
 

 

LEGAL REASONING QUIZ – IV 

ANSWERS 

Q. Ans Explanation 

1.  B 

The principle outlines what a consideration for a promise is while the 

explanation makes it clear that a promise founded on generosity, prudence and 

natural duty is a promise without consideration. Here, Mr. Navedia, being a 

police officer, has a natural duty to protect the citizens and thus, the promise 

between him and Abhishek is one without consideration. 

2.  C 

Abhiroop could never have foreseen 

that his act would result in injury to Brijesh's dog, therefore, it can be concluded 

that the injury 

caused to Brijesh's dog was a remote consequence of Abhiroop's negligence. 

3.  B 

Assault did not precede battery in this case. While B was advancing towards A 

with the iron rod in his hand, A was sleeping and there was no apprehension on 

part of A that B would use force. It was only when B actually struck him that A 

woke up to realize that he 

had been hit. 

4.  B 

A master-servant relationship exists between a driver and his employer. It is 

evident that Harjas was doing an unauthorized act, i.e., he was acting outside 

the course of employment. Therefore, Akash cannot be held vicariously liable. 

5.  C 

Misrepresentation renders a contract voidable (section 19 of Indian Contract 

Act, (1872), whereas, an agreement is void where both parties are under mistake 

as to fact (section 

20 of Indian Contract Act, 1872). 

6.  C 

A had hurt B in the process of investigation of stolen goods. This violates 

Section 330 of the IPC. 

7.  D 

A‟s mother had wrongfully confined A by locking A in her room. Hence, A can 

sue her mother. 

8.  A Self-explanatory 

9.  B 

Any such release is not absolutely necessary for the welfare of the marginalized 

group i.e. the women prisoners in this case. Though, releasing women prisoners 

promotes their well being, it can't be said that such an action is absolutely 



 

 

necessary. 

10.  C 

Nowhere, does the principle say that the state should not discriminate on the 

basis of age. Since, discrimination on the basis of age is no criteron for 

discrimination, this act of the state is not discriminatory. 

 

  


