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This ontology provides qualitative simulation of large and complex Both of these reasoning mechanisms have been
applied to the analysis of a real network of.

And the same seems to be true of God. But we cannot imagine something that is greater than God for it is a
contradiction to suppose that we can imagine a being greater than the greatest possible being that can be
imagined. It is merely the positing of a thing, or of certain determinations in it. To say that something which
was dependent on nothing whatever was superior to anything that was dependent on any way upon anything is
quite in keeping with the everyday use of the terms superior and greater. If God is omniscient, then God
knows what every person will do at every moment t. Premise 3 thus entails that 1 existence is a property; and
2 instantiating existence makes a thing better, other things being equal, than it would have been otherwise. The
BioPortal ontology repository alone now lists over ontologies [ 4 ], with several more ontologies under
development. The direct o-successors of X are then classes that are candidate o-successors of X but not of any
Y: 1 Algorithm 1: Algorithm to generate a sparse graph representation of an ontology using an automated
reasoner to interpret the ontology axioms. Second, notice that the argument for Premise 4 does not make any
reference to the claim that all propositions bear their modal status necessarily. If so, then it must be some
contingent feature f of W' that explains why that being exists in that world. He is conceived of as a being who
could not be limited, that is, as an absolutely unlimited being. Suppose that an omniscient, omnipotent,
omnibenevolent, eternal and hence, so to speak, indestructible , personal God exists in this world but not in
some other worlds. And notice that his argument does not turn in any way on characterizing the property
necessary existence as making something that instantiates that property better than it would be without it. The
general point here, then, is this: Anselm's argument works, if at all, only for concepts that are entirely defined
in terms of properties that admit of some sort of intrinsic maximum. Those of the first set are dependent for
their continued existence on gentle handling; those of the second set are not. The second version does not rely
on the highly problematic claim that existence is a property and hence avoids many of the objections to the
classic version. Conversely, a being that is omnipotent has the power to create free beings and hence does not
know what such beings would do if they existed. God exists in the mind as an idea. The idea here is that
existence is very different from, say, the property of lovingness. The Argument Described St. But many
philosophers are skeptical about the underlying assumption, as Leibniz describes it, "that this idea of the
all-great or all-perfect being is possible and implies no contradiction. Otherwise put, then, the second key
claim is that a being whose non-existence is logically impossible is greater than a being whose non-existence
is logically possible. The ontological argument, then, is unique among such arguments in that it purports to
establish the real as opposed to abstract existence of some entity. For example, the classes developmental cell
growth GO , cell growth GO and cell development GO in the Gene Ontology GO [ 5 ] would be represented as
nodes, and the relations between them by an edge from developmental cell growth to cell growth with an is-a
label, and from developmental cell growth to cell development with a part-of label [ 6 ]. Thus, a being that is
omniscient lacks the ability to create free beings and is hence not omnipotent. Plantinga begins by defining
two properties, the property of maximal greatness and the property of maximal excellence, as follows: A being
is maximally excellent in a world W if and only if it is omnipotent, omniscient, and morally perfect in W; and
A being is maximally great in a world W if and only if it is maximally excellent in every possible world. As
Malcolm puts the point: If a housewife has a set of extremely fragile dishes, then as dishes, they are inferior to
those of another set like them in all respects except that they are not fragile. To say that a person p has free
will is to say that there is at least one moment t at which p does A but could have done other than A. OWL is a
formal language based on Description Logics [ 8 ] and offers a formal, model-theoretic semantics. Therefore,
God exists. A being that exists as an idea in the mind and in reality is, other things being equal, greater than a
being that exists only as an idea in the mind. It is simply unclear how existence in these other worlds that bear
no resemblance to this one would make God greater and hence more worthy of worship. Now if I take the
subject God with all its predicates omnipotence being one , and say, God is, or There is a God, I add no new
predicate to the conception of God, I merely posit or affirm the existence of the subject with all its predicates -
I posit the object in relation to my conception. Table 1 Overview of the databases used in this work Full size
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table Onto2Graph The Onto2Graph tool is developed in the Groovy language and implements the conversion
algorithm see Algorithm 1 to automatically transform OWL ontologies into graphs. On this line of analysis,
then, it follows that it is logically impossible for a being to simultaneously instantiate omniscience and
omnipotence. The existence of an unlimited being is logically impossible only if the concept of an unlimited
being is self-contradictory.


