
Ltson a](ls, -Whether vvc understand thism such &c.) of future felicity, or, of the
pmrch, ho case is settled ; in neither case
iu, they be under wrath nnd liable to condemn-
tion He afterwards remarks, " all tlie children
Ironoht to Christ Mere not liable to die in in
Vicy." The question arises, what is the moral
tiite of those who would not die in infoncy'^ He
jis just said, they are not "under wrath and
able to condemnation," but accordino- to his
lieory, they could not be justified except in case
If dcMth in infancy. Is not an impossible moral
ItMte here implied? If not " under wrath and li-
ihle to condemnation", must they not be in a
justified state ?

We confess our inability to solve the problem
bf this evident inconsistency. If the only di/Jl-
[iilty were in the " Institutes" versus the "Notes '

ke m\<rht suppose that the latter, being last writ-
leii, ex])ressed the matured judgment of the
butlior, but, it is not so, and, the difHcidty remains.
^11 we can say is, that Watson does not argue on
fills jioint with his usual clearness and cogency,
lliough, in his expositions, he generally admits,
IS we will see, all that Fletcher would demand.
But, beyond these considerations, where i« the

Scriptural i)roofthat the Ploly Spirit distinguishes
ijetwocen a dying and a living child, and, perfor-
ins for the first a s|)ecial work of grace, which He
pes not j)erform for the other? The only spe-

pil references to tlio influence of ciie Holy Spirit
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