[bookmark: _Int_ZlkJ31EH]The fundamental rules of contract law can be stated with a high degree of surety, despite the fact that there is no single, widely accepted description of what constitutes a contract. The parties must concur, the agreement must be backed by consideration, and there must be a purpose to establish legal relations for a contract to be concluded. It is up to the parties to determine how much has been given in exchange for the promise, so it does not matter how much has been provided. The fact that something the law regards as valuable has been provided is all that counts. (LawTeacher,2019) Contracts can be categorised into two sections, those which are simple contracts can be made verbally, in writing, partially in writing and partially audibly, or they can be inferred from behaviour and do not necessarily need to be in writing or in any specific form. The other being, specialty contracts which prevails in certain circumstances, such as those involving the selling or disposal of a stake in real property (as defined by the Law of Property (Miscellaneous Provisions) Act 1989) and contracts for lease purchase and other credit deals, a contract must be in writing. (Consumer Credit Act 1974) (sage-answers.com, 2021)
A contract may be subject to several presumptions under contract law. In the absence of contrary proof, the courts will establish these presumptions as legal conclusions. These presumptions can, however, be refuted by proof demonstrating that they do not apply in the given situation. The following are some of the pertinent presumptions:
· Presumption of purpose to establish legal relations: This assumption is based on the idea that those who enter a contract want to establish legal relations. By demonstrating that the parties did not plan to establish formal relations, as would be the case when the contract is a social or domestic arrangement, it can be refuted. (Mckendrick, 2014)
· Presumption of Capacity: This presumption is based on the idea that all participants to a deal are able and willing to do so legally. By demonstrating that a party lacked the ability to enter the contract, such as in situations where a party was psychologically disabled, it can be shown that the contract was invalid.
· Presumption of consideration: According to this presumption, a contract involves a trade of something of worth for consideration between the parties. By proving that no thought was traded, it can be refuted.
· Presumption of regularity: According to this presumption, a contract was completed and carried out in an orderly and appropriate way. By demonstrating that the contract was not correctly executed or done, it can be refuted. (Stone, 2019)
· Presumption of interpretation: This presumption posits that a contract's provisions ought to be read in accordance with their common meaning. It can be refuted by providing proof, such as from previous negotiations or commerce, that the parties meant a different meaning. (Duff, 2016)
These presumptions can all be refuted by providing opposing proof. By demonstrating, for instance, that a party lacked the mental capacity to enter a contract at the time the contract was created, the presumption of ability may be refuted. By demonstrating that no thought was traded, the presumption of consideration can be disproved. By providing proof of the parties' true objectives, the assumption of interpretation can be overcome. (Duff, 2016)

[bookmark: _Int_XnlMGxEy][bookmark: _Int_l5pMV5OU]A key aspect of contract law is the inquiry of whether the parties meant to establish a formal relationship. Although this purpose is assumed to exist in business contracts, it is frequently a more controversial problem in social or personal settings. (Atiyah, 1995). The method taken by the courts in determining whether there was a desire to establish legal relations in a social or household setting will be critically examined in this article. A crucial component of contract law is the presumption of purpose to establish formal relations. It is predicated on the notion that participants to a contract want to forge a binding legal arrangement. However, this assumption can be disproved in a social or household setting. (Balfour v Balfour [1919] 2 KB 571). To decide whether the parties meant to be legally obligated by their arrangement in these situations, the courts will consider several variables. These variables include the type of agreement, the connection between the participants, and the circumstances surrounding its creation. (Simms, 2015). In the Balfour v. Balfour case, the court determined that there was no purpose for a household agreement to establish formal ties between a husband and wife. While he was working in Ceylon, the husband had pledged to pay his wife a certain amount of money, but that guarantee was not binding on the law. The pledge was made in a domestic setting, and as a result, the court determined that there was no purpose to establish a legally binding agreement because of this. However, in more recent cases, the courts have approached the issue of purpose to establish legal ties in social or household settings with greater complexity. For instance, a spouse who were divorcing made an arrangement regarding the possession of their home in Merritt v. Merritt [1970] 1 WLR 1211. The arrangement was made in the context of the collapse of the marriage and was therefore meant to be legally enforceable, according to the court, which ruled that there was a purpose to establish legal ties. The court determined that there was no purpose to establish formal ties between a mother and daughter in a domestic agreement in Jones v. Padavatton [1969] 1 WLR 328. The mother had pledged to provide her daughter with a stipend every month for the rest of her life, but the court determined that there was no purpose to establish a legally binding contract because the promise was made in a domestic setting and was not meant to be so. In general, the method that judges use to determine whether there is a purpose to establish legal ties in a social or household setting has changed over time. Recent cases have shown that the courts are willing to take a more complex approach and consider the unique circumstances of each case, whereas historically the courts have been hesitant to find that there is a purpose to establish legal ties in these situations.
[bookmark: _Int_wz9AaH9v][bookmark: _Int_kCDoP8J0]The courts will typically assume in a business setting that the parties meant to establish legally binding agreements (Rose and Gordon, 2015). This is since business deals are frequently made with the assumption that they will be upheld by the law. Evidence to the opposite, such as proof that the parties did not mean to be legally obligated by their arrangement, can be used to refute this assumption. (Edwards, 2016). I will evaluate the method used by the courts to determine whether there was a business purpose to establish a legal relationship in this article. To ascertain whether the parties meant to establish formal relations in a business setting, the courts have devised a few tests. One such test is the "officious bystander" test, which inquires as to whether a hypothetical "officious bystander" watching the parties' agreement would have believed that the parties were trying to establish a legally enforceable agreement. (Rose and Gordon, 2015). The "business efficacy" measure is another one, which determines whether the deal makes business logic without intending to establish formal relations. (Edwards, 2016). The court determined that there was a purpose to establish legal relations in a business transaction between a corporation and a member of the public in the case of Carlill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co [1893] 1 QB 256. The business offered to pay a certain amount of money to anyone who caught influenza after using a product that it claimed could avoid it. The advertisement was deemed to be an offer that anyone who used the product as instructed could take, and the court found that the pledge to pay the money was meant to have legal force. Similar to this, the court determined in Esso Petroleum Co Ltd v Commissioners of Customs and Excise [1976] 1 WLR 1 that there was a purpose to establish legal links in a business contract between an organization and its clients. Customers who spent a certain sum of money on gasoline were eligible for complimentary World Cup coins from the business. The promise was meant to be legally enforceable, and the court determined that the clients were entitled to the coins. Overall, the method taken by the courts in determining whether there was a purpose to establish a formal relationship in a business setting is fairly simple. Unless there is proof to the contrary, the courts will typically assume that the parties meant to establish legally binding arrangements. The facts of each case will eventually decide the result, even though the courts have devised tests to assist in determining whether a purpose to establish legal relations exists.
[bookmark: _Int_UPr9A2fj]The method taken by the courts in determining whether an agreement was made with the purpose to establish legal relations is complicated and multidimensional when it comes to agreements with public entities or those that impact the public interest. Since these contracts frequently entail matters of public policy, the courts must weigh the need for validity against the broader public interest. (Collins, 2018). I will evaluate the method used by the courts to determine whether such deals were intended to establish legal relations in this article. The method taken by the courts in determining whether an agreement was made with the purpose to establish legal relations is complicated and multidimensional when it comes to agreements with public entities or those that impact the public interest. Since these contracts frequently entail matters of public policy, the courts must weigh the need for validity against the broader public interest. (Collins, 2018). I will evaluate the method used by the courts to determine whether such deals were intended to establish legal relations in this article. The court determined that a contract between a city council and a contractor was unenforceable because it violated public policy in the case of R v. Liverpool Corporation [1965] QB 677. A clause in the deal for the building of a sports facility specified that only white laborers could be hired. The judge determined that the provision was unenforceable because it was discriminatory and against public policy. Similar to this, the court determined that an arrangement between a former MI6 operative and a publication was not enforceable because it was against public policy in the case of Attorney General v. Blake [2001] 1 AC 268. Although the arrangement was for the agent's memoirs to be published, it held information that was sensitive and might compromise national security. The judge determined that the agreement was unenforceable because it violated state policy. In general, the method taken by the courts in determining whether deals that have an impact on the public interest had the purpose to establish legal relations is complicated and highly reliant on the unique conditions of each case. The public interest and matters of public policy must also be taken into consideration, even though the courts have devised tests to assist in determining whether a purpose to establish formal relations exists.
[bookmark: _Int_FYBkPvmY][bookmark: _Int_xzWBDnSd]In summary, the context of the deal affects how the courts handle determining a purpose to establish a legal relationship. Unless there is proof to the contrary, judges frequently assume that there is no purpose to establish formal relations in a social or domestic setting. However, in a business or commercial setting, unless there is proof to the opposite, the courts assume that there is a purpose to establish formal relations. A complicated and multifaceted strategy that considers matters of public policy and the general public interest is used when agreements are made with public entities or those that impact the public interest. Overall, when deciding whether a purpose to establish formal ties exists, it is crucial to consider the unique circumstances of each deal. Each case must be examined on its own merits, despite the fact that the courts have created numerous tests and presumptions to aid in this decision.
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