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I derive uncertainty relations that bound the rate of evolutionary processes driven by natural
selection, mutations, or by genetic drift. These rate limits imply that the variability –or statistical
uncertainty– in a population allows for faster evolutionary rates. In particular, the variability of a
given quantitative trait and of the fitness function of a population are singled out as necessary for
fast changes in the trait of interest. At the same time, lower variability makes a trait less susceptible
to changes due to stochastic genetic drift. These results generalize Fisher’s fundamental theorem
of natural selection to dynamics that allow for mutations and genetic drift in terms of uncertainty
relations that constrain the evolutionary rates of arbitrary traits.

Fisher’s theorem of natural selection links the rate of
change in the average fitness of a population with the
variability in fitness for evolutionary processes driven by
natural selection [1]. In this way, variability is seen to
serve as a resource that enables fast evolution. However,
Fisher’s result is of rather limited validity: it does not
apply when species mutate or in the presence of genetic
drift [2–4]. Moreover, his theorem is limited to the change
in the fitness of a population. Here, I extend Fisher’s
results to arbitrary biological traits and to more general
evolutionary processes.

The main outcome of this paper is a set of bounds that
constrain the evolution rate of any quantitative biologi-
cal trait A (e.g., of a particular phenotype) in terms of
simple properties of the system of interest. Specifically,
knowledge of expectation values and standard deviations
of A and of the fitness f of a population suffices to evalu-
ate the bounds. In this way, slowly evolving traits can be
discriminated from those that can rapidly change with-
out the need to exactly solve the complex dynamics of
the system, as pictorially illustrated in Fig. 3.

Popular summary. How fast can biological evolution
occur in nature? What properties of a population en-
able drastic changes? To what extent are evolutionary
rates affected by different driving forces such as natu-
ral selection, mutation, or random processes? I address
these questions mathematically by deriving bounds on
the speed of evolutionary processes. The bounds take
the form of uncertainty relations that relate the rate
of change of a particular biological trait with its un-
certainty and with the uncertainty in the fitness of a
population. In this way, slowly evolving traits can be
discriminated from those that can rapidly change with-
out the need to exactly solve the complex dynamics of
the system. In broad terms, the results in this paper
quantify the extent by which variability in a trait leads
to faster evolution.

∗ lpgp@lanl.gov

I. RATE LIMITS ON BIOLOGICAL PROCESSES

Consider a set of species denoted by indexes {j} with
evolving number of individuals nj = nj(t) and a total
(evolving) population N =

∑
j nj . I prove in the Ap-

pendix that the rate of change in the expectation value
⟨A⟩ =

∑
j ajnj/N of a quantitative trait A satisfies the

equation of motion

d⟨A⟩
dt

=
∑
j

ȧj
nj

N
+
∑
j

aj
d

dt

nj

N
= ⟨Ȧ⟩+ cov(A, r), (1)

where cov(A,B) := ⟨AB⟩ − ⟨A⟩⟨B⟩ denotes the covari-
ance between two quantities and r characterizes the
growth rate of the population, with components rj :=
ṅj/nj [5]. Throughout this work, I use da/dt or ȧ inter-
changeably to denote time derivatives.
In the context of evolutionary biology, Eq. (1) is known

as the (time-continuous) Price equation [6, 7]. This is a
mathematical identity that holds regardless of the under-
lying dynamics of the system. Similar equations describe
the dynamics of classical systems with evolving probabil-
ity distributions [8] and of open quantum systems [9].
The second term in the Price equation,∑
j aj

d
dt (nj/N) = cov(A, r), corresponds to the

change in the mean ⟨A⟩ of a trait due to the changes in
population. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, this
term is constrained by the uncertainty relation∣∣∣∣d⟨A⟩

dt
− ⟨Ȧ⟩

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣cov(A, r)
∣∣ ≤ ∆A∆r, (2)

where (∆A)2 := ⟨A2⟩ − ⟨A⟩2 and (∆r)2 := ⟨r2⟩ − ⟨r⟩2
are the variances of the trait A and of the growth rate r,
respectively.
The inequality in Eq. (2) implies a fundamental trade-

off between the rate of change of a biological trait A and
(i) the variability ∆A in the trait and (ii) the variability
∆r in the growth rate r with which the populations {nj}
change: fast evolution requires an uncertain trait and
uncertain population growth rate [10]. In contrast, there
can be no instantaneous change in any observable trait
for populations with an uniform growth rate rj = c for
all j, since then ∆r = 0. Note that, from Eq. (1), one
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concludes that the sign of d⟨A⟩−⟨Ȧ⟩ depends on whether
the trait A is positively or negatively correlated with the
growth rate r.
Uncertainty relations like Eq. (2), typically referred to

as speed limits in physics, also constrain the dynamics of
quantum [9, 11, 12] and of classical physical [8] systems.
In the latter setting, the variance in r is replaced by the
Fisher information, which for a time-dependent proba-

bility distribution pj is given by IF :=
∑

j pj
( ṗj

pj

)2
[13].

Defining pj := nj/N as the frequency of occurrence of
species j, I prove in the Appendix that indeed ∆r =

√
IF .

While the constraint in Eq. (2) is extremely general,
its practical usefulness may be hindered by the difficulty
in relating the variability ∆r (or, equivalently, the Fisher
information) to the relevant parameters that govern the
dynamics of a concrete system. My goal is to derive
bounds on the rate of change of biological quantities —or
rate limits for short— tailored to evolutionary processes.

II. LIMITS TO REPLICATOR EVOLUTIONARY
PROCESSES

Under the assumption that mutation rates between
species are negligible, the replicator equation,

ṗj = pj
(
fj − ⟨f⟩

)
, (3)

can be used to model population dynamics [14–17] (see
Refs. [18–21] for applications of the replicator equation to
various other fields). Here, pj := nj/N is the frequency
of occurrence of species j, and the fitness fj = fj(p, t)
characterizes whether the frequency pj of a species in-
creases or decreases: the populations of species with pos-
itive excess fitness, fj ≥ ⟨f⟩, tend to grow relative to
their piers [22].

Using Eq. (3), it holds that rj = ṗj/pj + Ṅ/N = fj −
⟨f⟩ + Ṅ/N , which in turn leads to ∆r = ∆f . Thus,
Eq. (2) implies that any evolutionary process that can
be modeled by the replicator equation is constrained by
the uncertainty relation [23]∣∣∣∣d⟨A⟩

dt
− ⟨Ȧ⟩

∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣cov(A, r)
∣∣ = ∣∣cov(A, f)

∣∣ ≤ ∆A∆f.

(4)

The rate of change in natural selection processes is lim-
ited by the variability of the fitness of the population and
the variability of the quantity of interest.

The rate limit in Eq. (4) for the replicator equation
implies constraints on the dynamics of arbitrary quanti-
tative traits A. If the quantity of interest has no explicit
time dependence, i.e., if {aj} are constant, then Eq. (4)
becomes a bound on evolutionary rates d⟨A⟩/dt, discrim-
inating slowly evolving traits from those that can change
rapidly. In plain terms, the bound says that evolution is
slow for systems with well-determined fitness functions,
where ∆f ≈ 0 (neutral selection regime). In contrast,

FIG. 1. Evolutionary rate limits on quantifiable traits.
In this work I derive bounds on the evolutionary rates of

quantifiable traits on populations that evolve under natural
selection, mutations, and random genetic drift. Under natural
selection, a trait A with high variability ∆A can evolve faster
than a trait B with small variability ∆B. At the same time,
the trait with higher variability is more susceptible to the
effect of random fluctuations in populations due to genetic
drift. In this way, the rate limits can be used to discriminate
quantifiable traits in terms of their maximum evolutionary
rates and their responsiveness to different evolutionary forces.

evolution can be faster on systems with a diverse popu-
lation such that ∆f is large (natural selection regime).
This mathematically formalizes the common understand-
ing that diversity, as quantified by the variability in fit-
ness, serves as an evolutionary resource [24–26], in this
case by enabling fast evolution.
It is natural to wonder whether bound (4) can be satu-

rated. This happens whenever A has a linear relationship
with the growth rate r, i.e., Aj ∝ rj + c where c is inde-
pendent of j, in which case cov(A, r) = ∆A∆r [8]. Since
this is the case for the fitness function under replicator
dynamics, Eq. (1) yields

d⟨f⟩
dt

− ⟨ḟ⟩ =
∑
j

ṗjfj = cov(f, f) = (∆f)
2
. (5)

This provides a simple proof of Fisher’s fundamental the-
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orem of natural selection [1–4], and shows that Fisher’s
claim is exact for (i) evolutionary processes modeled by
a replicator equation with (ii) fitness functions that are

independent of time, in which case d⟨f⟩
dt = (∆f)

2
. In sit-

uations with more general fitness functions fj = fj(p, t),
Eq. (5) provides a generalized version of Fisher’s theo-
rem whereby the velocity with which fitness changes due
to changes in population frequencies equals the fitness
variance.

III. LIMITS TO EVOLUTIONARY PROCESSES
WITH MUTATIONS

Mutations are a crucial driving force in realistic evolu-
tionary processes [27–29]. Mutations between species can
be described by the replicator-mutator, or quasispecies,
model

ṗj =
∑
k

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
, (6)

where Qkj ≥ 0 is a dimensionless transition matrix, with∑
j Qkj = 1 [30–33]. The replicator equation (3) is recov-

ered when the mutation matrix is the identity, Qkj = δkj .
The general bound (2) holds in this case, too. Note,

though, that while for the replicator dynamics the vari-
ance in the growth rate equals the variance in fitness,
(∆r)2 = (∆f)2, this is no longer the case for dynamics
with mutations. Connecting the variance in the growth
rate (or equivalently, the Fisher information) to biologi-
cally relevant quantities in concrete settings remains an
interesting problem to be explored.

Alternatively, I define the mutation-driven probability
distribution

Πj :=
∑
k

pkQkj . (7)

I interpret Π as the frequency with which a given species
would hypothetically occur in the future if evolution were
only driven by mutations, or, possibly more biologically
relevant, in regimes where strong mutation dominate over
natural selection processes [27]. Note that Π = p in the
mutation-less regime.

Then, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality I prove in
the Appendix one of the main results of this work,∣∣∣∣d⟨A⟩

dt
− ⟨Ȧ⟩ − ⟨f⟩

(
⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆ΠA∆f, (8)

where ⟨A⟩Π :=
∑

j Πjaj and ∆ΠA :=
√

⟨A2⟩Π − ⟨A⟩2Π
are the mean and standard deviation with respect to the
mutation-driven distribution Π. I emphasize that the
general constraint (2) does not imply the rate limit (8).
The replicator-mutator evolutionary model, given by
Eq. (6), was crucial to derive the latter bound.

The rate of change of any trait A is thus constrained by
the quantity’s uncertainty with respect to the mutation-
driven distribution Π, and the uncertainty in the fitness

of the system. As in the mutation-less setting, diversity
in the population is seen to give rise to less constrained
evolution rates.
One could be puzzled by the appearance of a term

in Eq. (8) that directly depends on the average fitness
⟨f⟩ of the population and not just on relative fitness val-
ues. After all, shifting the fitness by an additive constant
fj → fj + c in the replicator equation (3) does not affect
population dynamics. However, note that this is not the
case in the mutator-replicator equation (6), where an ad-
ditive constant c on the fitness function leads to a change
in ṗj of c(Πj − pj), which depends on how the distribu-
tion p and mutation-driven distribution Π differ. The
absolute values of the fitness function play a dynamical
role in a system with mutations, and this is manifested
in the rate limit (8).
To further simplify interpreting the result, let us mo-

mentarily consider the case when A does not explicitly
depend on time, i.e., {aj} constant. Then, Eq. (8) and
the triangle and reverse triangle inequalities imply upper
and lower rate limits,∣∣∣∣d⟨A⟩

dt

∣∣∣∣ ≥ ⟨f⟩
∣∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

∣∣∣−∆ΠA∆f (9a)∣∣∣∣d⟨A⟩
dt

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆ΠA∆f + ⟨f⟩
∣∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

∣∣∣. (9b)

Here, I identify two distinct sources to the evolution-
ary rates achievable by the system. One of the sources,
∆ΠA∆f , involves uncertainties in the fitness function
and uncertainties in the trait of interest evaluated in
the mutation-driven distribution. The remaining one de-
pends on the means of the fitness and of the quantity of
interest. This is somewhat reminiscent of the speed limits
for open quantum systems, where two distinct sources to
the dynamics of a system lead to additive contributions
to the ultimate speed with which a quantity can evolve,
which in turns allows to derive lower bounds on speed [9].
One of the most salient features of this work is the

possibility to discriminate biological traits that evolve
slowly from those that can evolve rapidly in terms of
simple properties. In this case, given knowledge of expec-
tation values {⟨f⟩, ⟨A⟩, ⟨A⟩Π} and standard deviations
{∆f,∆A,∆ΠA}, Eqs. (9a) and (9b) constrain the evolu-
tionary rates of an observable trait A. In general, traits
that are robust to mutations, ⟨A⟩Π ≈ ⟨A⟩, have con-
strained evolution rates, only bounded by variabilities in
trait and fitness. At the same time, a uniform fitness
landscape, often identified as the weak or neutral selec-
tion regime [34], leads to constrained dynamics where
mutations dominate. (See a simple model illustrating
this and testing the bounds in the Appendix.)
Another noteworthy feature of the rate limits is that

they apply to arbitrary quantities. The Shannon entropy
S := −

∑
j pj ln pj , also known as the Shannon-Wiener

index in ecology [35], can serve as a measure of the vari-
ability of a population. While S ≈ 0 if only one species
k occurs with pk ≈ 1, one has S = lnN if N species
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are equally likely to occur. Taking {aj ≡ Ij := − ln pj}
and using that Ṡ = −

∑
j ṗj ln pj from conservation of

probability, Eq. (8) directly implies that∣∣∣∣dSdt − ⟨f⟩S
(
p∥Π

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆ΠI∆f, (10)

where the relative entropy, or Kullback–Leibler diver-

gence, S
(
p∥Π

)
:= −

∑
j pj ln

(
Πj

pj

)
serves as a proxy of

distance between the distribution p and the mutation-
driven distribution Π [16, 36–38]. Note that ∆ΠI ≥ 0,
but it is unbounded from above. In cases with an homo-
geneous population, ∆f = 0, and finite ∆ΠI, mutations
drives variability since the entropy only evolves due to
the mismatch between the two distributions, with a rate
dS
dt = ⟨f⟩S

(
p∥Π

)
[39].

Next, I consider the rate of change of the average fit-
ness function for dynamics that incorporate mutations.
Equation (8) becomes∣∣∣∣d⟨f⟩dt

−
〈
ḟ
〉
− ⟨f⟩

(
⟨f⟩Π − ⟨f⟩

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆Πf ∆f, (11)

which coincides with Eq. (5) in the mutation-less regime
or for neutral mutations that do not influence the fitness
landscape, since then ⟨f⟩Π = ⟨f⟩ and ∆Πf = ∆f .
The uncertainty relation (11) imposes the most strin-

gent constraints on evolution when the fitness is com-
pletely certain with respect to the distribution p or to
the mutation-driven distribution Π, i.e., when ∆Πf = 0
or ∆f = 0. This is the neutral selection strong muta-
tion regime (center column of Fig 2), when species have
comparable fitness so that natural selection does not con-
siderably drive evolution. In these cases, dynamics is due
to the difference in fitness between the two distributions,
and d⟨f⟩/dt −

〈
ḟ
〉

= ⟨f⟩
(
⟨f⟩Π − ⟨f⟩

)
, that is, muta-

tions dominate. This also illustrates how beneficial and
deleterious mutations can be naturally characterized by
⟨f⟩Π −⟨f⟩ ≥ 0 and ⟨f⟩Π −⟨f⟩ ≤ 0, respectively, depend-
ing on the change in the average fitness of the population.
Note that the contribution to the fitness rate depends on
the average fitness of the population.

In contrast to the neutral selection regime, faster evo-
lutionary rates are possible for systems with uncertain
fitness landscapes.In this way, rate limits can be used to
mathematically formalize evolutionary regimes according
to the dynamical forces in action. I will explore this fur-
ther at the end of the next section.

IV. LIMITS TO STOCHASTIC
EVOLUTIONARY PROCESSES

Equations (8) and (11) provide generalizations of
Fisher’s fundamental theorem of natural selection to
replicator-mutator dynamics in terms of universal con-
straints on evolutionary rates. However, the replicator

and replicator-mutator equations are only simplified de-
terministic models for the dynamics of infinite popula-
tions. In realistic scenarios, stochastic forces typically
known as genetic drift play a preponderant role in evo-
lutionary processes [40, 41].
Here, I consider a stochastic replicator-mutator equa-

tion

dpj =
∑
k

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
dt+ pj

(
σjdWj −

∑
l

σlpldWl

)
,

(12)

as a simple toy model to account for stochastic evo-
lutionary processes. The first term coincides with the
replicator-mutator Eq. (6) and describes natural selection
and mutation dynamics, while the second term models
genetic drift driven by noise terms dWj .
In the stochastic difference equation (12), the popula-

tion changes by dpj during a time-step dt, over which a
stochastic Wiener noise dWj randomly affects the sys-
tem. The strength of the genetic drift of population
j is characterized by the ‘volatility parameter’ σj [42],
while the term

∑
lσlpldWl ensures that the frequencies

pj remain normalized. Following the rules of Itô calcu-
lus, the zero-mean Wiener noises dWj satisfy dW 2

j = dt

and dWjdWk = δjkdt, where F represents the average
of a function F (p) over realizations of the stochastic
noise [43].
Dynamics is thus driven by natural selection, muta-

tions, and random genetic drift. Note that the latter
dominate dynamics for infinitesimally short times [43].
Therefore, in this case it is more meaningful to focus on
integrated changes 1

τ

∫ τ

0
(d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩) during a time in-

terval τ rather than on rates of change. The prefactor
1
τ , which makes the quantity a time-average, ensures the
same units as in Eqs. (4) and (8).
Then, I prove in the Appendix that,∣∣∣∣∣∣1τ
∫ τ

0

(
d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ −

∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk−⟨f⟩

)
ajdt

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

(13)

≤ ∥σ∥2∞
τ

1

τ

∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt,

where ∥σ∥∞ := maxj {σj}. Equation (13) shows that the
noise-averaged change in ⟨A⟩ with respect to the change[ ∫ τ

0

∑
jk pkQkj

(
fk−⟨f⟩

)
ajdt

]
, which is due to natural

selection and mutations, is bounded by the variability
∆A and by the maximum strength ∥σ∥∞ of the stochastic
forces [44]. In plain terms, Eq. (13) provides a criteria
to discriminate situations in which biological quantities
are robust against genetic drift. A trait’s variability can
make its dynamics more susceptible to changes due to
stochastic forces. In contrast, traits with small variability
∆A ≈ 0 over a period τ evolve as if natural selection and
mutations were the only driving evolutionary forces.
The final result of this paper singles out the contribu-

tions of natural selection, mutations, and genetic drift to
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Strong selection regime Strong mutation regime Genetic drift regime

FIG. 2. Discriminating evolutionary regimes. The rate limits derived in this work constrain the evolution of quantifiable
traits of populations driven by natural selection, mutations, or genetic drift. The bounds depend on expectation values
{⟨f⟩, ⟨A⟩, ⟨A⟩Π} and uncertainties {∆f,∆A,∆ΠA} of the trait of interest and of the fitness profile of the population, and
on the maximum strength ∥σ∥∞ of genetic drift stochastic forces. Here, ⟨A⟩Π and ∆ΠA are evaluated in the distribution
Πj defined in Eq. (7), which characterizes species frequencies if the system only evolved due to mutations. Equation (14)
can be used to formally define three distinct evolutionary regimes. [Left – Strong Selection Regime] When ∆ΠA∆f ≫{
⟨f⟩|⟨A⟩Π−⟨A⟩|, ∥σ∥∞∆A

}
, the contributions of mutations or genetic drift to the changes in a trait are negligible. This can

be identified as the regime where natural selection is the dominant evolutionary force. In it, the maximum rate of a trait
is constrained by its uncertainty evaluated in the mutation-driven distribution Π: smaller trait variability implies smaller
maximum rates. [Center – Strong Mutation Regime] Natural selection and genetic drift contributions are negligible
when ⟨f⟩|⟨A⟩Π−⟨A⟩| ≫

{
∆ΠA∆f, ∥σ∥∞∆A

}
. Then, the rate of change of a trait is determined by the change induced

by the mutation-driven distribution, and Eq. (8) implies that d⟨A⟩/dt − ⟨Ȧ⟩ ≈ ⟨f⟩(⟨A⟩Π−⟨A⟩). [Right – Genetic Drift
Regime] The variability of a trait determines its susceptibility to changes due to genetic drift. In the regime ∥σ∥∞∆A ≫{
∆ΠA∆f, ⟨f⟩|⟨A⟩Π−⟨A⟩|

}
where the stochastic force dominates, the total change in a trait over a time τ is bounded by the

integrated variance of the trait and the maximum drift strength.

a bound on the noise-averaged change of a trait over a
period τ ,∣∣∣∣∫ τ

0

(
d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩

)∣∣∣∣ ≤
∫ τ

0

∆ΠA∆fdt (14)

+

∫ τ

0

⟨f⟩
∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

∣∣dt
+

√
∥σ∥2∞

∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt.

There are many ways in which evolutionary regimes
can be (often phenomenologically) classified depend-
ing on their predominant driving forces on a given
model [34, 45–48]. Equation (14) yields a formal way
to mathematically demarcate such regimes by comparing
the relative strengths between the sources that dominate
the maximum evolutionary rate:

• strong selection regime

∆ΠA∆f ≫
{
⟨f⟩
∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

∣∣, ∥σ∥∞∆A
}
,

• strong mutation regime

⟨f⟩
∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

∣∣ ≫ {
∆ΠA∆f, ∥σ∥∞∆A

}
,

• genetic drift regime

∥σ∥∞∆A ≫
{
∆ΠA∆f, ⟨f⟩

∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩
∣∣}.

In each of the three regimes, dynamics of a trait is prov-
ably only due to the corresponding biological drive. Note
that this is a trait-dependent criteria — as conveyed by
Fig. 2, certain traits are more responsive than others to
a given evolutionary force.

V. DISCUSSION

Recent works, mostly within the fields of quantum
physics [9, 12, 49, 50] and classical statistical mechan-
ics [51–56], but also biology [57, 58], derived uncertainty
relations that constrain the dynamics of observables. I
find it remarkable that constraints that bound speed,
while being extremely general, are saturated in certain
paradigmatic cases. In stochastic thermodynamics, for
example, the rate at which heat is exchanged with a sys-
tem and the rate at which a system’s entropy changes
saturates their speed limits for Gibbs states with (arbi-
trarily) time-dependent temperature [8]. In a completely
unrelated setting, particular quantum algorithms have
been shown to compute as fast as allowed by speed lim-
its tailored to quantum annealing [59].

Here, replicator dynamics—a toy model often used to
describe mutation-less population dynamics in evolution-
ary biology—have been found to saturate the rate limit
for the fitness of a population. Higher variability in fit-
ness leads to higher evolutionary rates. This last result
was, in fact, known by Fisher, who connected the rate of
change of the mean fitness to the variability in the fitness
of a population.

More generally, I have shown that the connection be-
tween the statistical uncertainty in fitness and evolution-
ary rates holds for dynamics that incorporate mutations.
This allows identifying regimes in which Fisher’s relation
holds even for dynamics with mutations. In all other
regimes, our results generalize Fisher’s by imposing con-
straints on evolutionary rates.

Generalizations of Fisher’s theorem to dynamics with
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mutations were considered in Refs. [60, 61]. The main
difference between the present work and previous ones
is that (i) Eq. (8) generalizes the constrains on evolu-
tionary rates to arbitrary quantifiable traits and not just
the fitness function, that (ii) the bound in Eq. (11) con-
cisely shows how fitness variability influences dynamics,
in the spirit of Fisher’s theorem, and that (iii) Eq. (13)
accounts for stochastic evolutionary forces. Uncertainty
relations that incorporate stochastic dynamics are mostly
unexplored in the field of speed limits.

Naturally, there is an extensive literature devoted
to understanding the factors that limit evolutionary
rates [25, 26, 62–66]. However, most of such work is
restricted to observations on particular species, based on
experimental observations, or phenomenological in na-
ture. In contrast, the results in this paper take the role
of mathematical theorems that hold for any biological
system whose dynamics can be described by the models
considered [Eqs. (3), (6), or (12)] to a good approxima-
tion. The techniques presented here open a path to derive
rate limits for modifications of these dynamical models.

It is worth emphasizing that the main results in this
work, which constrain rates for dynamics with mutations
[Eqs. (8–11)] and which discriminate quantities that are
robust against stochastic driving forces [Eqs. (13, 14)],
are not implied by the general speed limits derived in
Ref. [8] nor by recent works generalizing the fundamen-
tal theorem of natural selection [60, 61]. Making use of
the structure of the differential equations that model bio-
logical evolutionary processes was crucial in deriving the
new rate limits. In particular, speed limits on stochastic
noisy dynamics such as Eq. (12) are mostly unexplored.

It will be interesting to study applications of the methods
used here to other models of evolutionary processes that
account for genetic drift and finite size effects [41, 67–69]
and other stochastic drives [70, 71]. At the same time,
while I have argued and illustrated in Fig. 2 how the
rate limits are useful in discriminating observable traits
in terms of their evolutionary rates, it would be insightful
to test these ideas in biological systems from experimen-
tal data.
The overarching aim of this work was to mathemat-

ically formalize the common knowledge that biological
diversity influences evolutionary processes. The results
shown here quantify ways in which variability, as quan-
tified by the uncertainties in fitness and in the biolog-
ical traits of interest, serves as a resource by allowing
for faster evolution. It is tempting to ponder about the
implications to related fields [72, 73].
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APPENDIX

In the Appendices, I include detailed proofs of Eqs. (2), (8), (10), (13), and (14) in the main text. I also show that
the techniques developed in this article can be applied to other dynamical models that incorporate stochastic forces,
and illustrate the rate limits for the replicator-mutator equation on a toy model.

Appendix A: Rate limits for arbitrary evolutionary dynamics

In this Appendix I prove Eq. (2) in the main text and I show that the variance in the rate growth of a population
equals the classical Fisher information of the probability distribution of the population.

Let nj be the time-dependent population of species j and N :=
∑

j nj , so that {pj := nj/N} is a normalized

distribution. The rate of change of the average ⟨A⟩ :=
∑

j
nj

N aj over the population satisfies

d

dt
⟨A⟩ − ⟨Ȧ⟩ =

∑
j

aj
ṅj

N
− Ṅ

N

∑
j

aj
nj

N
=
∑
j

aj
nj

N

ṅj

nj
− Ṅ

N
⟨A⟩ =

∑
j

δaj
nj

N

ṅj

nj
+ ⟨A⟩

∑
j

nj

N

ṅj

nj
− Ṅ

N
⟨A⟩

=
∑
j

δaj
nj

N

ṅj

nj
=
∑
j

δaj
nj

N
rj =

∑
j

δaj
nj

N
δrj , (A1)

where I denote δaj := aj − ⟨A⟩ and δrj := rj − ⟨r⟩, with rj :=
ṅj

nj
. In the last step I used that ⟨r⟩

∑
j δajnj/N = 0

given that ⟨δA⟩ = 0.
That is,

d

dt
⟨A⟩ − ⟨Ȧ⟩ =

∑
j

δaj δrj
nj

N
= cov(r,A), (A2)

where the covariance is defined by cov(r,A) := ⟨δA δr⟩.
The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality then leads to∣∣∣∣ ddt ⟨A⟩ − ⟨Ȧ⟩

∣∣∣∣ = |cov(r,A)| ≤ ∆r∆A, (A3)

where ∆A :=
√

⟨A2⟩ − ⟨A⟩2 denotes the standard deviation of A. Equation (A3) implies that, for any trait A,
evolution of the mean is fast only if A or r are uncertain – i.e., their uncertainties ∆r and ∆A cannot be small for
fast evolution.

Defining the normalized probability distribution pj := nj/N and using that ṗj = ṅj/N − njṄ/N2, it holds that

ṗj
pj

=
ṅj

nj
− Ṅ

N
. (A4)

Then,

IF :=
∑
j

pj

(
ṗj
pj

)2

=
∑
j

nj

N

(
ṅj

nj
− Ṅ

N

)2

=
∑
j

nj

N

(
ṅj

nj

)2

− 2
∑
j

nj

N

ṅj

nj

Ṅ

N
+
∑
j

nj

N

Ṅ2

N2
=
∑
j

nj

N

(
ṅj

nj

)2

−

(
Ṅ

N

)2

=
∑
j

nj

N

(
ṅj

nj

)2

−

(∑
j

nj

N

ṅj

nj

)2

=
∑
j

nj

N
r2j −

(∑
j

nj

N
rj

)2

=
〈
r2
〉
− ⟨r⟩2 ≡ (∆r)

2
. (A5)

That is, the variance in the rate r equals the Fisher information of the normalized probability distribution pj := nj/N .
Note, too, that Eq. (A4) implies that cov(A, r) = cov(A, f) for dynamics governed by the replicator equation.
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Appendix B: Limits to evolutionary processes with mutations

In this section I prove Equations (8) and (10) in the main text.

Let δΠaj := aj − ⟨A⟩Π and δfj := fj − ⟨f⟩, where ⟨A⟩Π :=
∑

j Πjaj and ⟨f⟩ :=
∑

j pjfj are means with respect to

the distribution Π with components Π :=
∑

k pkQkj and the distribution p, respectively. Then, using conservation of
probability (which implies

∑
j ṗj⟨A⟩Π = 0) and the mutator-replicator equation, it holds that

d⟨A⟩
dt

− ⟨Ȧ⟩ =
∑
j

ṗjaj =
∑
j

ṗjδΠaj

=
∑
jk

QkjfkpkδΠaj −
∑
j

pjδΠaj⟨f⟩

=
∑
jk

Qkjδfk pk δΠaj +
∑
jk

Qkj⟨f⟩ pk δΠaj − ⟨f⟩⟨A⟩+ ⟨f⟩⟨A⟩Π

=
∑
jk

Qkjδfk pk δΠaj + ⟨f⟩
∑
j

Πj δΠaj − ⟨f⟩⟨A⟩+ ⟨f⟩⟨A⟩Π

=
∑
jk

Qkjδfk pk δΠaj − ⟨f⟩
(
⟨A⟩ − ⟨A⟩Π

)
. (B1)

The Cauchy-Schwarz inequality says that
∑

α XαYα ≤
√

(
∑

α X2
α) (
∑

α Y 2
α ). Applying it to the first term in the

last line, with Xα =
√
Qkjδfk

√
pk and Yα =

√
QkjpkδΠaj where α denotes both indexes {j, k}, gives(∑

jk

Qkjδfk pk δΠaj

)2

≤

(∑
jk

Qkj (δfk)
2
pk

)(∑
jk

Qkjpk (δΠaj)
2

)

=

(∑
k

(δfk)
2
pk

)(∑
j

Πk (δΠaj)
2

)
= (∆f)

2
(∆ΠA)

2
, (B2)

where I used that
∑

j Qkj = 1. Combining Eqs. (B1) and (B2) leads to

∣∣∣∣d⟨A⟩
dt

− ⟨Ȧ⟩ − ⟨f⟩
(
⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

)∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑
jk

Qkjδfk pk δΠaj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∆ΠA∆f, (B3)

which proves Equation (8) in the main text
Choosing a trait with components aj ≡ Ij = − ln pj gives:

⟨A⟩ =
∑
j

pj(− ln pj) = S (B4)

⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩ =
∑
j

Πj(− ln pj)−
∑
j

pj(− ln pj) = S(p||Π). (B5)

Using that ⟨Ȧ⟩ =
∑

j pj(−ṗj/pj) = −
∑

j ṗj = 0 yields Equation (10) in the main text.

Appendix C: Limits to stochastic evolutionary processes

In this section I prove Equation (13) in the main text.

Consider a stochastic replicator-mutator equation

dpj =
∑
k

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
dt+ pj

(
σjdWj −

∑
l

σlpldWl

)
(C1)
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where σj characterizes the strength of the stochastic driving forces for population j, and dWj are Wiener noises,

which satisfy dWjdWk = δjkdt and dW 2
j = dt.

Let us focus on the noise-averaged change in an expectation value over a time τ relative to the change[
d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩

]∣∣∣
replicator-mutator

=
∑
j

ajdpj

∣∣∣
replicator-mutator

=
∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
ajdt (C2)

in ⟨A⟩ due state changes from natural selection and mutations, as modeled by the replicator-mutator equation. It is
given by∣∣∣∣∣∣1τ

∫ τ

0

(
d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ −

∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
ajdt

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣1τ
∫ τ

0

(∑
j

dpjaj −
∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
δajdt

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣1τ
∫ τ

0

(∑
j

δaj
(
dpj −

∑
k

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
dt
))∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣1τ
∫ τ

0

∑
j

δajpj

(
σjdWj −

∑
l

σlpldWl

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣1τ
∫ τ

0

∑
j

δajpjYj

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkYjYk, (C3)

where I used that δaj := aj − ⟨a⟩, that probability is conserved,
∑

j dpj = 0, and Eq. (C1). Here,

Yj :=

(
σjdWj −

∑
l

σlpldWl

)
. (C4)

In order to prevent confusion, I explicitly include the time-dependence of the noise terms. For Wiener processes, it

holds that dW t
j dW

t′
j = δjkδtt′ , and that the noise terms are independent from all other functions (in the Itô picture),

so that ptjdW
t
j = ptj dW t

j = 0. The integrals that lack a line element dt, proportional to a noise term, correspond to

Itô integrals [43].
Using the rules of Itô calculus described above and that

∑
j δajpj = 0 gives that∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkYjYk =

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkσjσkdW t
j dW

t′
k

− 2

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkσjdW t
j

∑
l

plσldW t′
l

+

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpk

(∑
l

plσldW t
l

)(∑
m

pmσmdW t′
m

)

=

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
σ2
j p

2
jdt− 2

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkσjpjσjdt

+

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpk

(∑
l

p2l σ
2
l

)
dt

=

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
σ2
j p

2
jdt. (C5)
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Combining Eq. (C3) and (C5) results in

1

τ

∫ τ

0

d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ −
∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
ajdt

2

=
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
σ2
j p

2
jdt

≤ ∥σ∥2∞
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
p2jdt

≤ ∥σ∥2∞
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
pjdt

=
∥σ∥2∞
τ

1

τ

∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt. (C6)

This follows from σj ≤ ∥σ∥∞ := maxj{σj} and p2j ≤ pj . This proves Eq. (13) in the main text.

1. Limits under other stochastic dynamics

An alternative stochastic replicator equation of the form

dpj = pj

(
fj − ⟨f⟩ − σ2

j pj +
∑
l

σ2
l p

2
l

)
dt+ pj

(
σjdWj −

∑
l

σlpldWl

)
(C7)

was derived in Ref. [75]. For simplicity I assume no mutations in this sub-appendix, but it is easy to generalize
the results that follow to account for them. Here, σj characterizes the strength of the stochastic driving forces for

population j, and dWj are Wiener noises, which satisfy dWjdWk = δjkdt and dW 2
j = dt.

Consider the noise-averaged change in an expectation value over a time τ , relative to the change[
d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩

]∣∣∣
replicator

= cov(A, f)dt in ⟨A⟩ due state changes from natural selection as modeled by the replica-

tor equation.

Following similar calculations as above, one finds that all cross terms proportional to a single noise term vanish
upon averaging, and therefore

(
1

τ

∫ τ

0

d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ − cov(A, f)dt

)2

=
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδak (dpj − pjδfjdt) (dpk − pkδfkdt′)

=
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδak (pjXj − pjδfj) (pkXk − pkδfk)dtdt
′

+
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkYjYk, (C8)

by using that dpj = pjXjdt+ pjYj , with the notation

Xj :=

(
fj − ⟨f⟩ − σ2

j pj +
∑
l

σ2
l p

2
l

)
=

(
δfj − σ2

j pj +
∑
l

σ2
l p

2
l

)
(C9)

Yj :=

(
σjdWj −

∑
l

σlpldWl

)
. (C10)
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Then, using the rules of Itô calculus described above and that
∑

j δajpj = 0 gives that the second term is∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkYjYk =

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkσjσkdW t
j dW

t′
k

− 2

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkσjdW t
j

∑
l

plσldW t′
l

+

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpk

(∑
l

plσldW t
l

)(∑
m

pmσmdW t′
m

)

=

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
σ2
j p

2
jdt− 2

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpkσjpjσjdt

+

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpk

(∑
l

p2l σ
2
l

)
dt

=

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
σ2
j p

2
jdt. (C11)

Meanwhile, the first term becomes

1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδak (pjXj − pjδfj) (pkXk − pkδfk)dtdt
′

=

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
jk

δajδakpjpk

(
−σ2

j pj +
∑
l

σ2
l p

2
l

)(
−σ2

kpk +
∑
m

σ2
mp2m

)
dtdt′

=

∫ τ

0

∫ τ

0

∑
j

p2jσ
2
j δaj

(∑
k

p2kσ
2
kδak

) dtdt′

=

∫ τ

0

∑
j

p2jσ
2
j δaj

 dt

2

, (C12)

where I used that
∑

j pjδaj = 0 in the third line.
Combining the previous two equations gives(

1

τ

∫ τ

0

d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ − cov(A, f)dt

)2

=
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∑
j

p2jσ
2
j δajdt

2

+
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
σ2
j p

2
jdt

≤ 1

τ2

∫ τ

0

√∑
j

p2jσ
4
j

√∑
k

p2k (δak)
2
dt

2

+ ∥σ∥2∞
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
p2jdt

≤ 1

τ2

∫ τ

0

√∑
j

pjσ4
j

√∑
k

pk (δak)
2
dt

2

+ ∥σ∥2∞
1

τ2

∫ τ

0

∑
j

(δaj)
2
pjdt

=

(
1

τ

∫ τ

0

∆A
√
⟨σ4⟩dt

)2

+
∥σ∥2∞
τ

1

τ

∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt. (C13)

The second line follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and from σj ≤ ∥σ∥∞ := maxj{σj}, and the third line
holds because p2j ≤ pj .

Note that the first term dominates the upper bound for long times τ ≫ ∥σ∥2∞.
A looser bound holds by using that ⟨σ4⟩ ≤ ∥σ∥4∞,(

1

τ

∫ τ

0

d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ − cov(A, f)dt

)2

≤ ∥σ∥4∞
(
1

τ

∫ τ

0

∆Adt

)2

+
∥σ∥2∞
τ

1

τ

∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt. (C14)
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This proves an equation analogous to Eq. (13) in the main text for the stochastic replicator equation (C7).
An analogous constrain holds when mutations are included,

dpj = pj

(∑
k

pkfkQkj − pj⟨f⟩ − σ2
j pj +

∑
l

σ2
l p

2
l

)
dt+ pj

(
σjdWj −

∑
l

σlpldWl

)
, (C15)

in which case1

τ

∫ τ

0

d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ −
∑
jk

pk(fk − ⟨f⟩)Qkjajdt

2

≤ ∥σ∥4∞
(
1

τ

∫ τ

0

∆Adt

)2

+
∥σ∥2∞
τ

1

τ

∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt. (C16)

Appendix D: Rate limits under natural selection, mutations, and genetic drift

In this appendix I prove Equation (14) in the main text.

It holds that

∣∣∣∣∫ τ

0

(
d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩

)∣∣∣∣−
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫ τ

0

∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
ajdt

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫ τ

0

d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ −
∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
ajdt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

√√√√√∣∣∣∣∣∣
∫ τ

0

d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩ −
∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
ajdt

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

≤ ∥σ∥∞

√∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt (D1)

where I used the triangle inequality in the first line, the Cauchy-Schwarz inequaltiy in the second line, and bound (C6)
in the third line.

The rate limit (B3), derived for the replicator-mutator equation, says that the replicator-mutator contribution to
the change in A satisfies ∣∣∣∣∣∣

∑
jk

pkQkj

(
fk − ⟨f⟩

)
aj

∣∣∣∣∣∣ =
∣∣∣∣∣
[
d⟨A⟩
dt

− ⟨Ȧ⟩
] ∣∣∣∣

replicator-mutator

∣∣∣∣∣ (D2)

≤ ⟨f⟩
∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

∣∣+∆ΠA∆f. (D3)

Then, ∣∣∣∣∫ τ

0

(
d⟨A⟩ − ⟨dA⟩

)∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ τ

0

∆ΠA∆fdt +

∫ τ

0

⟨f⟩
∣∣⟨A⟩Π − ⟨A⟩

∣∣dt + ∥σ∥∞

√∫ τ

0

(∆A)
2
dt. (D4)

This proves Eq. (14) in the main text.
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Appendix E: Mathematical toy models to illustrate the bounds

FIG. 3. Evolutionary rate limits. I consider a toy model where N = 7 species, initially with equal populations, mutate
to two neighboring variants j −→ {j − 1, j + 1} at rates Qj,j−1 = 0.1κ and Qj,j+1 = κ. While the replicator-mutator Eq. (6)
governs the evolution of the populations, the lower and upper rate limits Eq. (9a) and (9b) constrain the dynamics of the
species’ quantitative traits in terms of expectation values and standard deviations. For illustration purposes, I consider a
phenotype A (e.g., the flagella length of bacteria) whose values are not affected by the mutations [inset (1a)] and a phenotype
B (e.g., bacteria’s mass) that changes on the mutated species [inset (1b)]. [Left column] For the mutation-robust phenotype
A, it holds that ⟨A⟩ = ⟨A⟩Π, so the upper rate limit Eq. (9b) implies that |d⟨A⟩/dt| ≤ ∆ΠA∆f . Then, an homogeneous fitness
landscape (weak-selection regime) for which ∆f ≪ 1 [inset (2a)] results in slower changes in the phenotype [plot (i)] than the
fast rates [plot (iii)] obtained with a diverse fitness profile (natural selection regime) for which ∆f ≫ 1 [inset (2b)]. [Center
column] The mutation-sensitive phenotype B can evolve more rapidly than phenotype A due to the contribution of the term
⟨f⟩|⟨B⟩Π − ⟨B⟩| to the upper rate limit Eq. (9b). When the mutation-driven term ⟨f⟩ |⟨B⟩Π − ⟨B⟩| is larger than the natural
selection contribution ∆ΠA∆f , the lower rate limit Eq. (9a) further constraints the minimum rates [plot (ii)]. The lower rate
limits do not appear plots (i,iii,iv) since they are negative in those regimes. This example illustrates how the rate limits derived
in this paper can be used to discriminate rapidly evolving traits from slowly evolving ones.
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