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Abstract
This article advances the claim that beauty is not an autonomous property of objects or minds, but a phenomenon that arises from space itself. The argument is established through three empirically grounded criteria: temporal precedence, ontological asymmetry, and necessary-condition reasoning. First, contemporary science confirms that space existed long before any aesthetic forms or perceiving agents emerged. Second, beauty cannot manifest in the absence of space, whereas space demonstrably existed without any aesthetic expression. Third, there is no scientific account in which beauty precedes the formation of space–time. Because space temporally precedes beauty, because beauty relies on space to occur, and because space is independent of beauty, the conclusion follows: beauty is generated by space.

Introduction
Beauty is commonly analyzed through psychological response, cultural interpretation, or biological preference. Yet these approaches implicitly rely on a prior spatial framework in which aesthetic forms and perceptions can occur. According to current cosmological understanding, space–time emerged with the origin of the universe approximately 13.8 billion years ago (Planck Collaboration, 2016). By contrast, the biological and cognitive capacities associated with aesthetic appreciation appeared much later in cosmic history (Maynard Smith & Szathmáry, 1995).
This study contends that space should not be treated merely as the setting in which beauty appears, but as the fundamental condition that makes beauty possible. Any notion of beauty presupposes form, proportion, contrast, or symmetry—all of which require spatial organization (Weyl, 1952).
The aim of this article is to demonstrate that beauty originates from space by applying three analytical principles: temporal precedence, ontological independence, and necessity.

Methods
The analysis is conceptual and interdisciplinary, drawing on cosmology, evolutionary biology, physics, and aesthetic theory. Temporal precedence is examined by contrasting the emergence of space–time with the later development of aesthetic perception and structured form (Davies, 2006; Maynard Smith & Szathmáry, 1995). Ontological independence is assessed by asking whether beauty can exist without spatial structure, using insights from philosophy and physics (Tatarkiewicz, 1970; Weyl, 1952). Finally, a necessary-condition approach is used to determine whether space is indispensable for any manifestation of beauty (Kant, 1790).

Results
The analysis yields three consistent findings.
1. Spatial existence precedes aesthetic phenomena.
Empirical cosmology indicates that space–time originated billions of years before the emergence of complex structures capable of being described as beautiful (Planck Collaboration, 2016; Ward & Brownlee, 2000).
2. Beauty depends on space, while space does not depend on beauty.
Beauty manifests through spatial relations such as symmetry, balance, and proportion, which cannot occur without space (Weyl, 1952). Space itself, however, existed long before any aesthetic configuration or observer appeared (Davies, 2006).
3. No aesthetic reality predates space.
There is no scientific or philosophical framework in which beauty exists independently of, or prior to, space–time (Greene, 2004; Tatarkiewicz, 1970).
Taken together, these findings support the conclusion that beauty is produced by space.

Discussion
The results imply that beauty should not be understood as a purely subjective judgment nor as an intrinsic quality of objects. Instead, beauty emerges from spatial ordering itself. Space enables the relations—form, contrast, proportion, and coherence—through which beauty becomes possible (Weyl, 1952).
In the absence of space, there can be no shapes, no structures, and no patterns capable of aesthetic evaluation. Beauty therefore does not condition space; it arises from it. This perspective shifts aesthetics toward an ontological foundation, where beauty is a secondary outcome of spatial organization rather than a primary principle.
Such a view aligns with classical aesthetic theory, in which spatial form plays a central role in aesthetic judgment (Kant, 1790; Tatarkiewicz, 1970). Beauty, on this account, has no reality outside spatial existence.

Conclusions
This study establishes that beauty originates from space for three reasons:
1. space existed prior to any aesthetic structures or perceivers,
2. beauty is ontologically dependent on spatial relations,
3. no form of beauty can exist independently of space.
Beauty is therefore not a primitive feature of reality but an emergent consequence of space, offering a renewed ontological foundation for aesthetics and interdisciplinary inquiry.
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