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7'r/rphonr ( 0 865) 716Srr 
(If•• rrf>IJ, ,,,,.,, rinil,0861) CAMPION HALL OXFORD ox, ,as 

22 April 1986 

Dear Chr i st~oh e r. L_ 
V !H' a 5 k e d me t C1 Pu t C' 11 P r1 P er en a cc o u n t of my di s cu s s i on of th e 

Graymoor Draft with Alister McGrath. 

llis main objection is to par?s 2- 3. I told him they hc1d been 
I 

int r C' d",: Ed i n t O th i=- t O 
· • t .:d i' l ii t e s tag (? , a 11 rj sh IJ ~• e d hi m the earl l er 

ver sion of Sept. I (~O/ r1). flp thinl-s that the historical section in 50/a 
is f~r preferable . His detailed criticisms of this section ln 50/c are 
as follows: 

Para 2. la) It is hard to see which "dis:1greements" in the hrn previous 
cent1Jries the document i: 1 eferrinQ to. (b) In that period they 
~,ould not have used "acceptance before God" as a sy11011ym for 
" j 1J s tf i c <" t i on • . ( c ) The i n t er es t w r1 s m IJ c h mo r e i n the par t '= p I aye d 
by the individual and God, rather than the role of the co~munity . 
!di The last 3 sentences of the oara. don · t add anything. as they do 
not explain the "sharp contention". 

Para 3. The change in Luther cannot be shown to be due to his reading of 
Romans; if anything, it should be connected to his readin9 of the 
F'salms. It is not clear from the draft what the "re•,olution" is; it I 
~as much more about the role of Gerl than the worthlessness of the 
soul, as the Last sentence suggests. 

Para 4. He made no detailed criticism of this para, but it will not be 
wanted if we return to 50/a , 

li e made no detailed criticism of the rest of the document. lie 
expressed approval of the section head ed "Salvation and Good Works", and 
of the last para. Paras 11 -2 1 he th ought would do, but needed to be 
polished stylisticall y . and the run of the thought to be made cle~rer, 

l hooe this s ummary wi 11 be of so~e use • 
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