   A Layman  Disproves Atheism with “Something That Does Not Exist”  
Abstract: Life's most foundational question is: “Why is there something rather than nothing?” Theists say a  supernatural Creator is the reason. Atheistic naturalists promote the “unscientific” idea that “something that does not exist” is the reason there is something rather than nothing. However, since out of non-existence nothing comes, atheistic naturalism is false, leaving theism as the only possible explanation for the origin of the universe.
Most theists and atheists agree that at the big bang* all space, matter and time itself began to exist. According to  agnostic physicist Paul Davies, the “big bang” can only be explained supernaturally or naturally: “What caused the big bang? One might consider some supernatural force, some agency outside space and time as being responsible for the big bang, or one might prefer to regard the big bang an event without a cause... we don't have too much choice.1” [Emphasis mine]
Notice how Davies' observation constitutes the major premise of my deductive argument for God's existence:
Major Premise: Naturalism or super-naturalism explains the origin of the universe. 
Minor Premise: Since out of non-existence nothing comes, naturalism cannot explain the origin of the material universe. (In other words, nonexistence cannot be the source of that which exists.)
Conclusion: Therefore, supernaturalism best explains the origin of the material universe.
Remember, on naturalism, nothing existed before the big bang.  There wasn't any matter or energy (FYI energy is a physical reality.) to spontaneously explode or “evolve” or otherwise pull itself up by its nonexistent, “uncaused” bootstraps.  Therefore, a supernatural creator “outside of the physical universe” of time, space and matter,  has far more  explanatory power as the first causal agent than  “nothing.”  It's not rocket science!
“Nothing” truly defined by Webster's dictionary is: “something that does not exist.”---which is the absence of anything. So when you hear atheist Lawrence Krauss assert that the reason there is something rather than nothing is: “because nothing was unstable,” watch out, that is a deceitful, shell-game equivocation2 ! Krauss is sneaking under the cloak of a falsely defined “nothing” some mysterious, materialistic, causal  explanation before the “big bang” singularity. “Something that does not exist” does not have properties or potentialities that can be called stable or unstable because there is not anything there! (What is it about the word nonexistence atheists can't or won't understand?) Incredibly, most atheists assert that an unstable “nonexistence” somehow popped into existence uncaused and accidentally “evolved” into  a mind-boggling,  life sustaining, universe full of intelligent human beings (By the way, a single human brain has more information processing units than “all the computers, routers, and internet connections on earth.3” Yet atheists say computers were intelligently designed but our brains are unintelligent accidents that evolved from non-existence. Go figure!).  But positing an uncaused universe is a desperate appeal to cosmic magic----a bizarre, incoherent and godless miracle  of sorts.  Not only does it operate outside the bounds of naturalistic law, it also operates beyond the bounds of the supernatural. Even God “cannot” create a causeless universe, because a causeless creation is an  illogical concept like a round square or a married bachelor. And just throwing in the word “uncaused” or “evolved”  doesn't magically get atheists around the established  truths that:  (1) Everything that begins to exist has a cause. (2) The universe began to exist. (3)Therefore, the universe has a cause. (4) And since the universe could not create itself out of “something that does not exist,” “some supernatural force, some agency outside space and time” must be “responsible.”
Now listen to militant atheist Richard Dawkins stand in awe of  the supreme power of “that which does not exist” creating everything: “The fact that life evolved out of nearly nothing, some 10 billion years after the universe evolved out of literally nothing, is a fact so staggering that I would be mad to attempt words to do it justice.4 ” Instead of  praising the miraculous powers of  “that which does not exist,” shouldn't we just give credit to whom just credit is due---namely God? Atheists are fond of quoting Carl Sagan's maxim: “extraordinary claims requires extraordinary evidence” in reference to God being the Creator, but not so fond of applying it to their oxymoronic claim of “nothing” fathering everything! Such an outlandish theory transforms Dawkins book The God Delusion into its more fitting title: “The Atheist Delusion.” 
Objection: But subatomic particles spring uncaused into existence in the quantum vacuum out of nothing, so why couldn't the universe do the same.?” Answer: The quantum vacuum is not “something that does not exist.” It is a fluctuating sea of energy governed by physical laws and having a physical structure.
Objection: Most scientists are naturalists and they say theism isn't “scientific.” Answer:  Evangelistic atheists live in a fantasy world where things pop uncaused into existence out of  non-existence. They get to define what's 

“scientific”? Was atheism  false in Newton's day merely because most of the scientific pioneers were Christians?
Objection: Then who created the “Creator”? Answer: God is a  timeless being who did not begin to exist. Back when all scientists  believed in a past eternal universe, they had no problem believing that if something always existed, it doesn't need an explanation of its existence.  Atheists don't have that luxury anymore. Alexander  Vilenkin (himself an agnostic, “multiverse” proponent) states, “...all the evidence says that the universe had a beginning.” The Borde, Guth and Vilenkin  theorem declares: “With the proof now in place, cosmologists can no longer hide behind the possibility of a past-eternal universe. There is no escape, they have to face the problem of a cosmic beginning.5” In the face of no evidence, why do some atheists deny the beginning of the universe by positing those fancy, unproveable,  theories that go over the heads of most? For one, floating all that technical  jargon,  fused with flagrant misrepresentations of theism, serves as a potent, smoke-screen tactic to deceive the masses. It conceals the fact that atheistic naturalism is constructed upon a foundation that “does not exist.” Atheist Steven Hawkings  provides a  further clue: “Many people do not like the idea that time has a beginning, probably because it smacks of divine intervention.6”  So, the Bible got it right after all: “In the beginning God created the heavens and the earth!”(Genesis 1:1.)---4000 years before Einstein and Hubble!
Objection: But I can't believe in God because Richard Dawkins says that's tantamount to believing in “a flying spaghetti monster.” Answer:  Ha, Ha. I must admit that is a funny and often used false characterization of theism. But if I come up with a funnier one of atheism, does that mean I win the scientific argument for God's existence? Okay: Atheism is tantamount to believing in a flying, quadriplegic nothing monster. (Note:  reasonable non-theists, e.g., Paul Davies, include theism in their list of viable origin options.)
Objection: “But theism is guilty of “God of the gaps” reasoning, i.e,. “we can't explain it, therefore God must have done it.” Answer: Another false characterization! It's atheism that's guilty  of  “naturalism of the gaps.” Theists argue successfully in debates that only a transcendent, intelligent Designer, not mere chance, can account for the extraordinary “fine tuning” of the initial 26 fundamental constants of our life sustaining universe. (Watch the debates and lectures of William Lane Craig on my website!). In The God Delusion, Dawkins admits that the current atheist counterarguments to theistic fine tuning, although superior by default, are nevertheless explanatorily unsatisfying making “heavier demands on luck.” But presuming “naturalism must have done it,”  Dawkins directs our eyes to future, scientific discovery: “We should not give up hope for a better crane in physics...” Regarding biological evolution, Dawkin's reveals that “nobody” has “any idea how life started” on earth, i.e.,“the first, self-replicating molecule.” And the only way that first self-replicating cell could have been intelligently designed, would be if it were seeded here by an “highly evolved alien” from outer space7. Can you say “naturalism of the gaps” in a flying saucer? This is the same professor who lampoons theists as followers of the  infamous “flying spaghetti monster.”
Theism, by stark contrast, is deduced from current, scientific facts, NOT  “multiverse8” or “hopeful monster”  discoveries yet to be made. Go to my website:ChristianProofs.org to explore numerous “here and now” arguments for God's existence. In closing, science can't tell us the name of the transcendent, supernatural creator of the universe or if He has a preferred religion. But the scientific evidence decidedly points towards a supernatural creator being the reason there is something rather than nothing.  Thank you. Todd Weiner
 Note: This is a vigorous refutation of leading atheists, most of whom I disrespect because of their purposeful and repetitive misrepresentations of theistic arguments. Yet I personally know some atheists/agnostics that I count as friends who are better people to be around than many so-called “Christians” that I wish I had never met. I invite respectful, negative feedback that sticks to the issues raised in this article. Think my position is ridiculous? Cool, provide proof that demonstrates how everything came from nonexistence naturalistically.  However, I will not respond to cursing or “flying spaghetti monster” attacks, which only reveals a lack of objective evidence for your position. 
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*Point of Focus: For the sake of  argument,  I grant that the “big bang” occurred 13.8 billion years ago. Why get bogged down with non-believers in protracted WW1 trench-warfare-debates over complex dating methods and distant starlight theories? Instead, use the blitzkrieg-like approach that blows around the “trenches” straight to the jugular vein of atheistic naturalism:  Naturalism is a bankrupt theory of origins that is literally built upon a foundation “that does not exist.”  First  lead non-believers to the scientific evidence that points decidedly to a transcendent, miraculous Creator being the cause of the beginning of our expanding universe. Then lead them to focus on “Christ and him crucified” and miraculously raised from the dead. Let the complex age of the earth issues be a friendly in-house debate between the Old Earth and Young Earth creationists camps. 
