In contract law, the parties' intention to create legal relations means they want to be bound by a contract. It determines a contract's legality. Parties must want legal relations to form a contract. They must mean to be lawfully obligated by the agreement (Arvind, 2022a). If parties do not intend this, the agreement is not legally binding and cannot be enforced by courts. In addition, as humans, we frequently agree to meet someone at a certain time, drive them to a particular place, engage in activities together, such as hiking or climbing, etc. No legal obligations are intended or expected from these. It would be very surprising if a person did not show up for a meeting with a friend at the pub and was sued. Arrangements such as these are considered social rather than legal (Roach, 2016). 

Contract laws include the Sale of Goods Act 1979, Sale of Goods and Supply of Services Act 1982, Unfair Contract Terms Act 1977, and Contracts (Rights of Third Parties) Act 1999. All contract laws do not explicitly contain the intention to form legal relations. However, the concept is a common law principle that has been applied in many judicial decisions and is generally accepted as an essential term for a lawfully valid contract. The courts have held that for a contract to be lawfully binding, the bodies must have intended to form a lawfully enforceable agreement, not just an informal or social arrangement. For examples, according to the court in the case of McGowan v Radio Buxton [2001] there was an intention to create a legal relationship. However, in the case of Jones v Vernon's Pools Ltd [1938] clearly stated in its agreement that the winner and Vernon's Pools Ltd had no legal relationship, and the contract was only a matter of honour and respect rather than a contract between the parties. Offer and acceptance are closely related to legal intent. Offers can be accepted to form contracts. Both parties must accept the offer and want legal relations (Jones, 2019). Intention has been used by courts to interpret and enforce contracts. The courts have examined the contract's formation to determine whether the bodies meant to form legal relations in cases where the bodies have disputed its legality.

Contract law uses presumptions to determine legal intent. These are categorised into domestic, commercial, and public body assumptions. The law presumptively does not acknowledge social or domestic agreements as legal contracts. This means that unless proven otherwise, the parties to such an agreement did not mean to be lawfully obligated by its conditions. This presumption is based on the idea that social or domestic agreements are usually based on personal relationships or social interactions rather than commercial considerations and are not meant to be lawfully binding (McKendrick, 2020). 

If the parties clearly intended legal relations, this presumption can be rebutted. A rebuttal to the assumption would be evidence that the parties meant to establish a legally enforceable duty, or that they considered the legal ramifications of their agreement (Atkins, 2022). Given the significance of personal relationships and social interactions, as well as the idea that social and domestic agreements are not typically motivated by commercial considerations or the desire to create legally binding obligations, it is reasonable to assume that such agreements are not intended to create legal relations. 

The creation of legal connections in social or domestic settings has been the subject of controversy in UK contract law. Two landmark instances in English law have addressed the validity of social and domestic contracts. Two such examples are Balfour v. Balfour [1919] and Merritt v. Merritt [1970]. In the case Balfour v. Balfour [1919] the court determined that the agreement was not intended to create legal connections since it was formed within the framework of a domestic partnership. The court ruled that agreements between spouses are against public interests and hence not enforceable. Later, others said that the precedent set in Balfour v. Balfour was too narrow and failed to acknowledge the potential legal ramifications of domestic agreements (Davies, 2018).

The case Merritt v. Merritt [1970] had a different result. There was a purpose to establish legal relations since the parties had a written agreement, sought independent legal counsel, and took action to put it into effect. In this case the court rejected Balfour's presumption and instead considered the whole agreement to see whether it was intended to create legal relations. In a ruling that casts doubt on the legitimacy of the premise that no legal links existed between the husband and wife prior to the divorce, the court found that the parties' separation agreement intended to create legal contacts (Beatson FBA, J et al. 2020). 

Furthermore, in the case of Coward v MIB [1963] the court stated that it was not a contract of hire or reward and did not intend to create legal relations. As a result, the widow was not entitled to compensation. On the other hand, in the case of Albert v MIB [1971] the judge ruled that the driver's actions were more than just social kindness; they constituted a business activity, and the vehicle in which the victim was killed was a car for which passengers were carried for hire, according to section 204(4) of the Road Traffic Act. The passenger knew there was an expectation of payment, so the lack of a contract between the parties didn't matter. In commercial and business environments, the assumption of purpose to establish legal connections may be rebutted by proof. 

The case of Jones v. Padavatton [1969] showed that evidence to the contrary might overturn the presumption of a legal purpose in social or domestic arrangements. This commitment was made in a social and domestic setting. According to the court, it was unclear to qualify as a contract, as there was no evidence of intent. (Naidoo, 2021, p.113-154). In addition, the case of Simpkins v. Pays [1955] the court ruled that the "gentleman's agreement" constituted a legally enforceable contract since it was made in a social and domestic environment. The lodger had paid the competition entrance fee and kept a record of the weekly results, implying that the parties intended to be legally bound by the agreement (Furmston, 2017).

The method that the courts have used in determining whether or not there was a purpose to establish legal relations within the framework of business has been rather uncomplicated. This is because the starting assumption is that agreements of this kind are meant to be legally binding. Like any legal presumption, this can be rebutted by case facts. In Esso v Commissioners of Customs and Excise [1975], the question was whether Esso's supply agreement created legal relations or was just a promotion. The Court of Appeal found that the bodies intended to be legally obligated by the agreement's conditions. The supply agreement was part of Esso's promotional campaign, but there was enough evidence to suggest that the bodies meant to be lawfully obligated (Taylor and Taylor, 2021).

The issue of whether a research and development agreement between a university and a firm was meant to be legally enforceable was reviewed by the Court of Appeal in ERDC Group Ltd v Brunel University [2006]. The agreement between the university and the corporation was "not legally binding," but the institution still planned to pay the company for its services. The court established a purpose to create legal relations notwithstanding the absence of a binding provision The court took into account the agreement's intricacy and the parties' separate legal counsel.

In the case of Edwards v. Skyways [1964] the court ruled that an employer's commitment to provide a retirement benefit to an employee was not enforceable because in business contracts, there is an automatic presumption that the parties intended to establish legal relations, but that this assumption may be disproved by the evidence (Davies, 2021). In Rose & Frank v Crompton Bros [1925], the court held that the parties did not intend to establish legal relations, and hence the clause was not meant to be legally enforceable. The court ruled that commercial contracts must reflect the parties' objectives, regardless of how clearly stated they are (Marson & Ferris, 2019, p.15-31). Furthermore, the House of Lords ruled that a letter of comfort, which is meant to reassure the recipient of a company's financial status, is not legally obligatory in Kleinwort Benson v Malaysian Mining Corp [1989]. The court ruled that such claims are not enforceable unless they include an unambiguous commitment that the party intended to be legally bound by (Devenney, 2022).

[bookmark: _Hlk128783497]The presumption that commercial agreements are legally binding has some statutory exceptions, like in Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992. S.179 of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992 authorises non-binding business agreements. Unless clearly stated, collective agreements between employers and trade unions are not legally enforceable. This provision ensures that collective agreements among employers and trade unions, which differ from commercial agreements between two businesses, are not automatically legally binding. Collective agreements, negotiated among employers and trade unions over employment terms and conditions, often have social and political repercussions beyond the parties' immediate interests (Baskind and Osborne and Roach, 2022). S.179 of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992  recognises that the legal relationship between employers and trade unions involves a complex web of social, political, and economic factors that can affect bargaining. The provision ensures that both parties understand their intentions and the legal consequences of their agreement. S.179 of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992 does not preclude the possibility that collective agreements may be legally binding in certain circumstances. The collective agreement may be legally binding if it states it is or is incorporated into individual employment contracts. The facts of a case may also indicate an intention to create legal relations, regardless of whether the collective agreement says so.

The courts balance transparency and accountability with public interest when determining an intention to create legal relations in agreements with public bodies or that affect public interest. Public agreements are scrutinised more than private ones. Public bodies must act in the public interest and are subject to court review (Faragher, 2021). Thus, public-sector agreements are often subject to legal requirements like public tenders and transparency in decision-making.

Courts ensure public bodies handle private parties fairly and transparently. Government institutions and private parties enter into agreements to build legal ties. If the agreement was for a public purpose or not to establish legal connections, this assumption may be false. Public agencies must treat private parties equally and honestly, including when making agreements. The agreement's provisions and decision-making procedure must be explicit and non-discriminatory (Craig and Búrca, 2020). Public interest protection is essential. Public entities must make sure their agreements benefit the public and do not favour any party. If public agencies give private corporations special treatment or enable damaging behaviour, the public interest is at danger.

Public contracts are governed by the Public Contracts Rules 2015. Transparency, competition, and non-discrimination govern public procurement. The Freedom of Information Act of 2000 allows public access to government records with limited exceptions. Government contracts can be requested under the Act. Public body agreements may employ administrative law concepts like fairness, rationality, and consultation. These principles ensure public entities follow the law and make transparent, responsible, and participative choices.

A breach of contract case is Triefus v Post Office [1957]. This case has underpinned subsequent Post Office Acts.  Originally, the claim arose from negligence, however, it was barred by s.9(1) Crown Proceedings Act 1947, which prohibits Torts against the Crown or its officers except in cases of loss or damage to inland mail.  According to the appellant, contracts were created by the Post Office upon receiving diamonds for transmission due to the fundamental contractual element of service in exchange for reward (Beaumont, 1959). Another public body agreement case is Robinson v HM Customs & Excise [2000]. In this case the court found that HM Customs & Excise were bound by the agreement since it was intended to establish legal ties. Furthermore, the case of Willmore v South Eastern Electricity Board [1957] concluded that a public body's letter promising property damage compensation was not legally enforceable. The court ruled that public organisations must explicitly explain their desire to form legal connections, and commercial presumptions may not apply. The court highlighted that governmental agencies must operate in the public interest and are held to different standards than private parties (Hepple, 1970).

To sum up, the context of an agreement is critical in determining whether or not the parties intended to establish legal connections. In social or domestic settings, there is a presumption against intention to develop legal connections, although this may be disproved by the presentation of evidence. In determining whether or not a contract with a government entity constitutes a private or public agreement, courts look at whether or not the government entity was operating in its official or personal capacity. When deciding whether or whether there was an intent to form legal relations, the courts look at both the parties' intentions and the surrounding circumstances (Arvind, 2019b). 
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