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Comments on revisions: 
The reviewer’s point about it being unfair to say that Hume made a mistake in defining miracles as law violations, given the narrower purposes and audience that he had at the time, is quite legitimate. In the revised version of my paper, I no longer call this a mistake. Instead, I call it a “shortcoming” and make it clear that Hume’s definition is merely inadequate for my purposes (and the contemporary debate). For those purposes, we need a wider definition – that a miracle is simply an event caused by God (regardless of whether it violates natural law).
(It should be noted, however, that I still call Hume second shortcoming – regarding when one is justified in believing that a natural law has been violated – a mistake. For ease of reference, I call it a “shortcoming” in the introduction and the heading to that section. (It is simpler to just use the same description for both of Hume’s points that I discuss.) But I do call it a mistake in the section itself. And I do this because I still hold that Hume was mistaken in what would justify belief that a natural law had been broken. Since the reviewer did not complain about me calling this assertion mistaken, I assume that this is acceptable.)
I am not sure, however, why the reviewer thinks that Hume “remained on strictly epistemic grounds about miracles,” but I do not. As my thesis is merely about whether or not one can be justified in believing in the miraculous (and not about whether miracles actually ever occur), I think it fair to say that I also remain strictly on epistemic grounds. Perhaps the reviewer meant to say that Hume remained on empirical grounds (but that I am not am empiricist)? In any event, given that I now make it clear why Hume was justified in narrowing his definition, but why I need a wider one, I believe I have identified the difference between my and Hume’s concerns, and thus addressed this worry.
As for the reviewer’s point that I could lend more credence to my project by referencing “recent fine books on Hume on religion,” he is most certainly correct. However, given that the article is already at nearly 10,000 words, I do not believe I have the room for such citations. (Not to mention: I only have 15 days to submit revisions, and the reviewer did not mention any specific books by name.)
[bookmark: _GoBack]I should also note that, at the end of the paper, I added a footnote about a distinction between subjective and objective justification that was pointed out to be by a colleague since the original submission of my paper. 
