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cloames differentiated in § 1, ante, one or other of the faillowitng
points has bieen deteriiined:

* (a) The liability of the servant to certain taxtý.
(b) The servant's acquisition of a settlemeiit uh1der Ille Poor

As tu the doctrine that a contract wit.b labotirerg for the' riiing of a
MP pa portion of whieh they are to, receive as pavntent for their labour
dm. not make them the part1uors of the landowane,, *%et' cae. ieii 6a
note 1, ante. ,ctdI 5a

That a eontract between landowner and laba~urer for raising a crop on
shares ceates the relation ni landiord and tenant. unie« tht' 1 ntention to
make themn partners or tenants In conunon with respect to tht.' crop clearly
appears, wvas beld in Dirrnighrni v. Rogers, 46 Ark. 254.

An independent contratt, and flot service, ig inferoble %ilip.re it ig agreeti
tltat B3. sliah furnioh himotelf and two daughters and another pprson toý"kas labojurera on A.'s land, the land and mules fer !ts cultivation to be
furvished 'tV A., and that B. le tu recgive n share of the' erop. Baroa v.
Callin M (U73> 49 Gn. 580, (action for enticernient held not ta b aicnutain-

In Dua'=,4 y, Andersoni (1870, 56 Ga. 308, it was asuntet bv the court
that a "eropper" or person cultvating landi or shares wng it a servant
of the wner, the decision being that thie owner %va% not liable for the tort
of tht' oropl'r in lring a labourer previously hired by. andi bound to -ark
for the plaintiff.

In Pontier v. Rhea (1877) 32 A.rk. 436, the relation o! tht croplwr to
the landowner eettis to have been regardefi as being rathepr that of an
ýindependent eintrtwtor than cf a servant, but the precine thoory o! the
court is soniehat obscure.

(b) 0rceupancy in. relation Io other contracts for the cultiratton, of land.
--The relation of master and servant doe net exigt wliere ont, who was

uder a contraet ta enîtivate land for at erftin rentaI, anti. ini addlition,. to
Wvork for the landiord,' if called upon. whenever lît was at lefisnr,, for a
certain priee per da *y. The service provided for fi% a tmot, incient ta the
contraet of rentaI. Stae v. Houvor (1890) 10 RA.72e0. 101 O 795,
12 S.E. 451. (aeting for enticenient cf euitivator, hielti not ta lte maintRin-

Bv an Instrument la wrltlng 0.. a landawner, speefle1 certali services
tbe perforntt'd by H., who waq "te hat'e the houqP rî'nt. usp nt' garden,

fircweod, nti 1iturage for whnt rows ho kept for famuily use,*' nnd i, wanaise stipulateti that I. %vas to have possession tilI a speifiet! date. Hcld,
thât I. %vas net a mere agent for C., but took an interest !i the Ipreisei4
as It'ssee, and was entitled to possession until the appointexI terni bcnd ex-
pireti, colcord v. Hall ( 1859> 3 Head. 625.

(c)1- In contracta for thIe keeping of a hýotel.---il iStat V. Page (8.0.Ct. of App. 18413) 1 Spearx L. 4011, 40 Amn. Doc. 008, it was helt that tiefahîowilitz previions, standing by teîevsdi e îeabsci a hotl, vix,, that fo vn years the pergon ia question wan te."ireside with his fa'nily In the hotel, free of all ch.trge for board andI rent,"
"that ho was te cnduet the sanle in the inannr* conteinplated by theparties, anti have the sole and exclusive managemient thereof," and that, atthe end o! thje terni, the furniture alhould be returneti ta the owners o! the
ha1tel. 'lh' conclusion that ne leasc was intended was hli te lie Indlcated
by othpr stipulations, via, that the occupant %van te lkeep the biote), forOie ter'ni of seven continvous years," that, "as the lantilord lie should pro-vide for the botel,10 that he "àahould contraet ne dplbte on accouat of theenaicern vithout the consent of the directors," that lie slîould "keap con-
#tftntlyr In lis employaient a bookkeper, who was to he dixehlargeti if thedirecterê disapprove0d of hlm, and thât vue books were te be open te the


