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far to presume one. (#) Thus service for a year by a servant
in husbandry has been held to afford very strong presumptive
-evidence of & hiring for a year. (4)

But the inference of a yearly hiring cannot propetly be
drawn {rom a mere rendition of services, unless it appears that
the person who rendered them did so in the capacity of a ser.
vant. Thus the relation of master and servant under such a
hiring cannot be inferred merely from evidence which shows
that one person, when a young boy, had lived with another
upon charity, and run errands, etc., (¢), nor from evidence that
a person who, after having lived with his uncle on charity,
hired himself out to another person as ayearly servant, and then
accepted an invitation from his uncle to come “and live with
him as before.” (4)

8. Defeasibility of contract at the will of the parties. effect of—
A contract which, by its express terms, permits either party

to terminate the engagement at any time cannot be construed
as one which is binding for a year. (¢) But the presump-
tion that a general hiring is for a year is not repelied
by the mere fact that the servant left in the middle of
the year (f); nor by the fact that the master has
reserved a right *o discharge the setrvant by giving notice (g),
ot a right to dismiss him ¢ if he should have a sale” of the
property on which the work is to be done (%), nor by the fact
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