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Extant life contains numerous non-equilibrium mechanisms to create order not achievable at
equilibrium; it is generally assumed that these mechanisms evolved because the resulting order was
sufficiently beneficial to overcome associated costs of time and energy. Here, we identify a broad
range of conditions under which non-equilibrium order-creating mechanisms will evolve as an in-
evitable consequence of self-replication, even if the order is not directly functional. We show that
models of polymerases, when expanded to include known stalling effects, can evolve kinetic proof-
reading through selection for fast replication alone, consistent with data from recent mutational
screens. Similarly, replication contingent on fast self-assembly can select for non-equilibrium insta-
bilities and result in more ordered structures without any direct selection for order. We abstract
these results into a framework that predicts that self-replication intrinsically amplifies dissipative
order-enhancing mechanisms if the distribution of replication times is wide enough. Our work sug-
gests the intriguing possibility that non-equilibrium order can arise more easily than assumed, even
before that order is directly functional, with consequences impacting mutation rate evolution and
kinetic traps in self-assembly to the origin of life.

I. INTRODUCTION

Life is often described as a battle against the second
law of thermodynamics: ever since Schrodinger’s What
is life? [1], the ability to maintain a state of unnaturally
high order through dissipative mechanisms has been seen
as a fundamental characteristic of living matter. Non-
equilibrium driving is required to maintain order — i.e.,
lower entropy or variation than expected at thermal equi-
librium — in processes ranging from sensing [2, 3|, com-
putation [4-6] and spatial organization [7, 8] to the self-
replication of heritable information [9-14] itself.

A distinct question from the functioning of non-
equilibrium mechanisms is their spontaneous origin; what
conditions might drive equilibrium matter to sponta-
neously start exploiting energy sources in the environ-
ment to achieve higher order? The conditions for the
emergence of such coupling are not known, even though
several ideas have been proposed. One point of view ar-
gues that all physical systems have a spontaneous ten-
dency to evolve dissipative structures [15-18]. A more
common perspective is that these mechanisms originated
through a Darwinian process where the fitness benefits
of order were sufficient to overcome the associated costs
of energy and time [19-21]; see Fig. 1.

Here, we suggest another possibility, shown in Fig. 1:
systems undergoing rapid exponential self-replication can
spontaneously evolve non-equilibrium order-enhancing
mechanisms if the distribution of replication times is wide
enough. In our scenario, order does not need to provide
any direct Darwinian fitness benefit; selection can be en-
tirely for faster replication, a selection implicit in any
population of self-replicating agents.

We first establish these counter-intuitive ideas in mod-
els of proofreading DNA polymerases and then mul-
ticomponent self-assembly [22-24]. We expand mod-
els in these areas with known biophysical effects such
as misincorporation-induced slowing of catalysis during
templated replication and kinetic traps in self-assembly.
In all cases, we find a counter-intuitive relationship be-
tween speed and order — higher speed is associated with
higher order because of slowdowns arising from geometric
frustration. Consequently, systems with order-enhancing
mechanisms like kinetic proofreading [10, 11] or dynamic
instability [25] replicate faster and will thus be dominant
at long times, even if that order is not directly functional
in any way.

We then abstract away from these specific instances to
determine broad conditions under which non-equilibrium
order arises spontaneously; we find that it merely re-
quires self-replication with a sufficiently wide distribution
of replication times. Such distributions arise naturally in
multi-component systems where replication is contingent
on navigating a disordered, high-dimensional configura-
tion space from birth to division. Our results suggest a
path through which dissipative order can evolve sponta-
neously; the order can then become functionalized and
consequently selected for, allowing replicating systems to
ratchet up in complexity.

TEMPLATED REPLICATION

We first explore these ideas in templated replication,
a process exploited by all known life forms to transmit
heritable information across generations. The fidelity of
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FIG. 1. An alternative scenario for the origin of non-equilibrium order. The basic traits of a self-replicator, such as
a cell undergoing repeated divisions as shown, are the time to replicate and fidelity in replication, i.e. lack of disorder; both
traits are impacted by dissipative fidelity-enhancing mechanisms. Here, we outline a broad set of conditions where selection
for fast replication alone, with no selection on fidelity or order, will result in highly dissipative order-maintaining mechanisms.
In our scenario, complex non-equilibrium mechanisms that increase order can arise as an inevitable consequence of exponential
self-replication itself, even if there is no fitness benefit to that order. In this scenario, selection for higher fidelity is particularly
easy since high fidelity cells will also benefit from higher replication speed. Thus, under the conditions we describe, complex
non-equilibrium mechanisms that increase order can arise as an inevitable consequence of exponential self-replication itself,

even if there is no fitness benefit to that order.

this replication process is a key physical constraint on
the origin of life [26, 27] and subsequent evolution [28].

At equilibrium, we expect fidelity to be constrained by
the finite differences between base pair free energies; e.g.,
AG = G(AT) — G(AG) ~ 1 -3 kcal/mol =~ 1.688 — 5 k;T
would indicate an error rate of u ~ 107! — 1072 [29].
However, several DNA polymerases contain an exonucle-
ase domain that proofreads [30, 31]: the nascent DNA
strand is occasionally passed from the polymerase to the
exonuclease domain where bases are excised in 3’ to 5’ di-
rection. Using the exonuclease frequently leads to higher
accuracy (lower p) since wrong nucleotides are preferen-
tially discarded; but since right nucleotides are also dis-
carded on occasion, such error correction also increases
the time to copy a strand.

A simple mathematical model, following numerous
published models [13, 30-33], quantifies this intuitive
‘higher fidelity, lower speed’ trade-off as shown in Fig.
2a-iii — see Supplementary Information.

We now introduce a key experimentally observed fact
— stalling [34-39] — that is not considered in exist-
ing models, but completely inverts this intuitive trade-off
picture. The incorporation of a wrong nucleotide signifi-
cantly slows the catalysis of the phosphodiester bond for
the next base — even if correct. This biophysical effect
of geometric nature [37], due to incorrect seating of the
prior incorrect base on the template, e.g. misaligned 3’
end, is intrinsic to the nature of templated replication
and is independent of proofreading activity: stalling has
been observed even in non-enzymatic RNA replication
[40] relevant to the RNA world — see Supplementary In-
formation. The time to replicate a strand of length L

(1)

where tyostan (1) is the time to copy one base, assuming no
stalling occurs; this time, shown in Fig.2a-iii, increases as
the error rate p decreases since additional proofreading
activity might excise correctly matched bases as well [10,
11, 41, 42]; pL is the number of mutations, each of which
causes a stall of time Tgan.

Augmenting the proofreading model with stalling re-
veals a new regime (Fig. 2a-iii): for large enough er-
ror rates u > L., the trade-off between time to copy a
strand and error is reversed: faster networks are more ac-
curate at replicating the strand. As derived in the Sup-
plementary Information using an analytically tractable
model, the width p. of this counter-intuitive regime in-
creases with the stalling time 744y and with increasing
non-equilibrium drive A®: i, ~ T f(A®), where 79 is
the average incorporation time of a base in the absence
of stalling and f is a decreasing function of A®. These
results suggest that (i) selection for fast replication alone
can lead to the evolution of mechanisms that result in
higher fidelity; (ii) such higher fidelity will be preferen-
tially achieved through highly dissipative (higher A®)
error-correcting mechanisms.

To test these predictions, we carried out in silico evo-
lution of a DNA polymerase, with fitness agnostic to the
copying fidelity u. Instead, fitness is entirely set by the
speed of replicating a strand of length L, F' = 1/Tp; this
time T}ep includes both proofreading and stalling time as
in Eq. 1.

Trep ~ Ltnostall(ﬂ) + LpTsian
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FIG. 2. Fast replication selects for kinetic proofreading in the presence of stalling. (a) We extend canonical models
of kinetic proofreading for polymerases (i) by including the stalling effect (ii): incorporation of the correct nucleotide (here,
G) at site 4 is dramatically slowed (up to 1000x [34-36]) if site ¢ — 1 has an incorrect base (here, red C) due to misaligned
3 of C and 5’ end of G. (iii) Average time to copy a strand as a function of error rate in proofreading models without and
with stalling. Curves correspond to different non-equilibrium driving potentials A® in the proofreading network. In models
with stalling, higher accuracy is linked to higher speed (gray region). (b) (i) In silico evolution of a random network model of
polymerases that incorporates stalling. The fitness function is set by the time to copy a long strand, with no consideration of
accuracy. (ii,iii,iv,v) Evolution of strand replication time, time to copy a base without a stall, energy dissipation rate and error
rate during in silico evolution. Typical trajectory is highlighted out of the ten trajectories reported.

The polymerase was modeled by a generic chemi-
cal network composed of N enzyme-substrate states, as
sketched in Fig. 2b. We initialize the network’s kinetic
parameters k;; randomly, but satisfying detailed balance,
i.e. at equilibrium. However, k;; are kinetic parameters
that can evolve to break detailed balance, representing
coupling to external energy sources such as NTP hydrol-
ysis: ki; = kf}qeﬁé‘é, where A® is the driving force and
1/8 = kT — see Supplementary Information.

The results of the evolution for speed F' = 1/T;;, of
a network of size N = 7 are summarized in Fig. 2b.
Over cycles of mutation and selection, the replication
time T}ep falls as expected. But this fall is accompanied
by a decrease in the error rate p — despite no selection
for fidelity. Further, the time to copy ignoring stalling
thostall, increases during evolution despite selecting for

faster replication and energy dissipation also increases,
see Fig. 2b.

These observations show that the random network,
when selected for fast replication alone, evolved a non-
equilibrium error correction mechanism that spends more
energy and time (in the sense of higher ¢,ostan) proof-
reading; this increased time t,0sta11 Spent on proofreading
each base results in fewer errors and consequently fewer
stalling events, leading to a net benefit in replication time
Trep of a strand.

Experimental evidence

An extensive body of theoretical — and some ex-
perimental — work on proofreading reports the intu-



itive speed-accuracy trade-off. How might our work,
motivated by experimental observations of stalling [34—
37, 39, 43], be consistent with such prior work? Prior
studies consider only the impact of a few mutations or
one biophysical perturbation, e.g. changing Mg?*t levels
[44]. Such tests cannot probe whether there is a sys-
tematic correlation between speed and fidelity. More
precisely, trade-offs manifest as a Pareto front defined
by an inequality between traits such as speed and accu-
racy; systems can occupy entire regions to one side of
the Pareto front. Upon making a single perturbation to
a polymerase, it is possible — and even likely — to find
a variant further away from the Pareto front. Comparing
a pair of variants, in isolation, can appear to exhibit the
intuitive trade-off, but the collection of all mutants can
form a Pareto front with the counter-intuitive trade-off.
Thus, testing the ideas here presented requires extensive
mutagenesis.
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FIG. 3. DNA polymerase variants display the counter-
intuitive trade-off defined as the Pareto front. Error
rate vs speed data from the highest throughput mutagene-
sis of a proofreading DNA polymerase to date [45]. Data
points of different shape indicate mutations in the exonucle-
ase, polymerase domain or both. DNA plasmid copy number
maintained at steady state by a dedicated DNA polymerase
is a measure of its total activity that combines speed and pro-
cessivity; see Supplementary Information.

The largest such library of a DNA polymerase mutants
was built recently [45] in the course of creating the Or-
thoRep platform [46]. We plotted the data generated
by [45] in this process for 171 (single and multiple mu-
tant) variants of the pGKL1 DNA polymerase [47]. This
viral-origin Family B DNA polymerase has exonuclease
activity and is homologous to the commercially available
®-29 DNA polymerase. The data in Fig. 2c¢ shows that
the counterintuitive trade-off holds over four orders of
magnitude variation in the error rate and two orders of
magnitude in the measure of a proxy for speed used in
[45]. See Supplementary Information for more details and
experimental support for the ideas presented here in the
origin of life context.

SELF-ASSEMBLY

The example of nucleic acid replication is not the only
instance of our proposed paradigm. We now consider a
cell whose replication is limited by the time to assemble a
multicomponent structure; the structure is built from N
molecular species whose binding interactions J;; include
some non-specific interactions. Extant life must build or-
dered structures like ribosomes — with every component
in the right place despite non-specific interaction — in
order to replicate.

In contrast, we will assume that our cell replication is
not contingent on the composition or ordering of com-
ponents in the assembled structure. Our cells divide
upon building any structure of linear dimensions at least
L x W. Thus, fast replication is equivalent to fast assem-
bly of any structure at all: structural order is not directly
functional in our model. This assumption is a theoretical
device to highlight the most extreme consequences of the
counter-intuitive relationship between replication speed
and structural order.

We evolved cells based on such a speed-of-assembly fit-
ness function. We held the interaction matrix J;; fixed
but allowed for the possibility of evolving microtubules-
inspired dynamic instability [48]; i.e. a layer of non-
equilibrium dynamics that allows structures to be par-
tially or entirely disassembled in an irreversible way —
see Supplementary Information for details.

In silico evolution for fast assembly resulted in faster
self-assembly as expected (Fig. 4b), but with two sur-
prises. First, while dynamic instability should naively
reduce assembly speed by disassembling structures, the
frequency of dynamic instability-disassembly A increased
(Fig. 4b-ii) over evolution. Second, despite not selecting
for ordered assembly, structural variation in assembled
structures at the time of cell division decreased (Fig. 4b-
iii); i.e. assembled structures tended to be ordered in a
specific way.

These surprising results can be explained by viewing
dynamic instability as a mechanism that speeds up as-
sembly by disassembling misformed structures. As shown
in prior work, non-specific interactions can lead to mis-
formed structures [49-52] that dramatically slow further
assembly. In the absence of dynamic instability, such
misformed leading edges might take a long time to spon-
taneously melt away. Dynamic instability — of the right
amount — might effectively speed up assembly [53]| by
disassembling these kinetic traps, despite assembly oth-
erwise being strongly forward-driven.

NAVIGATING HIGH-DIMENSIONAL
DISORDERED SPACES

We abstract our results on kinetic proofreading and
self-assembly to a more general framework. Consider a
cell that divides upon completing N actions out of a
library of M possible actions, in any order and possi-
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FIG. 4. Fast replication selects for error-correcting non-equilibrium instabilities in self-assembly. (a) We consider
a cell that divides when it assembles any structure of linear size L = 40 using N = 6 molecular species; replication is contingent
only on structure size and not contingent on ordering of components. The molecules have specific interactions (black entries
of J;;) that enable assembly of a (ii) regular lattice. (iii) But misincorporations due to random non-specific interactions (red
entries of J;;) can lead to frustrated partial assemblies that are slow to grow further. (iv) In our model, cells can potentially
evolve a non-equilibrium mechanism that induces frequent irreversible disassembly [48]. (b) In silico evolution with replication
being contingent only on assembling structures of length L, independent of component ordering. J;; is held fixed but dynamic
instability frequency A is allowed to evolve. Even though selection is only for (i) higher assembly speed of any large structure,
(ii) dynamic instability strength A and consequently (iii) structural order (measured as variation in component ordering in

assembled structures at division) also increase.

bly with repetition. As shown in Fig. 5a-i, such a cell
can be seen as navigating one of many possible trajecto-
ries z(¢) in a high-dimensional configuration space to go
from a Birth state to a mature Division state that can
then divide into two cells. These actions could represent
the order in which different nucleotides are added dur-
ing templated replication or molecular components are
added to, e.g. a growing viral capsid structure [54] or
different metabolic and synthesis processes that must be
completed during a cell cycle [55].

Equilibrium thermodynamics generally sets a limit on
how strictly one can enforce an order of these actions
[55], resulting in a relatively wide probability distribution
Peax(t)] over trajectories x(t). Extant cells exploit non-
equilibrium mechanisms to sample from a narrower dis-

tribution P"¢?[x(t)]; e.g. typically, only a specific subset
of all possible M actions is taken and, in a precise order,
to avoid deleterious consequences. This non-equilibrium
order can be quantified by the reduction in the entropy
of trajectories AS = Dy, (P™[x(t)]||P[x(t)])-

Can mechanisms enforcing such non-equilibrium or-
der potentially arise from the need to replicate fast
alone? Inspired by the undoing action of proofread-
ing and dynamic instability [20], we consider Maxwell
demons (backward-facing blue arrows in Fig. 5a-ii) that
randomly and irreversibly reset [56-58| the system back
to the Birth state on a timescale T, independent of
what state the cell might be at. In contrast with clas-
sic Maxwell demons that act based on being in the right
or wrong state [55], our mechanism acts solely on time.
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Fast replication selects for Maxwell demons that reduce the entropy of birth-to-division paths in

high-dimensional state spaces (a) A cell divides when it navigates from a Birth to a Division state along any one of many
trajectories x(t) through cell state space. The completion times 7 along these trajectories is distributed as P(7). (ii) If P(7)
satisfies Eq. 2, fast replication selects for a Maxwell demon that randomly and irreversibly resets paths back to Birth on a
timescale Tr. The demon reduces the entropy of paths used to reach Division and thus increases order. (b) (i,ii) Log-normal
distributions P(7) with a sufficiently large variance o show increased replication speed when reset at a specific timescale (blue
region). (iii) The extra order due to the evolved demon, defined as reduction in path entropy, increases with variance o of P(7).
(¢) (i) P(r) with two delta functions corresponding to fast (75) and slow paths (7s); slow paths are taken with probability pu.

defined by Eq. 2

Prior work [56, 57, 59-61] suggests that such a reset pro-
cess can speed up the average transit time from Birth to
Division under some conditions. Intuitively, resets reduce
time wasted on slow trajectories x(t).

To determine when resetting demons will be selected
for by the need for fast self-replication alone — with-
out selecting for order, we first define P°?(T.p,) to be
the distribution of replication times induced by trajec-
tories sampled from the ensemble P¢?[x(¢)]. The fitness
f of a lineage of cells with replication time distribution
PY(T,.,) can be shown to be given by 2P(—f) = 1
where P(w) = o €T Pe(T)dT is the moment gener-
ating function for P°4(T,..,) — see Supplementary Infor-
mation and [62]. We can also use similar means to calcu-
late the modified lineage fitness f(T.) in the presence of
a demon that resets on a timescale T, (see Supplemen-
tary Information). Setting f(7,) > f(c0), we find that

speed of replication alone will select a resetting demon of
timescale T;. if

1,

E(7|lost) > ———————
( | ) 1 - P)lost(Tr)

+ E(7|not lost) (2)

where E(r[lost) = [ TP(T)dt/Prost(Tr), Post(T) =
J7. PeUT)dT and E(r|not lost) = [;" TP*(T)dT/(1
Post(T))). Here ‘lost’ represents slow trajectories x(t)
with long completion times 1., > T.. Intuitively, Eq.
2 amounts to two conflicting requirements on P¢I(T,.,)
that must be satisfied for some T;: (i) the average time
cost of slow trajectories E(7|lost) must be large; (ii)
the probability of taking these slow trajectories Pyt (7))
must be small.

While resets are often seen as a way to speed up search
[56], the key point in our context is that resetting demons
create non-equilibrium order by also modifying P°?[z(t)]



to P™°4[x(t)]. To see this, note that in the presence of
a demon, the Division state can be reached only by a
small subset of all possible trajectories x(t), namely the
fast ones. Such a reduction in entropy of trajectories is a
form of non-equilibrium order. For example, if different
trajectories x(t) represent N actions being performed in
many different orders, the entropy reduction corresponds
to ensuring that those NV actions are carried out in a very
specific temporal order [55]. Crucially, in many other
cases, the trajectories through state space are themselves
not observable unless the system successfully reach the
Division state; only these successful trajectories that are
not reset leave behind an observable fossil record in the
form of a molecular structure, e.g. a completed DNA
transcript or self-assembled structure not dissolved by
dynamic instability. In this context, the reduced entropy
of successful trajectories will be directly reflected in, say,
lower error rates in newly synthesized DNA strands or
higher structural order of macromolecular structures.
The reduction in trajectory entropy AS due to reset-
ting [63] can be bounded in many cases of interest by

T,

AS < —log / " PUT, e )dT ey 3)

0

See Supplementary Information for details. To get in-
tuition on when such order-creating demons will spon-
taneously evolve and how much order they create, we
considered the case of a log-normal distribution for
P°U(T,.p); see Fig. 5b. We find that resets of a spe-
cific timescale T). increase fitness by reducing the average
time from Birth to Division for log-normal distributions
of sufficiently high variance o. In this regime, we find
effectively higher non-equilibrium order AS since resets
greatly restrict the set of trajectories used to reach the
Division state. Further, AS increases with variance of
P°4(T,.p) as shown in Fig. 5b-iii.

As another case study, we consider a bimodal
PY(T,.,) corresponding to fast trajectories (time 7y)
with probability 1 — u and slow trajectories (time 7y)
with probability . Such a distribution e.g. models times
for templated replication with fast and slow trajectories
corresponding to zero and one mutation respectively and
where p < 1 is the error rate. Using Eq. 2, we can
identify parameter regimes of i, 75, 7¢ in which resets are
favorable, :—f > 1+ ﬁ with the resulting order being

AS = —log(1l — ), due to suppression of mutations. See
Fig. b5c.

In the Supplementary Information, we study other
families of replication time distributions P°?(T}.p), some
of which never lead to order-through-speed while others
do so for large enough variance, e.g. the normal and
Fréchet distributions, respectively.

Real systems can show a distribution of replication
times P¢4(T,.,) for numerous mechanistic reasons, rang-
ing from kinetic traps in self-assembly, stalling in DNA
replication or other frustrated states along some trajec-
tories x(t) but not others [62, 64, 65]. Independent of
mechanism, our results here suggest that these conditions

will select for non-equilibrium mechanisms that effec-
tively constrain living systems to show more stereotyped
predictable trajectories in going from Birth to Division.
Such reliable stereotyped behavior can then be function-
alized and directly selected on; but this stereotyping can
first arise as a byproduct of fast self-replication.

PREFERENTIAL EVOLUTION OF DISSIPATIVE
ORDER
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FIG. 6. Fast replication preferentially selects for more
dissipative order-maintaining mechanisms. (a) We
compare polymerases (i) restricted to binding state discrim-
ination (linear networks) and (ii) exonuclease-based error-
correction (networks with loops). Upon selecting for speed,
both networks evolve towards lower error rate. But when
compared at the same error rate p = 0.02, more dissipative
mechanisms have higher replication speed. (b) We compare
two mechanisms of error correction in self-assembly: (i) car-
rying out assembly more reversibly, and (ii) through dynamic
instability. Both mechanisms reduce defects while speeding
up assembly; but the assembly speed of dynamic instability-
based dissipative mechanisms is higher while achieve the same
defect rate p = 0.01.

Our core argument thus far has been that order-
creating mechanisms may be selected by selection for fast
self-replication. However, systems often have a choice of
evolving one of many order-maintaining mechanisms that
differ in their dissipation cost.

Here, we argue that selection for fast replication alone
will preferentially select for order through more dissipa-
tive mechanisms over less dissipative mechanisms when



such a choice is available, even when both mechanisms
can achieve the same order.

To see this concretely, we consider two families of er-
ror correction in templated replication shown in Fig. 6a.
While scheme (ii) is a traditional proofreading network
with loops, scheme (i) has no discard pathways, but in-
stead is a linear network of states representing a ligand-
bound state followed by catalysis. The latter network can
minimize the formation of errors through slow catalysis
and near-equilibrium polymerization [33], a less dissipa-
tive way of correcting errors than network (ii).

We separately evolved these two distinct mechanisms
for higher speed. While both networks evolved towards
lower error rates, the more dissipative system, i.e. net-
work (i), shows higher fitness, i.e. is faster, even when
compared at the same error rate p = 0.02.

We can intuitively understand this effect by computing
W’im, i.e., the reduction Ap in error rates obtained
for a given proofreading-associated slow down At,estaln
of copying time in the absence of stalling. As shown in
the Supplementary Information, this ratio increases with
dissipation.

A similar conclusion holds for self-assembly; besides
dynamic instability, self-assembly errors can also be cor-
rected by the less-dissipative mechanism of assembling
closer to the structure melting point. However, as shown
in Fig. 6b, when achieving the same rate of defects
@ = 0.01, the dynamic instability mechanism in (ii) is
fitter, i.e. assembles structures faster, than the less dissi-
pative mechanism in (i). See Supplementary Information
for details.

The above results suggest that the mere fact of ex-
ponential proliferation leads to a selection coefficient s,
to dissipate more if the distribution of replication times
is wide enough. We can estimate s, by adding a dis-
sipation cost F© — F — Ao to the fitness and finding
the critical ). that prevents the spontaneous evolution
of non-equilibrium order; see Supplementary Information
for examples.

DISCUSSION

A basic question in the transition from matter to life
[9] is to understand the conditions that drive matter to
self-organize in a way that increases coupling to exter-
nal energy sources, thus allowing for more ordered and
complex states [66].

Our work outlines one minimal scenario:  self-
replication can intrinsically amplify dissipative mecha-
nisms that enhance order if the distribution of replica-
tion times has large enough variance. Once such or-
der emerges, it can be functionalized — e.g., accurately
copied RNA can begin to code for functional ribozymes,
thus adding further selection pressure to maintain that
order [27], as in the conventional picture. In this way,
our work adds to a line of work on the origin of complex-
ity through ratchets that does not postulate any direct

adaptive benefits of complexity [16, 67-70].

While competition between extant organisms often in-
volves environment-specific factors beyond fast replica-
tion [71], selection for replication speed is the minimal
requirement coded in any replicative process. The lim-
iting factor for replication speed can vary, ranging from
genome replication (e.g., in some viruses [72]) to assem-
bling macromolecular structures (e.g., viral capsids, ri-
bozymes or ribosomes [54, 73]) to completing a set of
metabolic tasks (e.g., protein synthesis [74]). The three
scenarios examined in this paper show that the order-
through-variance effect is potentially relevant for diverse
mechanisms, see Tab. 1.

Our work suggests that the route to error-correcting
ribozymes [27] in the origin-of-life context might be eas-
ier than expected, building on prior stalling-fidelity work
[40]. Our work also has implications for speed and ac-
curacy of enzymes of the central dogma [75] such as the
ribosome and DNA and RNA polymerases, to the extent
they stall upon misincorporations [76]. Our results might
also inform efforts to engineer enzymes of higher speci-
ficity without loss of speed [77, 78]. Finally, our counter-
intuitive speed-accuracy relationship must be accounted
for when interpreting mutation rates in natural popula-
tions, e.g. our results can explain mutation rates too low
to be accounted for by mutational load alone as in the
drift-barrier hypothesis [79].

In molecular self-assembly, misincorporation-induced
pauses have been studied earlier [43, 49] as a way of re-
ducing defects. Our work suggests that such systems
with stronger stalled configurations (or with geometric
frustration [80]) can more easily evolve non-equilibrium
checkpoint mechanisms — e.g. like those during ribo-
some assembly [81] — even if structural order is not yet
directly functional. Similarly, our work adds a twist to
annealing protocols studied earlier in crystal and mineral
growth [82] which are seen as reducing defects at the cost
of growth rate. Our work suggests that, in some regimes,
these annealing protocols reduce defects and increase net
growth rate at the same time.

Finally, resets have been shown to be a broadly rele-
vant strategy for speeding up search in a broad range of
contexts [56, 58, 59, 61, 83]. Our work points out that
in addition to saving time, reset mechanisms effectively
reduce the entropy of paths used to reach a destination
state. Such ‘canalization’ into a few paths can be seen as
a non-equilibrium version of Waddington’s homeorhesis
[84]; while Waddington’s proposal evoked an equilibrium
landscape to canalize the set of allowed trajectories, here,
canalization is achieved through non-equilibrium dynam-
ics. While connections to the principle of maximum cal-
iber [85] remain to be explored, we note that the reduc-
tion in trajectory entropy can show up as higher observ-
able order in, e.g. assembled structures or copied poly-
mers. As a consequence, complex systems can control
themselves and achieve stereotyped reproducible behav-
iors despite living in high-dimensional disordered state
spaces. Taken together, our results suggest a broadly



TABLE I. A minimal scenario for the origin of non-equilibrium order.

Model Key ingredient

Non-eq. mechanism Potential relevance

Replication (Fig. 2) Stalling

Self-assembly (Fig. 4)

High-dim. trajectories (Fig. 5) Wide replication times Random reset

relevant dimensionality reduction principle in correcting
errors: instead of developing specific mechanisms that
target each of the myriad kinds of errors in a biologi-
cal process, a simpler alternative strategy is to focus on
reducing the time taken by such a process.
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