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 NEAL, Judge.

 Plaintiff‑appellee Norman E. Sweet (Sweet) brought an action for dissolution of an alleged partnership and for an accounting in the Ripley Circuit Court against defendant‑appellant Paul Eugene Vohland (Vohland).  From a judgment in favor of Sweet in the amount of $58,733, Vohland appeals.

STATEMENT OF THE FACTS

The undisputed facts reveal that Sweet, as a youngster, commenced working in 1956 for Charles Vohland, father of Paul Eugene Vohland, as an hourly employee in a nursery operated by Charles Vohland and known as Clarksburg Dahlia Gardens.  Upon the completion of his military service, which was performed from 1958 to 1960, he resumed his former employment.  In approximately 1963 Charles Vohland retired, and Vohland commenced what became known as Vohland's Nursery, the business of which was landscape gardening.  At that time Sweet's status changed.  He was to receive a 20 percent share of the net profit of the enterprise after all of the expenses were paid.  Expenses included labor, gasoline, insurance, burlap, nails, insecticide, fertilizer, seed, straw, plants, stock and seedlings, and any other expense.  The compensation was paid on an irregular basis.  Every week, two weeks, or perhaps even a month, Sweet and Vohland sat down and computed all income that had been received and all expenses that had been incurred since the last settlement.  After the expenses had been deducted from the income, Sweet would receive a check for 20 percent of the balance.  * * *
 No partnership income tax returns were filed.  Vohland and his wife, Gwenalda, filed a joint return in which the business of Vohland's Nursery was reported in Vohland's name on Schedule C.  Money paid Sweet was listed as a business expense under "Commissions."  Also listed on Schedule C were all of the expenses of the nursery, including investment credit and depreciation on trucks, tractors, and machinery.  Sweet's tax returns declared that he was a self‑employed salesman at Vohland's Nursery.  He filed a self‑employment Schedule C and listed as income the income received from the nursery; as expenses he listed travel, advertising, phone, conventions, automobile, and trade journals.  He further filed a Schedule C‑3 for self‑employment Social Security for the receipts from the nursery.

 Vohland handled all of the finances and books and did most of the sales.  He borrowed money from the bank solely in his own name for business purposes, including the purchase of the interests of his brothers and sisters in his father's business, operating expenses, bid bonds, motor vehicles, taxes, and purchases of real estate.  Sweet was not involved in those loans.  Sweet managed the physical aspects of the nursery and supervised the care of the nursery stock and the performance of the contracts for customers.  Vohland was quoted by one customer as saying Sweet was running things and the customer would have to see Sweet about some problem.

 Evidence was contradictory in certain respects.  The Vohland Nursery was located on approximately 13 acres of land owned by Charles Vohland.  Sweet testified that at the commencement of the arrangement with Vohland in 1963, Charles Vohland grew the stock and maintained the inventory, for which he received 25 percent of the gross sales.  In the late 1960's, because of age, Charles Vohland could no longer perform.  The nursery stock became depleted to nearly nothing, and new arrangements were made.  An extensive program was initiated by Sweet and Vohland to replenish and enlarge the inventory of nursery stock; this program continued until February, 1979.  The cost of planting and maintaining the nursery stock was assigned to expenses before Sweet received his 20 percent.  The nursery stock generally took up to ten years to mature for market.  Sweet testified that at the termination of the arrangement there existed $293,665 in inventory which had been purchased with the earnings of the business.  Of that amount $284,860 was growing nursery stock.  Vohland, on the other hand, testified that the inventory of 1963 was as large as that of 1979, but the inventory became depleted in 1969.  Vohland claimed that as part of his agreement with Charles Vohland he was required to replenish the nursery stock as it was sold, and in addition pay Charles Vohland 25 percent of the net profit from the operation.  He contends that the inventory of nursery stock balanced out.  However, Vohland conceded on cross‑ examination that the acquisition and enlargement of the existing inventory of nursery stock was paid for with earnings and, therefore, was financed partly with Sweet's money.  He further stated that the consequences of this financial arrangement never entered his mind at the time.

 Sweet's testimony, denied by Vohland, disclosed that, in a conversation in the early 1970's regarding the purchase of inventory out of earnings, Vohland promised to take care of Sweet.  Vohland acknowledged that Sweet refused to permit his 20 percent to be charged with the cost of a truck unless his name was on the title.  Sweet testified that at the outset of the arrangement Vohland told him, "he was going to take ... me in and that ... I wouldn't have to punch a time clock anymore, that I would be on a commission basis and that I would be, have more of an interest in the business if I had 'an interest in the business.'  ... He referred to it as a piece of the action."  Sweet testified that he intended to enter into a partnership.  Vohland asserts that no partnership was intended and that Sweet was merely an employee, working on a commission.  There was no contention that Sweet made any contribution to capital, nor did he claim any interest in the real estate, machinery, or motor vehicles.  The parties had never discussed losses.

 After Charles Vohland died (in 1973) Vohland contends that he paid $1,000 a year to Mary Crystal Vohland, his stepmother and current owner of the 13 acres, as a gift, and in addition replenished the nursery stock as it was taken and sold.  Sweet contends the payments were a flat fee for the use of the land.

* * *
DISCUSSION AND DECISION
   * * *
The principal point of disagreement between Sweet and Vohland is whether the arrangement between them created a partnership, or a contract of employment of Sweet by Vohland as a salesman on commission.  It therefore becomes necessary to review briefly the principles governing the establishment of partnerships.

It has been said that an accurate and comprehensive definition of a partnership has not been stated; that the lines of demarcation which distinguish a partnership from other joint interests on one hand and from agency on the other, are so fine as to render approximate rather than exhaustive any attempt to define the relationship.  Bacon v. Christian, (1916) 184 Ind. 517, 111 N.E. 628.

 A partnership is defined by Ind.Code 23‑4‑1‑6(1) (Uniform Partnership Act of 1949):
"A partnership is an association of two or more persons to carry on as co‑ owners a business for profit."
 Ind.Code 23‑4‑1‑7 sets forth the rules for determining the existence of a partnership:
"In determining whether a partnership exists, these rules shall apply:

(1) Except as provided by section 16 persons who are not partners as to each other are not partners as to third persons.

(2) Joint tenancy, tenancy in common, tenancy by the entireties, joint property, common property, or part ownership does not of itself establish a partnership, whether such co‑owners do or do not share any profits made by the use of the property.

(3) The sharing of gross returns does not of itself establish a partnership, whether or not the persons sharing them have a joint or common right or interest in any property from which the returns are derived.

(4) The receipt by a person of a share of the profits of a business is prima facie evidence that he is a partner in the business, but no such inference shall be drawn if such profits were received in payment:

(a) As a debt by instalments or otherwise,

(b) As wages of an employee or rent to a landlord,

(c) As an annuity to a widow or representative of a deceased partner,

(d) As interest on a loan though the amount of payment vary with the profits of the business,

(e) As the consideration for the sale of a good will of a business or other property by instalments or otherwise."

Under Ind.Code 23‑4‑1‑7(4) receipt by a person of a share of the profits is prima facie evidence that he is a partner in the business. * * * Lack of daily involvement for one partner is not per se indicative of absence of a partnership.  * * *  A partnership may be formed by the furnishing of skill and labor by others.  The contribution of labor and skill by one of the partners may be as great a contribution to the common enterprise as property or money.  * * *  It is an established common law principle that a partnership can commence only by the voluntary contract of the parties.  Bond v. May, (1906) 38 Ind.App. 396, 78 N.E. 260.  In Bond it was said, "(t)o be a partner, one must have an interest with another in the profits of a business, as profits. There must be a voluntary contract to carry on a business with intention of the parties to share the profits as common owners thereof."  Id., 38 Ind.App. at 402, 78 N.E. 260.  In Bacon, supra, in reviewing the law relative to the creation of partnerships, the court said:
"From these, and other expressions of similar import, it is apparent to establish the partnership relation, as between the parties, there must be (1) a voluntary contract of association for the purpose of sharing the profits and losses, as such, which may arise from the use of capital, labor or skill in a common enterprise; and (2) an intention on the part of the principals to form a partnership for that purpose.  But it must be borne in mind, however, that the intent, the existence of which is deemed essential, is an intent to do those things which constitute a partnership.  Hence, if such an intent exists, the parties will be partners notwithstanding that they proposed to avoid the liability attaching to partners or (have) even expressly stipulated in their agreement that they were not to become partners.  (Citation omitted)
“It is the substance, and not the name of the arrangement between them, which determines their legal relation toward each other, and if, from a consideration of all the facts and circumstances, it appears that the parties intended, between themselves, that there should be a community of interest of both the property and profits of a common business or venture, the law treats it as their intention to become partners, in the absence of other controlling facts."
 Id. 184 Ind. at 521‑522, 111 N.E. 628.

* * *

In the analysis of the facts, we are first constrained to observe that should an accrual method of accounting have been employed here, the enhancement of the inventory of nursery stock would have been reflected as profit, a point which Vohland, in effect, concedes.  We further note that both parties referred to the 20 percent as "commissions."  To us the term "commission," unless defined, does not mean the same thing as a share of the net profits.  However, this term, when used by landscape gardeners and not lawyers, should not be restricted to its technical definition. "Commission" was used to refer to Sweet's share of the profits, and the receipt of a share of the profits is prima facie evidence of a partnership.  Though evidence is conflicting, there is evidence that the payments were not wages, but a share of the profit of a partnership.  As in Watson, supra, it can readily be inferred from the evidence most favorable to support the judgment that the parties intended a community of interest in any increment in the value of the capital and in the profit.  As shown in Watson, absence of contribution to capital is not controlling, and contribution of labor and skill will suffice.  There is evidence from which it can be inferred that the parties intended to do the things which amount to the formation of a partnership, regardless of how they may later characterize the relationship.  Bacon, supra. From the evidence the court could find that part of the operating profits of the business, of which Sweet was entitled to 20 percent, were put back into it in the form of inventory of nursery stock.  In the authorities cited above it seems the central factor in determining the existence of a partnership is a division of profits.

 From all the circumstances we cannot say that the court erred in finding the existence of a partnership.

 Affirmed.
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