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PART A :  FIVE (5) STRUCTURED QUESTIONS.
INSTRUCTION(S): ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS (50 MARKS)

Question 1

Explain why the following are regarded as an invitation to treat (ITT).
(10 marks)

a. Price list/catalogue.

b. Display of goods with price tags in a supermarket.
c. An advertisement.

d. Auction.

e. Brochure.

Question 2

Explain THREE (3) situations when acceptance is not absolute and unqualified.
(9 marks)

Question 3
For an agreement to be a contract, there must be an intention between the parties that they want to
enter into a legal relationship. Explain the types of relationship in contract and provide ONE (1) case
law in each type.

(11 marks)

Question 4

A hotel owes its guest a duty of care. Explain.
(10 marks)

Question 5
Wood Dragon Enterprise enters into a contract to sell antique furniture to Natural Interior Sdn Bhd.
However, the furniture was destroyed in a flash flood. Decide whether there is a contract between

them.
(10 marks)

END OF PART A
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PART B : THREE (3) ESSAY QUESTIONS. EACH QUESTION CARRIES 25 MARKS.

INSTRUCTION(S) : ANSWER ONLY TWO (2) QUESTIONS (50 MARKS)
Question 1
a. Describes the relationship between principal, agent and a third party. (5 marks)

b. Explain FIVE (5) duties of an agent to a principal and TWO (2) duties of a principal to an agent.
(20 marks)

Question 2

An employment contract may be terminated when an employee reaches the retirement age as well
as when an employee resigns. When this happens, the employee can either give notice of
termination or indemnify the employer with a sum equal to the amount of wages that he would have
earned in the period of notice. However, an employer too can terminate an employment contract by
providing notice to the employee. Discuss the circumstances when an employer can terminate an
employment contract of an employee.

(25 marks)

Question 3
Discuss whether the following practices of halal food are lawful.

a. Lazat Sangat Sdn Bhd was the importer of beef from Indonesia. The beef was certified as halal by
one of the halal certification authority in Indonesia. However, that authority is not recognized by
the Department of Islamic Development Malaysia (JAKIM).

b. Kaya Manis Foods was a fruit jam producer. It obtained halal certification in respect of all its food
products. However, after the pandemic, Kaya Manis Foods purchased a new type of gelatin used
in the fruit jam production from a different supplier. The gelatin was stated as derived from
bovine, and not certified as halal.

c. Green Veggies Sdn Bhd processes vegetable products. The management of Green Veggies Sdn
Bhd did not think that its products could possibly be non-halal and had not bothered to obtain
the halal certification from JAKIM. Instead, Green Veggies Sdn Bhd ordered a halal logo sticker
from a printing shop in Cheras and put the halal logo on all its products. Later, Green Veggies Sdn
Bhd advertised its product as halal.

(25 marks)

END OF EXAM
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