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This  is  about  scientists’ claim  that  our  universe  has  originated  from  nothing  due  to  a  vacuum 
fluctuation. Here I want to show again that this claim cannot be sustained by reason.

     Abbreviation: origin of the universe from nothing due to vacuum fluctuation (OUNVF)

We all know that the theorems in Euclidean geometry generally start with some basic assumptions that 
are accepted as true without any proof. These basic assumptions are called axioms.  Similarly scientific 
theories also start with some basic assumptions. These are called postulates. So far these postulates of 
scientific theories were all God-independent. I am going to explain what I want to mean by the term 
“God-independent”. Let us suppose that P is a postulate. Now it may be the case that there is a God. Or  
it may be the case that there is no God. Now let us suppose it is the case that there is a God, and we 
find that P is not affected. Again let us further suppose that it is the case there is no God, and again we 
find that in this case also P is not affected. Then we can say P is God-independent. But in the case 
under consideration the basic assumption with which scientists start is not at all God-independent.

Rather we can say that it is very much God-dependent. Their basic assumption here is this: the void is a 
real void, and it is nothing but a void. Now if it is the case that there is a God, then this assumption is  
very much affected, because the void is no longer a real void. If, and only if, it is the case that there is 
no God, then only it is a real void. Therefore when scientists are saying that the void is a real void, then 
they are also saying it indirectly that it is the case there is no God, or, that it is a fact there is no God.  
But my question here is this: are these scientists now in a position to say so? Have their knowledge of 
the empirical world and its laws and its workings up till now made them competent enough to declare 
at this stage that there is no God? Because here two points will have to be considered: 

 1) They have not yet been able to give a natural explanation for the origin of the universe.

 2) Similarly they have not yet been able to give a natural explanation for the fact that our universe has 
become habitable for life, whereas it could have been barren and lifeless as well. 

Now it may so happen that scientists completely fail to give any natural explanation for both 1) and 2).  
In that case will it not be too early for them to suppose that the void is a real void? Because if they are  
unsuccessful, then they do not know whether there is a God or not, and therefore neither do they know 
whether the void is a real void or not. But if they are successful, then they definitely know that there is  
no God. Then only they can say that the void is a real void. So we can say that 1) and 2) are two 
hurdles that the scientists must have to cross before they can arrive at a place from where they can 
boldly declare that God does not exist. This is the place that may be called scientists’ heaven. Because 
once they can reach there, then they will have no hesitation to deny the existence of God. Because now 
they have explained the alpha and omega of this universe, starting from its origin up to the coming of  
man on earth and further beyond, and nowhere they have found any hand of God influencing the course 
of events in any way. But, to arrive at that place can they take any undue advantage? Or, can they try to 
reach there by any unfair means? Can they already assume that there is no God, and based on that 



assumption, can they try to cross any one, or both, of these two hurdles? But in case of 1) they have just 
done that. That is why I want to say that OUNVF is a pure case of circular reasoning. 


