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fences, when the proof is evident, or pre-

sumption great.”
This constitutional provision continued

in force until the adoption of the consti-
tution of 1868. The statutory provisions
in force as to bail during this time are

found in chapter 55, section 3, Revised
Statutes and Revised Code, which provide

in connection with Habeas Corpus pro-

ceedings that the defendant shall be dis-
charged or admitted to bail "unless it be

made to appear to the judge that the

party is detained upon legal process, order,
or warrant out of som<T court that has
jurisdiction of criminal matters, or by

some warrant signed with the hand of
any judge of the Supreme or Superior
Courts, or some Justice of the Peace, lor
such matters or offences for which by law

the prisoner is not bailable.”
So. there is absolutely nothing found in

these statutory provisions which distin-
guishes between bailable and non-bailable
offences, except as distinguished in the
constitution, and nothing, either in the

statutes or Constitution, to distinguish
between the right to bail before nnd after
the finding of the bill of indictment.

It seems quite clear that at common law
bail was not allowable after indictment
for a capital offence.

9 Vol. Ene. Pi. & Pr. p. 1058; 3 Vol. Am.
& Eng. Ene. Law, p. 671.

This was the rule at common law and
yet obtains as the practice in England, as
it did without question iu this State until
very recently.

This was the rule laid down in the ease

of State vs. Dew, Taylor (1 N. C.) 94;

and it is to be noted that the decision
was in no wise made to turn on the pro-

visions of our constitution or statutes.

The question again received the atten-

tion of our court in State vs. Mills, 2
Dev., 420, where it was said:

“After bill found a defendant is pre-
sumed to be guilty to most, if not to all,
purposes, exeept that of a fair and im-
partial trial before a petit jury. This
presumption is so strong that in a case

of a capital felony the party cannot be

let to bail.”
Here, too, no reference to the constitu-

tional and statutory provisions is found

as the basis of the decision of the court,
but it is evidently based upon the well
recognized rule of the common law and

evident principles of public policy. For,
clearly, unuer the constitution and

statutes then existing, there was no dis-
tinction as to the right to bail before and
after indictment.

The rule or practice of denying bail af-

ter indictment for a capital offence has

been followed in the courts of all the
States and also in the Federal Courts, with
few exceptions.

Such is declared to be the law and pre-

vailing practice in:
Church on Habeas Corpus, sec. 244, 405;
U. S. vs. Ruse, 3 Wash. E. C. Rep. 224;
People vs. McLeod, 1 Hill, 377;

People vs. Hyler et als, 2 Parker’s Crim.
Rep. 570;

1 Burr’6 Trials, 310;
People v. Tinder, 19 Cal. 539.
One of the most valuable authorities in

this connection is that of People v. Tinder,
19 Cal. 539, in which the opinion is de-
livered by Field, C. J. Iu that State the
constitution contained a provision iden-
tical with our constitution of 1776: and it
was provided by the Criminal Practice
Act of the State, “a person may be admit-
ted to bail before conviction, as follows:
Ist, as a matter of discretion in all cases
where the punishment is death; 2nd, as

a matter of right in all other cases.” It
is said by the Court; “The indictment is
something more than a mere accusation
based upon probable cause; it is an accu-

sation based upon legal testimony, of a
direct and positive character, and is the
concurring Judgment of twelve of the
grand jurors, selected to inquire into all
public offences committed, that upon the
evidence submitted to them the defend-
ant is guilty. Such being the case, an
indictment for a capital offense does of
itse>f furnish a presumption of the guilt

of the defendant too great to entitle him
to bail as a matter of^right under the
constitution, or as a matter of discretion
under the legislation of the State. It

creates a presumption of guilt for all pur-

poses except the trial before a petit jury.
In Hight vs. U. S. (1 Morris, 410), the

Supreme Court says: “An indictment
furnishes no presumption of guilt against
a prisoner when he is upon trial, but so
far as it regards all intermediate proceed-
ings between the indictment and the trial,
it furnishes the very strongest possible
presumption of guilt and the finding of
a true bill is conclusive so far as to put
the accused upon his trial and to control
all the intermediate proceedings. . .

The doctrine of the adjudged cases both
in England and in the United States is,
that in capital cases, on the application
lor bail no inquiry can be had as to the
evidence taken before the grand jury', as
the deliverations of that body are se-
cret, and the law does not permit the tes-
timony received by them to be disclosed.
Justice Field continues:

“Can affidavits or oral testimony be ad-
mitted to repel the presumption arising
from the indictment?

“We are clearly of the opinion that they
cannot be received. To permit such a
procedure would result in rendering the
application for bail in the majority of
cases, in effect, a trial upon the merits.
This rule prevails in the Courts of nearly
every State. It is also the rule of the
Federal Courts. In the case of the United
States vs. Burr, the defendant, having
been indicted for treason applied to be

admitted to bail, and in the course of the
discussion which followed, inquired wheth-
er the Court would go into testimony ex-
trinsic to the indictment, and Mr. Chief
Justice Marshall replied, that he had
never known a case similar to the present
where such an examination had taken
place. .

. . So in the case of U. S.
vs. Jones (3 Wash. Cr. Court Rep. 224)

the defendants were indicted for piracy,
and a motion to admit them to bail hav-
ing been made, counsel proposed to go into
the evidence, but the Court said: “The
bill of indictment having been found, wc
do not feel ourselves at liberty to inquire
into the evidence.’’

The cases in which this rule has been
departed from have only arisen, so far as
we have been able to make an examina-
tion, in the’ Courts of Texas, Indiana, and
South Carolina. The cases decided in
Texas are not authority, -as the matter
is determined by a provision of its consti-
tution. The ninth section of her bill of

rights declares that “all prisoners shall

be bailable by sufficient sureties, unless
for capital offenses, when the proof is
evident or the presumption great; but this
provision shall not be so construed as to
prombit bail after indictment found.”

In Indiana the Supreme Court held that,
rs under an indictment for murder in the
first degree the accused might be convict-
ed of murder in the or in the sec-
it was held that affidavits tending to show
of offense in determining the question of
bail. (Lumin vs. State, 3 Ind. 294). .

. .

Though, it is true, under an indictment
for murder the accused may be convicted
of a less offense, the grand jury have no
light to present, and we are not to pre-
sume they have presented an indictment
of that character, unless the evidence be-
fore them, unexplained or uncontradicted,
would warrant in their judgment a con- (
vietion of the offense in that degree.

As said by Mr. Justice Sutherland, in
ex Parte Tayloj- (5 C6w. 56) “that an in-
dictment must be taken as conclusive
was under indictment for capital offense,
cation for bail- 1

In South Carolina, State vs. Hill (1

end degree, or manslaughter, it should
not be taken as conclusive of the grade
that t’ae prosecution was instituted for
malice or mistake, and that the inveigling
of the slave from his master was not

fraudulent or felonious, but in conse-
quence of a fair claim of property, should
be received and considered on the appli-
cation of defendant to be admitted to
bail. This decision was made by a di-
vided court.

It would seem that the great weight of

authorities and weighty reasons of public
policy are opposed to the bailing of of-
fenders held under indictments for capital
offenses. The consideration of the testi-
mony for such purposes is in the nature of
a trial upon the merits; it is somewhat of
an invasion of the province of the jury;

and can be used to the detriment of pub-
lic justice by forcing the disclosure of the
secrets of the grand jury room and the

testimony, at the command of the State.
After indictment no great injustice can
be done the defendant by delay in the
prosecution, for he can then demand and

have a speedy trial.
This question is considered of vital im-

portance in the administration of justice,
and careful consideration of it is asked,

unless it shall be concluded that it has
already been determined in the case of
State vs. Herndon, 107 N. C. 934.

It is submitted that the decision in
that case does not conclude the question
to such full extent as is involved in the
present case. In that ease the only ques-
tion presented wr as whether the finding of
a bill of indictment for all purposes con-
cluded the defendant as to his right to
apply for bail. Does it conclude the
question whether you will hear the testi-
mony as to guilt in extenso, or only such
as was submitted on behalf of the State
to the grand jury? Does it determine as
the settled practice of the State that af-
ter indictment for a capital felony a con-

test may' be waged as to the merits of the
case on application for bail? The ques-

tion is of sufficient importance to demand
very careful consideration.

In the Constitution of 1868 the provi-
sion heretofore quoted from the Constitu-
tion of 1776 was omitted and the following
inserted; “Excessive bail shall not be re-

quired, nor cruel or unusual punishment
inflicted.”

It would seem that this was intended
only to confer on the judges general pow-

er of bail, and to remit us to the practice
prevailing at common law', as said by' Mer-
riman, C. J., in his dissenting opinion in
State vs. Herndon.

But if State vs. Herndon is to be
accepted as conclusive of this entire ques-

tion, what is the rule there laid down
for the guidance of judges in cases of
this character? Surely not as stated by
Counsel for Petitioner, “that upon all
the proof it is incumbent on the State to
present a ease of guilt supported by

proof evident and presumption great.”
This provision is no longer in the consti-
tution. And while it was there no bail
was allowed after an indictment. The rule
stated by the court in Herndon’s case is
this “where tlie charge is of a capital
felony, which is prima facie not bailable,
the courts are very slow' to admit to bail,
for there is shrewd authority that all a

man hath will he give in exchange for his
own life, and after indictment found it
is only in a clear case and with great cau-
tion that a judge willadmit to bail.”

A careful reading of the decisions of
those courts which allow bail after in-
dictment found will develop this rule;
that bail will be refused where the court
would sustain a conviction for a capital
felony if pronounced by a jury on the
evidence submitted.

It is earnestly urged that your Honors
should not grant bail in this case in the
exercise of your discretion, even if y'ou

have the power so to do.
It is submitted that the defendant waiv-

ed his opportunity for a trial at the
March term of this court, and that scarcely
a month will intervene before another
term of this court, when he will again

have an opportunity for trial before a
jury. Indeed, the circumstances under

which the application for bail is presented
are calculated to arouse the suspicion that
the action of your Honors is invoked
mainly for the purpose of affecting public
opinion and influencing the final outcome
of this case. There are no circumstances
connected with the case, and not such
dear proof, as will warrant your Honors’,
invasion of the province of a petit jury, i
MR. JOHN E. WOODARD’S SPEECH.
May it Please Your Honors:

When the distinguished counsel who
first addressed your Honors on behalf of
the defense arose yesterday, we expected
to hear, before this august tribunal, a
calm and dignified argument of the law
and facts. We knew that he was accus-
tomed to approach his quarry with the

W*’vet tread of a panther and that

“His tongue dropped manna, and could
make the worst appear

The better reason, to perplex and dash
Maturest counsels”—
but we were surprised at his air of confi-
dence, ahd tone of defiance His whole-
sale attack upon those who differed from
his view of this case, and upon those who

had the temerity to criticise the testimony
of some of his star witnesses, was wholly
unwirranted. 1

Where the prisoner is held upon a bill
of indictment, and he applies for bail,
upon a writ of habeas corpus, the pre-
sumption is in favor of the finding of the
grand jury, and the burden is upon the
prisoner to show that he is unjustly de-
tained. Where the bill of indictment
• haigos a capita’ felony, bail was not al-
lowed at common law, and though now,
by the Constitution, and the laws passed

in pursuance thereof, bail may be granted

by any judge of the Superior or Supreme
courts, yet our highest court, in the case
of State vs. Herndon, 107 N. C., has said,

“The indictment for a capital offence raises
a strong presumption of the prisoner’s
guilt, and he ought not to have bail un-
less he alleges and proves to the satis-
faction of the judge that he is not guilty.
The law intends that persons solemnly
accused of capital crimes, when the evi-
dence tends strongly to prove their guilt,
shall not have opportunity to flee and
escape justice.”

Now, take the testimony offered by the
defence. If we accept the statement
made by the witness, Simms, as true,
then, at the time the fatal shot was fired,
the deceased was near the middle of the
street, between the curbing and the car

track, with his back turned from the de-

fendant. And the testimony of Dr. Knox,
which is as clear as a bell, establishes, we
think, beyond doubt, that it was the
second shot which took effect and caused
the death of the deceased. This was mur-
der, for, even though the deceased may

have stricken prisoner with his left hand,
as Simms testified, all the authorities
agree that the law is so jealous of human
life, that it wi’4 not permit even a blow
to be stricken in a spirit of revenge, and

if. instead of a blow a deadly weapon be

used and death ensues, it is murder.

Ned Barnes said when he arrived in
front of the Government building there
were two other vehicles on the same side
of the street, between his vehicle and the
Capitol, and that shortly atier he drove
up, he saw Mr. Skinner strike Mr. Hay-
wood and start across the street, when
prisoner fired twice. The witness Rogers
says that ho was up stairs in the Govern-
ment building, within eight feet of the
front window when he heard the first

shot, and that the second shot fired be-

fore he reached the window. He went
down and asked Ned Barnes about the
shooting, and Ned told him that he saw
nothing until the first shot fired and then
he turned and saw Mr. Skinner going
across the street, and. after the second
shot, he staggered a little and fell with his
head across the street cartrack. Rogers
is a witness relied on by the defence. He

was seeking information. He went to
another witness brought here by the de-
fence; and that witness —Ned Barnes —

white the whole matter was fresh in his
mind—speaking to a man of his own
color —before he had any motive to state
anything except the facts as they oecur-
red, told him that he saw nothing until
his attention was arrested by the firing of
the first shot, when he turned his head
and saw deceased going across the street,

and prisoner fired the second shot. So
we contradict Ned Barnes in two material
points, for he appears to be the only wit-
ness, on either side, who placed three
vehicles in front of the Government
building, at the time the shooting occur-
red. The witness Hocutt proves rather
an unsavory reputation, and Lawyer
Schmitz was rather unfortunate in select-
ing such a man to show him around the
city. They were standing one hundred
and fifty feet, or more, <nvay, from where
the difficulty, of which they testified, oc-
curred, and yet they tell us that their
attention whs attracted by the loud talk-
ing and gesticulating of prisoner and de-
ceased. It is singular that none of this
was either heard or seen by Mr. Wi’lis
Briggs, who was talking to Mr. Simms,
only twenty feet away, nor by Mr. Pike,
who was near Haywood, who had just
passed him, when he heard the first shot;
nor by Mr. Simpson, who was directly
across the street, in front of the Yar-
borough House; nor by Mr. Gwaltney,
w'ho saw the first shot fired, nor by Mr.
Wilson, the bright sixteen year old boy,
whose testimony must have impressed all
who heard it that he was telling the
truth.

Now I have endeavored to show your
Honors that taking the testimony of the
defence offered to prove that there was
an altercation? Has that fact been satis-
factorily established? Have not their''wit-
nesses contradicted each other? Have we
not shown by witnesses of unimpeachable
character —by Logan Terrell, Mr. Simp-
son, Mr. Thompson, Mr. Gwaftncy, Mr.
Pike, George Wilson and others that
there was no altercation? Is not this an
issue of fact, upon which your Honors are
asked to pass? Will your Honors hold
that this case shall establish k new pre-
cedent in this State and, in disregard of
that provision of the Constitution of the
State from which the court derives its
powers, and in which its duties and juris-
diction are defined, and limited, w ill your
Honors usurp the functions of a petit
jury, and become tryers of- issues of fact?
Can it be that this case shall establish a
precedent which may force any judge of
the Supreme court to leave the bench to
which the people have proudly and con-
fidently looked as the sanctuary of their
liberty and the palladium of their saftey
to try facts which a jury of twelve men
have from time immemorial been accus-
tomed to weigh and determine? The peo-
ple have wisely distributed their powers

and have clothed you with the highest—-
the right to sit in review of the law af-
fecting their lives,*their liberty and their
property. To a jury of twelve men alone
have they given the right to pass upon
the credibility of witnesses and find the
facts involved in an infraction of their
criminal laws. We appeal to your Honors
not to grant bail in this case.

The prisoner has had threo months in
which to apply for bail. He has already

| suffered the humiliation of incarceration
in a common jail. He had an opportunity

.to confront his accusers before that jury

| —his country to which he appealed when
arraigned at March court. He then asked
for a continuance for the absence of cer-
tain witnesses named in the remarkable
affidvadit which he filed in support of
his motion. Not one of those witnesses
has he offered to examine here, though
Mr. Phillip Busbee. who was then stated
!to be a necessary and material witness,
is now, and has been for some time, in
this city.

If your Honors please this Oooks like
trifling with the courts and defeating the

j demand for justice, which ought to be
and is, in theory, at least, meted out
equally to all men. It is now
only about five weeks before
this case stands regularly for trial
at the criminal term of Wake Superior
court. If the prisoner remains in jail, he
will be tried, and if innocent he *yiH he
acquitted, but if he is admitted to bail
he will not be ready for trial I appre-
hend during the life of this honored fath-
er, whom he has deprived of a son, who
was a crown of glory to his gray hairs.
The memory of that son he would like to
see vindicated. Already has he seen his
name blackened, that the bloody may be
bleached, and the poor mute victim, wel-
tering in his blood, must have it sounded
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in “the dull cold ear of death:’’ Thou
wust thyself the aggressor and deservedst
thy fate." I

We ask your Honors to hold the pris-

oner to answer to this bill of indictment
for murder to the end that he may have
a lull and fair and impartial hearing be-

fore a properly constituted tribunal to

determine his guilt or innocence that, in
his ease, the prophecy of King Lear may

not be fulfilled:
"Through tattered clothes, small vices do

appear, •
Robes and furred gowns hide all
Plate sin with gold
And the strong lance of justice hurtles*

breaks, i
Arm it willi rags, and a pigmy’s straw

doth piece it.”

COL. ARGO FOR PETITIONER.
If Your Honor Pleases:

I have listened attentively to the argu-

ments of the gentlemen who represent the
State, and especially when they articulate-
ly set forth the grounds upon which they

resist our application for bail, and I arn
free to say to your Honors, that in a se-
rious matter such as the pending proceed-
ing is, I have never in my life, in all my
experiences of more than thirty years’
practice before courts, heard reasons or
grounds so trivial, and unwarranted as-
signed as a basis for their resistance, so
beside the question that is presented to
your honors for determination in order to a

correct solution of the main question pre-
sented, as have been announced by the
gentlemen who have made speeches for the
prosecution in this case, in a case in which

the liberty of a citizen is concerned, a citi-
zen of no ordinary standing in the com-

munity—yet the petitioner's rank would
not weigh with your Honors, of course,

because, as Cicero said in the defense of

Milo “The laws are made for the inferior
as well as the superior." But where the
liberty of a citizen is concerned, where he
comes before two judges of the supreme
tribunal of the State, and insists that
under the law as applied to the facts in
this case the deprivation of his personal
power of locomotion, the restraint of his
liberty is unlawful, and asks you to in-
quire into it calmly, gravely, freely upon
facts adduced from the mouths of re-

sponsible witnesses, in accordance with the
express and positive provisions of our

law, and to apply the law as you shall
find it. not only in our State, but in other
enlightened tribunals of the American
Union. They come into this court and
say. and assign as a reason why this man
should not obtain his liberty in accordance
with the demand of the law and of the
provisions of the act of habeas corpus,
that we are to have a court in six weeks
and he can swelter in a rats’ den among

negroes and common criminals in order to
await the action of a petty Jury. A mo-

ment's detention, sirs, to a free American
citizen is a torture, it is a punishment that
cannot be inflicted without a degradation
that he will feel to his dying day, no mat-

ter how long he may live. Incarcerated
behind brick walls and in an iron cell,
among the vermin and rats and negroes,

yet they say that as a matter of expe-

diency your Honors shou’d still keep him
from being allowed his freedom. Expe-

diency! The law' knows no expediency
exeept as to trifling questions of property.
So far as the right of the citizen of the

State is concerned; so far as his rights
which concern his personal liberty and the
freedom of his individual person and his
life are involved, the law knows no ex-
pediency. He is to be detained for six
long weeks in a hot cell simply because it
is not expedient to turn him out now.

That is one of the reasons that they as-

sign. “We will have a court pretty soon,”

they say. “A Jury wil! be empannelled,’’
they say. “They can pass upon the
charge,” they say. Because the grand

jury has brought in a true bill against
the defendant W'here he was not awarded
a hearing to show how the matter was.
The wisdom of our ancestors and the love
of the Anglo-Saxon, the Germanic races,
for personal liberty w'on for us centuries
ago the habeas corpus act, under which
we are now proceeding. Whatever be the
cause of arrest, whatsoever be the charge,

proceeding from a source high or low, an

individual or association of individuals,
under our law the accused person can ap-

peal to a judicial officer learned in the
law to find the facts and say whether he
shall be degraded by further imprison-
ment. No question of expediency wild de-
ter the court in passing upon that ques-

tion.
This writ was issued the 12th day of

May. The gentlemen were notified of it.
They were given from the 12th day of
May to the 21st to prepare their ease and
produce their proof and say whether we

•were entitled to have Mr. Haywood re-

leased on bail. Immediately they busied
themselves. Your Honors continued the
case until the 28th on account of necessary

engagements which called your Honors’
attention. So they had from the 12th to

the 28th to produce their evidence, to
marshal their forces and to show to your
Honors, if they could show it, that we
are not entitled to the enlargement which
we claim. They were not taken by sur-
prise. They have had every opportunity
as to time, as to power, to produce every

particle of evidence that exists against the
defendant, and no doubt they have done
it, and yet, they say that this defendant
should lie in jail, after he has acted thus

liberally in giving them ample time, more

than two months longer, because it is in-
expedient to give him bail. “It may af-
fect public opinion,” they say. Brother
attorneys went so far as to assert that the
invocation of this writ was a prostitution
of the writ and that it was intended to
mould opinion adversely to the State. It
is intended to mould public opinion, but
upon the testimony of witnesses whom
they cannot assault. It is intended to dis-
abuse public opinion of that unjust im-
pression that has been made upon it by
the enemies of this defendant when they
branded him as an assassin, as a murderer,
and as a man who waylaid another and

shot him in the back. It is intended to
disabuse public opinion of the impression
which it received, and it is intended to

do so upon the testimony of such wit-
nesses as Mr. Simms, who was denounced
as a perjured liar and a bribed witness.
It. is intended to shape public opinion in
a different, mould from that in which it
has been shaped by the enemies of this
defendant. We will remould the matter
and see howr it looks. We will impress it
with the conviction of right, justice and
(ruth, and, if they be dangerous, then we

will abolish the law. Let us say it is
right to oppress the citizen unjustly, and

let us repeal the habeas corpus act, when
a man can say it is right to pervert jus-

tice and to thwart the adjudication of
the courts. That is what it is intended to .

do. “It is dangerous,” say they.

It is asserted with vocal tones and facial
(Continued on Page Seven.) 1

DISAGREEABLES—-
REFUCTgHgWp

The mirror never flatters; it tells
truth, no matter how much itmay hurt the gyJ 1pride or how humiliating and disagreeable \
the reflections. A red, rough skin is fatal
beauty, and blackheads, blotches and pimples ' gr
are ruinous to the’-complexion, and no wonder s«ch <Sw?tfc\
desperate efforts are made to hide these blemishes, and \ 7
cover over the defects, and some never stop to consider gjßjyL!
the danger in skin foods, face lotions, soaps, salves \f/ '

and powders, but apply them vigorously and often with- ,

/ ij
out regard to consequences, and many complexions ¦
are ruined by the chemicals and poisons contained in these cosmetics.

Skin diseases are due to internal causes, to humors and poisons in the
blood, and to attempt a cure by exter-

nal treatment is an endless, hopeless
task. Some simple wash or ointment
is often beneficial when the skin is
much inflamed or itches, but you can’t
depend upon local remedies for perma-
nent relief, for the blood is continually
throwing off impurities which irritate
and clog the glands and pores of
the skin, and as long as the blood re-
mains unhealthy, just so long will the
eruptions last. To effectually and per-
manently cure skin troubles the blood
must be purified and the system
thoroughly cleansed and built up, and
S. S. S., the well known blood purifier
and tonic, is acknowledged superior to
all other remedies for this purpose. It
is the only guaranteed strictly vegeta-
ble blood remedy. It never deranges
the system or impairs the digestion

Cartersville, Ga., R. R. No. 2.
I suffered for a number of year®

with a severe Nettle-i-ash.
About twelve years ago I started

using S. S. S., and after taking three
bottles I felt myself cured and have
since taken a bottle occasionally,
and had little or no trouble along
that line. My general health has
been better since. I recommend
S. S. S. as a good blood medicino and
all round tonic, Yours truly,

Mrs. M. I. PITTARD. .

Some two years ago I suffered a
great deal, caused on account of bad
blood. Small rash or pimples broke
out over my body ana kept getting
worse day by day for over a year.
Seeing S. S. S. advertised in the pa-
pers and having heard also it had
cured several people in this city,
concluded to give it a fair trial.
After using the medicine for some
time, taking in all six bottles, Iwas
entirely cured.

EDWARD C. LONG,
1020 Clay Street, Paducah, Ky.

like Potash and Arsenic and drugs of this character, but aids in the digestion
and assimilation of food and improves the appetite. Being a blood purifiersss and tonic combined, the humors and poi-

sons are counteracted and the blood made
rich and pure, and at the same time the
general health and system is rapidly built
up and good health is established, and
this, after all, is the secret of a smooth,
soft skin and beautiful complexion.

If you liave any skin trouble send for our free book, “The Skin and Ita
Diseases.” No charge for medical advice. Write us about your case.

THE SWIFT SPECIFIC CO., ATLANTA, GAm

ESTABLISHED iB6?,

AtLiSGN & ADDISON
MANUFACTURERS,

FERTILIZERS!!
RICHMOND, - • - VIRGINIA
Offer the following brands for ttie Cotton, Corn and
Tobacco Crops:

stir 0 rub Special Tobacco Harare
“McGavcck” Special Potash Mixture,

Anchor Brand Tobacco Fertilizer,
Acid Phosphate,

B. # P. POTASH MIXTURE
oat luted.

Whatever may be the merits of other fertilizers, no one
can £0 wrong in usin# these- which are so well made, are
tu lyVuaranteed, and have been so \y\f and so thcrcifffrlv
levied

THE WHEAT CROP
OF LAST YEAR WAS THE
LARGEST IN MANY YEARS

/ Our Fertilizers were more generally ns®-*

in the State than all others, and are

The Best for All Fell Groos.
They make the stuff GROW. Ask for and

take nothing but goods made by

DURHAM FERTILIZER CO.,
Branch V. C. C. Co., DURHAM. H. ft.

sar Prices and Particulars for the Askfr a.

FARMERS! FARMERS!!
Get Only the Best Fertilizers for Youi

CROPS
Our Brands Are Unsurpassed for Corn. Cotton and lobaccc

* WRIT * TO J

OLD DOMINION GUANO CO.,
BRANCH V.-C. C. CO.,

,

NORFOLK, Virginia.

A. FBW OF OUR LEADING BRAND* AND

Old Dominion Soluble Guanc, Farmers’ Friend
Farmers’ Friend High Grade Fertilizer,
Osceola Tobacco Guano (has no equal).

Planters' Bone and Potash O. D. High Grade Bone Phosphate
Royster’s High Grade Aciq Phosphate,
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