur’s exact offer.
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