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Abstract
Space gives rise to or produces power through three clear empirical principles: chronological priority, ontological independence, and necessary-condition analysis.
First, scientific knowledge agrees that all manifestations of power emerged within space: systems of power developed inside a spatial environment, as every form of power became possible only because spatial conditions already existed. Second, power cannot exist without space, whereas space has clearly existed without power. This second principle is broadly recognized by scientists: space is a physical precondition, while power is a later, emergent phenomenon. Third, science recognizes that no form of human power—nor any form of power whatsoever—preceded space. Space existed roughly 14 billion years ago, long before the emergence of any power-bearing systems or processes. Therefore, because space predates all power, because power depends on distance for its existence, and because space does not depend on power, the conclusion follows directly: space originates power.

[bookmark: _Hlk216552942]Introduction
Power is commonly analyzed as a political, social, biological, or strategic phenomenon, yet all such approaches implicitly presuppose the prior existence of space. Scientific consensus maintains that space–time emerged with the Big Bang approximately 13.8 billion years ago (Planck Collaboration, 2016). All Power-bearing systems, including human beings and social systems, appeared billions of years later within this spatial environment (Maynard Smith & Szathmáry, 1995). A power-bearing system is any entity capable of producing an effect, influence, or constraint on another entity across space.
This article argues that space is not merely the arena in which power operates but the source from which power originates. If power involves the capacity to affect, influence, or act upon distant entities, then it necessarily requires distance or simply space (Cover & Thomas, 2006). 
The aim of this study is to demonstrate that space originates power through three empirical principles: chronological priority, ontological independence, and necessary-condition analysis.
Literature Review: The Spatial Philosophy of Power

In Plato, the Absolute is articulated through the Form of the Good, defined as the highest principle and the source of intelligibility and power (Republic, VI, 508e–509b). The Good is Absolute only insofar as it gives being and knowledge. A principle that influences nothing would not be Absolute at all. Since influence and manifestation occur only within space, the Platonic Absolute can be Absolute only insofar as it operates in space.
Martin Heidegger rejects the metaphysical notion of the Absolute altogether. In Being and Time, he argues that human existence (Dasein) is fundamentally temporal and that nothing can appear or have meaning outside temporality. While Heidegger rejects time as an Absolute in name, temporality nevertheless constitutes the ultimate limit of human power. In this functional sense—where the Absolute is defined as that beyond which nothing can exist or operate—time functions as the Absolute, even if Heidegger refuses that vocabulary.
In Jacques Derrida, the Absolute reappears not as a substance but as deconstruction. Derrida shows that linguistic structures are finite, unstable, and subject to différance; meanings persist only temporarily before dissolving (Of Grammatology; Writing and Difference). The term power itself has repeatedly dissolved, ultimately designating a power that changes only through space and time. Deconstruction thus functions as the absolute limit of linguistic finitude, revealing that no concept can secure permanent presence. However, what ultimately deconstructs linguistic claims is space itself. Linguistic statements exist, circulate, and decay within spatial and temporal conditions. Their instability is not purely textual but spatially conditioned. For example, when realists claim that anarchy is “real,” that claim is necessarily bounded, positioned, and curved by space: it applies only within specific moments of space and time and dissolves when those moments change. Thus, even Derrida’s functional Absolute—deconstruction—cannot escape space. What deconstructs language is not language alone, but space acting upon linguistic finitudes across time.
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework of this article is grounded in a single proposition: space creates power. Power is not treated as a variable operating within space, but as a phenomenon that emerges from space itself. Without space, no form of power—political, social, institutional, or symbolic—can exist or be exercised.
In the following theories of international relations, I demonstrate that no theory can escape space: 
1. In classical realism, military power is only possible through space. If there is no space, there is no arms race. Human nature is political only insofar as it exists in space.
2. Neorealists argue that the distribution of power, capabilities, and behavior is entirely dependent on space.
3. Offensive and defensive realists make it clear that offense and defense occur only within space.
4. Liberals argue that political change through institutions is only possible in space.
5. Constructivists argue that ideas are only possible in space. Ideas are strictly conditioned by space, making power possible within space.
6. Marxism maintains that the distribution of economic power is possible only within space.
7. Foucauldian philosophy argues that power and knowledge are interrelated, and that this interrelation is possible only in space.
8. Network theories of power describe not networks of abstraction, but networks of spatial relationships, including ideas.

	Theory / Tradition
	Key Thinkers
	Core Definition of Power
	Explicit View of Space
	Implicit Spatial Dependence (Indexed)
	Spatial Commonality

	Classical Realism
	Hans Morgenthau
	Power as control over others; military capability
	Territory, borders, geography
	Power requires territorial control, distance, territorial depth
	Power = control of physical space

	Neorealism (Structural Realism)
	Kenneth Waltz
	Power as distribution of capabilities in an anarchic system
	System is spatially anarchic
	Capabilities exist only as spatially distributed units
	System = spatial structure

	Offensive Realism
	John Mearsheimer
	Power as maximizing relative military strength
	Geography as constraint/opportunity
	Survival depends on spatial expansion/security
	Power = expansion within space

	Liberal Institutionalism
	Robert Keohane
	Power mitigated by institutions and cooperation
	Institutions span time–space
	Institutions occupy organizational and legal space
	Institutions = stabilized spatial arrangements

	Constructivism (IR)
	Alexander Wendt
	Power as socially constructed meaning
	Norms operate in social space
	Meaning requires interaction within spatial settings
	Social meaning = spatial interaction

	Marxism / Historical Materialism
	Karl Marx
	Power as control of material production
	Land, factories, infrastructure
	Class domination rooted in control of productive space
	Economy = organized material space

	Neo-Marxism / World-Systems
	Immanuel Wallerstein
	Power as core–periphery hierarchy
	Global spatial division of labor
	Inequality mapped onto world space
	World economy = spatial hierarchy

	Weberian Sociology
	Max Weber
	Power as probability of imposing will
	Bureaucratic organization
	Authority requires offices, jurisdictions
	Authority = spatial jurisdiction

	Foucauldian Power
	Michel Foucault
	Power as diffuse discipline
	Prisons, schools, hospitals
	Surveillance operates through spatial arrangement
	Power = spatial distribution of bodies

	Bourdieu’s Field Theory
	Pierre Bourdieu
	Power as capital within social fields
	Fields as structured spaces
	Positions are literally spatial-relational
	Society = relational space

	Systems Theory
	Niklas Luhmann
	Power as communicative medium
	System/environment distinction
	Systems exist only by spatial boundary differentiation
	Communication = spatial differentiation

	Network Power
	Manuel Castells
	Power as control of networks
	Flows across digital/physical space
	Networks require nodes and distances
	Networks = structured space

	Biopolitics
	Giorgio Agamben
	Power over life itself
	Camps, borders, bodies
	Life governed through spatial inclusion/exclusion
	Life = spatially governed

	Post-Colonial Theory
	Edward Said
	Power as domination of representation
	Colonial mapping of space
	Othering tied to spatial distance
	Empire = spatial ordering

	Spatial Theory (Synthetic)
	—
	Power is space itself
	Space is primary, not a medium
	All power forms are spatial finitudes seeking space
	Power = space (ontological)



Even if power were conceived as pre-spatial, anti-spatial, supra-spatial, divine, transcendent, illusory, or entirely outside this world, all such forms of power can exist only through space. If power were to produce space, then power would necessarily operate within space, for production requires an effect, and effects exist only spatially. A power that produces nothing would not be power at all.
If power were said to exist outside space, it would influence nothing. Yet a force that influences nothing cannot meaningfully be called power. The only condition that could influence nothing while remaining existent is space itself, insofar as space may relate only to itself. When one claims that there is “nothing,” what remains is not absence, but space.
If power is said to originate in the Platonic Good, then the question arises how such a Good could be omnipotent if it fails to influence anything at all. Omnipotence without effect is indistinguishable from nonexistence. If power is declared illusory, then it does not exist; what exists instead is space. If power is said to be outside this world because it is illusory within it, then that illusion itself must be produced spatially, for illusion presupposes a spatial condition in which it appears.
Even if power were wholly outside this world and not illusory, it would still require space in order to operate, since influence presupposes something that can be influenced. That something exists only in space. Therefore, no conception of power—whether worldly or transcendent—can escape space.


Methods
This study relies on conceptual analysis grounded in cosmology, physics, and power theory. First, chronological priority is examined by comparing the emergence of the universe with the evolutionary appearance of power-bearing organisms and systems (Davies, 2006; Maynard Smith & Szathmáry, 1995). Second, ontological independence is assessed by determining whether power can exist without space, drawing on physical and theoretical models of interaction (Wheeler, 1990). Third, the necessary-condition framework is applied to test whether space is required for any form of power to exist or be exercised (Shannon, 1948).

Results
Three findings arise from this theoretical analysis.
1. Space predates power.
Cosmological observations show that space–time originated 13.8 billion years ago (Planck Collaboration, 2016), whereas power-bearing life forms and systems appeared only after Earth formed approximately 4.5 billion years ago (Ward & Brownlee, 2000). 
2. Power requires space, while space does not depend on power.
Every form of power—biological, physical, political, or technological—requires distance between entities capable of exerting influence (Shannon, 1948). Space, however, existed for billions of years before the emergence of any power-bearing agents (Davies, 2006). 
3. No form of power preceded space.
There is no scientific framework in which power exists prior to the formation of space–time (Greene, 2004).
Because all three principles are satisfied, space creates power.

Discussion
These findings indicate that space is the origin of power rather than a passive backdrop. Space enables distance, movement, interaction, and differentiation, which together constitute the minimal conditions for the emergence of power (Cover & Thomas, 2006). Without space, no bodies, organisms, forces, or structures could sustain power relations. 
This perspective reorients power theory toward ontological foundations by positioning space as the creator of power. Such a view is consistent with approaches that treat power and physical structure as inseparable (Wheeler, 1990). It also demonstrates that power is nonexistent and unreal in the absence of space. Theories like realism, liberalism, constructivism, and others are primarily theories about space because they describe how power operate inside space and never outside of it. 


Conclusions
This study demonstrates that space originates power because:
1. space existed long before power-bearing entities,
2. power is ontologically dependent on distance, and
3. no form of power could exist prior to space.
Accordingly, space literally creates power, providing a new ontological foundation for power theory and interdisciplinary research. Power is a form of space — or simply a physical space itself.  Finally, space does not cause power but creates it. Here, causing refers to producing an effect, while creating refers to creating the effect itself.
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