Philosophy of Religion
Critical thinking
Video links
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=faQBrAQ87l4 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kr-My7jyEmg 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2F_LUFIeUk0&t=1s 
Text
From: Shankara: “Brahman, Creation, and Evil,” Brahmasutrabhasya
 
In order to strengthen the tenet which we are at present defending, we follow the procedure of him who shakes a pole planted in the ground in order to test whether it is firmly planted, and raise another objection against the doctrine of the Lord being the cause of the world. – The Lord, it is said, cannot be the cause of the world, because, on that hypothesis, the reproach of inequality of dispensation and cruelty would attach to him. Some beings, viz., the gods and others, he renders eminently happy; others, as for instance the animals, eminently unhappy; to some again, as for instance, men, he allots an intermediate position. To a Lord bringing about such an unequal condition of things, passion and malice would have to be ascribed, just as to any common person acting similarly; while attributes would be contrary to the essential goodness of the Lord affirmed by sruti and smirti. Moreover, as the infliction of pain and the final destruction of all creatures would form part of his dispensation, he would have to be taxed with great cruelty, a quality abhorred by low people even. For these two reasons Brahman cannot be the cause of the world.
The Lord, we reply, cannot be reproached with inequality of dispensation and cruelty, “because he is bound by regards.” If the Lord on his own account, without any extraneous regards, produced this unequal creation, he would expose himself to blame; but the fact is, that in creating he is bound by certain regards, i.e., he has to look to merit and demerit. Hence, the circumstance of the creation being unequal is due to the merit and demerit of the living creatures created, and is not a fault for which the Lord is to blame. The position of the Lord is analogous to that of Parjanya, the Giver of rain. For as Parjanya is the common cause of the production of rice, barley, and other plants, while the difference between the various species is due to the various potentials lying hidden in the respective seeds, so the Lord is the common cause of the creation of gods, men, etc., while the differences between these classes of beings are due to the different merit belonging to the individual souls. Hence, the Lord, being bound by regards, cannot be reproached with inequality of dispensation and cruelty. . ..
But—an objection is raised—the passage, “Being only this was in the beginning, one, without a second,” affirms that before the creation there was no distinction and consequently no merit on account of which the creation might have become unequal. And if we assume the Lord to have been guided in his dispensations by the actions of living beings subsequent to the creation, we involve ourselves in the circular reasoning that work depends on diversity of condition of life, and diversity of condition on work. The Lord may be considered as acting with regard to religious merit after distinction had once arisen; but as before that the cause of inequality, viz., merit, did not exist, it follows that the first creation must have been free from inequalities.
This objection we meet by the remark, that the transmigratory world is without beginning. – The objection would be valid if the world had a beginning; but as it is without beginning, merit and inequality are, like seed and sprout, causes as well as causes, and there is therefore no logical objection to their operation.. . .
The beginningless of the world recommends itself to reason. For if it had a beginning it would follow that, the world springing into existence without a cause, the released souls also would again enter into the circle of transmigratory existence; and further, as then there would exist no determining cause of the unequal distribution of pain and pleasure, we should have to acquiesce in the doctrine of rewards and punishments being allotted, without reference to previous good or bad actions. That the Lord is not the cause of inequality has already been remarked. Nor can Nesience by itself be the cause, as it is of a uniform nature. On the other hand, Nescience may be the cause of inequality, if it be considered as having regard to merit accruing from action produced by the mental impressions of wrath, hatred, and other afflicting passions. Without merit and demerit nobody can enter into existence, and again, without a body merit and demerit cannot be formed; so that—on the doctrine of the world having a beginning—we are led into a logical seesaw. The opposite doctrine, on the other hand, explains all matters in a manner analogous to the case of the seed and sprout, so that no difficulty remains. (E. Deutsch and J. van Buitenen, eds. 1971. A Sourcebook of Advaita Vedanta. University of Hawaii Press, pp. 191-192.)

QUESTIONS
1.
Most theistic argument aim to show that God's  powers are necessary to explain the existence of the universe or some fundamental property of the universe. Stephen Hawking (PHN, p. 78) denies that we need God to explain the universe. Explain why this is a problem for theism. Consider whether the views of other scientists (p. 78) suggest an adquate response to the problem. 
2.
Explain the principle of credulity and what makes it a reasonable principle.  Explain Rowe's argument against the principle of credulity regarding theism. Give reasons for thinking religious experience is good reason for theism or not. 
