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    Question A
The term ‘Privity of contract’ refers to the fact that only a party to the contract may sue or be sued on it. If you are not a party to a contract, hence, you cannot benefit from it or be held accountable for its obligations as stated from common law doctrine of privity of contract. Tweddle v Atkinson (1861) EWHC J57, 1 B&S 393, is regarded as authoritative for the existence of privity of contract. In this scenario, a claimant must typically establish that he provided consideration for the commitment in order to sue and enforce it. A contract cannot impose a burden on a third party, according to another regulation. The idea of privity of contract was confirmed in the case of Dunlop Pneumatic Tyre Co Ltd v Selfridge & Co Ltd [1915] AC 847. It is commonly considered as a validation of the notion of privity in this situation. The lawsuit was rejected on the basis of the "fundamental" concept that "only a person who is a party to a contract can sue based on it" (Merkin, 2013).

     Question B
In law, past consideration is not a positive factor. If consideration is required to establish a contract, it must be 'provided' at the time of formation. If it was supplied before that time, it was not given at the time of exchange, hence it is considered 'past'. As demonstrated in the case of Roscorla v Thomas (1842) 3 QB 234, authority for existing or former commitments cannot be used to justify new promises. However, if the act is conducted at the request of the promisor, such as in a commercial situation, it may be considered valid consideration. Casey consented to promote several inventions held by Stewart in the case of Re Casey's Patents [1892] 1 CH 104, which extended the doctrine to the commercial realm. Two years later, Stewart drafted a letter guaranteeing a one-third stake in the patents, which was found to be enforceable since the parties understood that the effort would be compensated. [1979] Pao On v Lau Yin Long 3 All ER 65 upheld the notion of implicit assumpsit, which states that an act performed before a promise to provide a payment or impart some other benefit might sometimes be considered a consideration for the promise. An act must have been done at the request of the promisor if parties knew the conduct must be remunerated by payment/benefit, and if payment/benefit should be enforceable are the three exceptions where previous consideration is a legitimate consideration.

    Question C
When both parties have fulfilled their contractual responsibilities, a contract is discharged by performance. It will be considered as a breach of contract if one party flops the deal, and the other party may be entitled to damages unless the contract has been frustrated. The opposite party will be freed from their duties if the non-performance amounts to a repudiatory breach (breach of condition). When the price of a contract is payable upon completion, it is usually necessary to complete the contract in order to discharge it. This is frequently articulated in terms of being a prerequisite. If you don't finish, you won't be able to pay: if you don't finish, you won't be able to pay.
The entire performance criterion has various exceptions. The notion of substantial performance might apply if a party has done substantially what was needed under the contract. The party can recover the sum that corresponds to the work performed under the contract. The claimant's suit to enforce the payment failed in the case of Bolton v. Mahadeva [1972] 1 WLR 1009 because the court found there was no significant performance.
Next, a severable contract is one in which payment is required at several stages of performance rather than in one lump sum at the end. This is how most major construction projects function. The contract might be broken into different sections, according to the decision of Ritchie v Atkinson (1808) 10 East 295, because the parties had agreed on a price per tonne. As a result, the claimant was entitled to payment for the amount carried, while the defendant was entitled to damages for non-performance of the amount not carried.
In addition, acceptance of partial performance, in which the promisor may claim quantum meruit, a fair sum for the advantage provided by the partial performance, where one of the parties has partially completed the contract. This might happen when there is a delay in the delivery of products or when a service is not completed completely. The claimant's case was terminated in Sumpter v Hedges [1898] 1 QB 673. The defendant had no choice but to accept incomplete performance because he was left with a half-finished house on his property, according to the court.

Question D
There is no legal definition of a contract in English law. The law of contract can be loosely defined as the area of law that decides whether a promise is legally binding on the person who makes it (McKendrick and Lunney, 2014). While no widely accepted definition of a contract exists, the fundamental concepts of contract law may be stated with a high degree of clarity. In order for Arthur to conclude a valid contract between Ben, Christine, and Dennis, it must reach an agreement where the agreement must be supported by consideration and there must be an intention to create legal relations. In general, the courts determine whether an agreement has been established by searching for an offer made by one party to the other and accepted by that other party. If the acceptance is to be considered valid, it must be a mirror image of the offer. The norm is that the agreement must be backed by consideration and explained further. The notion of consideration is a distinguishing, albeit elusive, aspect of English contract law. The principle of consideration is that something must be offered in exchange for a promise in order for that promise to be legally binding. Furthermore, the need that there to be a desire to establish legal connections raises a few practical issues. This is due to the strong presumption in a business setting that the parties intended to establish legal relations.
From this scenario, we can see that Arthur is making a bilateral advertisement which would be an invitation to treat. Partridge v. Crittenden [1968] 2 A11 ER 421 agreed with Fisher v. Bell [1961] 1 QB 394 that decent advertising in a newspaper or magazine is not an offer but an invitation to treat. A simple act of promoting products in a newspaper provides a chance for prospective purchasers to make an offer to purchase the advertised commodity. The facts plainly show that Arthur's advertising was not an offer, but rather an invitation to an offer. The court decided in Pharmaceutical Society of Great Britain v Boots Cash Chemists (Southern) Ltd [1953] 1 QB 401 that "the display of goods in a store is an invitation to treat and not a contractual offer." The usual rule is that ads for a bilateral contract constitute an invitation to treat, but marketing for a unilateral contract may constitute an offer.
Ben wrote Arthur a letter on the 4th of May stating that he would purchase the watch for the full amount of £15,000, but the letter arrived at Arthur's residence on the 7th of May. Based on the facts, Ben is making a genuine offer, but because the acceptance is not expressed, there is no binding contract. Ben is just making an offer and communicating with the offeror by mail. Because Ben is mailing a letter of acceptance, the postal regulation is not being followed. The postal rule is an exemption to the usual rule that acceptance must be notified to the other party. Acceptance is notified as soon as the letter is mailed, even if the letter is delayed or never reaches the intended person, according to postal laws. To understand why the facts of the current instances do not qualify for the postal rule of acceptance envisioned in Adams v Lindsell [1818] 1B & A1d 681. In this scenario, a legitimate contract was formed the minute the letter of acceptance was put in the post box. It created the postal rule because it applies where a post is the agreed-upon method of contact between the parties and the letter of acceptance is properly addressed and has the appropriate postage stamp. When the letter is posted, the acceptance becomes effective.
Christine emailed Arthur on the 5th of May after seeing the advertising, asking whether the watch was still available and if he would accept £11,000 for it, to which she made an offer. There is no legal acceptance if an offeree seeks to accept an offer but adds a new term of their own (qualified acceptance). According to Hyde v Wrench (1840) 49 ER 132, since the counteroffer impliedly rejected the earlier offer, which had now been destroyed, Hyde had no choice but to accept it. In this case, Arthur responded the following day, stating that the watch was still for sale and that he would accept £13,000. This resulted in to counteroffer as the mirror image rule is not being applied. Christine, on the other hand, stated that she could pay £11,000 now and £2,000 later at the end of the month. As a result, if a response is made to the offer that does not seek to change the conditions of the offer, it is only a request for information. It is not a counteroffer because it does not reject the conditions of the offer. As a result, the offeree can still accept it. This is similar to the case of Stevenson Jaques & Co. v McLean (1880) 5 QBD 346, in which a simple request for information is considered differently from a counter offer. In this scenario, it was merely a question that should have been addressed, not a rejection of the offer. Christine wrote an email accepting the offer during office hours on May 6th at 2 pm, resulting in the existence of a legitimate contract. As a result, this will be in reference to the current manner of acceptance, where the acceptance of the offer will be legitimate upon receipt. Entores v. Miles Far East Corp. [1955] 2 QB 327 and Brinkibon Ltd v. Stahag Stahl GmbH [1983] 2AC 34 stated that acceptance must be sent by any instantaneous method of communication (Email).
Dennis wrote Arthur at 11 a.m. on May 6th, expressing his interest in purchasing the watch, and Arthur responded by claiming that he wanted £13,000 for the watch. Based on Dennis's circumstance, where he accepts the offer at the required price, this is regarded acceptance by current ways of communication, where it is transmitted by email with reception criteria. Dennis is able to retrieve the seller's acknowledgment of receipt, and both parties accept the offer. To prove a genuine offer, the offeror must convey the offer to the offeree where an offeree cannot accept an offer of which they are not aware. There was no contract in Taylor v Laird [1856] 25 LJ Ex 329 because the claimant had not transmitted the offer to the offeree. In the case of Dennis, however, acceptance of the offer results in a legitimate contract with no counteroffer.
In a conclusion, a valid contract existed between Arthur and Christine as well as Arthur with Dennis. 
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