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Directional chemosensing is ubiquitous in cell biology, but some cells such as mating yeast para-
doxically degrade the signal they aim to detect. While the data processing inequality suggests that
such signal modification cannot increase the sensory information, we show using a reaction-diffusion
model and an exactly solvable discrete-state reduction that it can. We identify a non-Markovian
step in the information chain allowing the system to evade the data processing inequality, reflecting
the nonlocal nature of diffusion. Our results apply to any sensory system in which degradation
couples to diffusion. Experimental data suggest that mating yeast operate in the beneficial regime
where degradation improves sensing.

Cells actively alter their environment by secreting
chemical factors. In many cases, environmental alter-
ation by secretion of a degrading factor or by other means
allows cells to form their own directional gradients out of
uniform chemical backgrounds [1]. Examples include ep-
ithelial cell migration [2], lymphocyte targeting [3], em-
bryogenesis [4], metastatic invasion [2, 5], and chemotac-
tic bacteria [6, 7]. On the other hand, some cases are
known in which a gradient is already present, and yet
cells secrete a degrading factor anyway. A well-studied
example is the chemotropic mating response of the bud-
ding yeast, Saccharomyces cerevisiae [8].

Haploid budding yeast cells come in two mating types.
Each type secretes an attracting pheromone that is
sensed by the partner type. Paradoxically, each type also
secretes an enzyme that degrades the pheromone of the
opposite type. Thus, a chemical gradient that each cell
can use for directional sensing is already present, and
yet the cell actively degrades it. It is known that this
degradation is vital for efficient mating [9, 10], but the
reasons are not completely understood. It has been pro-
posed that yeast releases this degrading enzyme to dis-
ambiguate partner locations [11], prevent pheromone re-
ceptor saturation [8], and to sharpen the gradient of the
pheromone profile [8, 12, 13].

Here, we focus on the role of degradation in sharp-
ening the pheromone gradient because it raises a general
question about the acquisition of sensory information. In
principle, sharpening a gradient is useful for directional
sensing, but in this case, it is achieved by the removal of
pheromone. This removal will lower the overall concen-
tration profile, which in turn should increase the sensory
noise. If the disadvantage of increased noise outweighs
the advantage of sharpening the gradient, degrading the
signal may not actually be beneficial for sensing. In fact,
the data processing inequality states that information
cannot be increased by locally post-processing a signal
[14], which would seem to disfavor this strategy. This
brings us to the central question of this paper: Is it ever
beneficial for a sensory system to destroy a signal it is
trying to detect?

We investigate this question using a model that ac-
counts for molecule secretion, diffusion, and sensing by a
spherical source and spherical detector. Using a pertur-
bative approach, and accounting for diffusive fluctuations
in the concentration profile, we arrive at an analytical
expression for the detector’s signal-to-noise ratio. As ex-
pected, we find that degradation sharpens the gradient,
but it also increases noise. Taken together, the signal-to-
noise ratio increases with degradation, revealing a suc-
cessful sensing strategy that is nonetheless in apparent
violation of data processing inequality.

To understand this apparent violation, we reduce the
model to a set of discrete states where we can calculate
the mutual information between the source and detec-
tor exactly. The reduced model pinpoints a key non-
Markovian step in the sensory process. Because the data
processing inequality assumes Markovianity, this finding
explains how the inequality is evaded. Our analysis sug-
gests that the nonlocal character of diffusion is respon-
sible for the information gain due to degradation. We
interpret our results in terms of yeast mating but also in
terms of sensory problems in general.

Consider two spheres—a source and a detector—a dis-
tance r0 apart (Fig. 1A). These spheres have radius a
and can represent whole cells themselves or, in the case
of mating yeast, specific macromolecular complexes on
the cell surfaces called “gradient tracking machines” [15].
The source releases, at rate ν, an attracting pheromone
with diffusion coefficient Dc, while the detector releases,
at rate µ, a degrading enzyme with diffusion coefficient
Db. The pheromone is degraded by the enzyme with rate
kd. Calling the concentrations of pheromone and enzyme
c and b, respectively, the dynamics are

ḃ = Db∇2b (1)

ċ = Dc∇2c− kdbc. (2)

In steady-state, Eq. 1 is solved by b = µ/(4πDb|r⃗− r0ẑ|)
in a coordinate system centered on the source (Fig. 1A).
Non-dimensionalizing with ρ ≡ r/a and χ ≡ ca3, Eq. 2
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FIG. 1. Model and concentration profiles. (A) A spherical
source secretes a diffusing pheromone that is degraded by a
diffusing enzyme secreted by a spherical detector. (B) The
pheromone profile (Eq. 4) along the z axis without (red, ε = 0)
and with (purple, ϵ = 0.2) degradation for separation ρ0 =
r0/a = 4. The enzyme profile scales inversely with distance
from the detector (blue).

in steady state then becomes

∇2χ =
ε

|ρ⃗− ρ0z⃗|
χ, (3)

where ε ≡ akdµ/(4πDbDc) is a dimensionless parameter
that reflects the strength of degradation.

Because Eq. S9 has a ρ⃗-dependent coefficient, it is
not immediately solvable by linear transform methods.
Therefore, we use a perturbation approach, treating ε as
a small parameter (an assumption we later relax when
simplifying the model to a set of discrete states). Specif-
ically, writing χ = χ0 + εχ1, the zeroth-order term sat-
isfying ∇2χ0 = 0 is χ0 = α/ρ, where α ≡ νa2/(4πDc)
is a dimensionless parameter that reflects the strength of
pheromone release. We solve for the first order term sat-
isfying ∇2χ1 = εχ0/|ρ⃗ − ρ0z⃗| by expanding in spherical
harmonics (see Supplemental Material). The result is

χ =
α

ρ
− εα

∞∑
ℓ=0

Pℓ(cos θ)

[
ℓ(2ℓ+ 1)ρ0 − ℓ

(ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 1)ρℓ+1
0 ρℓ+1

+
ρℓ<
ρℓ>

− ρℓ+1
<

(2ℓ+ 2)ρℓ+1
>

− 1

(2ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 2)ρℓ+1
< ρℓ+1

>

]
, (4)

where Pℓ are the Legendre polynomials, and ρ< (ρ>) rep-
resents the lesser (greater) of ρ and ρ0. Eq. 4 is plotted
in Fig. 1B (purple), and we see that degradation by the
enzyme (blue) results in a pheromone profile that is de-
pleted near the detector relative to that without the en-
zyme present (red).

We see in Fig. 1B that degradation sharpens the
pheromone gradient at the detector in the direction of
the source [16]. Most eukaryotic cells, including yeast,

do not actually measure the local gradient in a particular
direction (the way that, say, motile bacteria do by mov-
ing along it [17]). Rather, they compare detection events
at many locations on their surface [18]. The order pa-
rameter that captures this comparison is the anisotropy
[19–21],

A =

∫
dΩ̃χ(1, θ̃) cos θ̃∫
dΩ̃′χ(1, θ̃′)

, (5)

where χ(ρ̃, θ̃) is Eq. 4 transformed to coordinates cen-
tered at the detector (with θ̃ = 0 pointing at the source),
and dΩ̃ = sin θ̃dθ̃dϕ is the corresponding solid angle el-
ement. The cosine performs the comparison, such that
A > 0 (A < 0) corresponds to gradients toward (away
from) the source. To evaluate the integrals in Eq. 5, we
use a planar approximation χ(ρ̃, θ̃) = c1 + c2z̃ for the
concentration profile, where the coefficients c1 and c2 are
given by Eq. 4 at the detector surface (see Supplemental
Material). Eq. 5 then evaluates to

A =
2 + ε(G− F )(ρ20 − 1)

3[2ρ0 − ε(F +G)(ρ20 − 1)]
, (6)

where F and G are functions of ρ0 (see Supplemental
Material) that satisfy G−F > 0 when source and detec-
tor do not overlap (ρ0 > 2). Eq. 6 is plotted in Fig. 2
(blue), and we see that the anisotropy A increases with
the degradation strength ε, consistent with the sharpen-
ing of the gradient.

Eq. 6 represents the detected signal but not the noise.
To calculate the noise, we add Langevin terms to Eqs. 1
and 2 whose strengths are determined intrinsically by the

FIG. 2. The anisotropy A (Eq. 6, blue) and its time-averaged
variance σ2

A (Eq. 7, orange) both increase with the dimen-
sionless degradation parameter ε = akdµ/(4πDbDc) for small
ε. The ratio σA/A (green) decreases, indicating a beneficial
sensing strategy. Parameters are ρ0 = 3, and νT = 3000.
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parameters, and that contain the spatiotemporal correla-
tions appropriate for diffusion [19, 21] (see Supplemental
Material). Fourier transforming these equations obtains
the power spectrum for A, whose low-frequency limit is
Tσ2

A, where σ
2
A is the variance in the long-time average of

the anisotropy, and T is the averaging time. The result
is

σ2
A =

2(ρ20 − 1)

3νT

1 + ε

[
(F +G)(ρ20 − 1)

ρ0
− 3

5

] . (7)

Intuition for this result can be gained from the follow-
ing scaling argument. The anisotropy in Eq. 5 should
scale as A ∼ ∆n/n̄, where ∆n = n2 − n1 is the front-to-
back difference in the number of detected molecules, and
n = n2 + n1 is their sum [22, 23]. The variance in the
anisotropy should then scale as σ2

∆n/n̄
2 ≈ σ2

n/n̄
2, where

the second step neglects the cross-correlations between
n2 and n1. The variance in the time-averaged anisotropy
is further reduced by the number T/τ of independent
measurements made in the averaging time T , where τ
is the correlation time; hence σ2

A ∼ σ2
n/(n̄

2T/τ). With
diffusion and degradation, the statistics of the number
of molecules in a given volume is Poissonian, σ2

n = n̄,
and the correlation time is set by the sum of rates set by
diffusion and degradation. The diffusion rate is Dc/a

2,
while inspection of Eq. 2 reveals an effective degrada-
tion rate of kdb. Evaluating b near the detector sur-
face gives b = µ/(4πDba), and therefore a correlation
time of τ = [Dc/a

2 + kdµ/(4πDba)]
−1 = a2/[Dc(1 + ε)].

Thus, σ2
A ∼ a2/[n̄Dc(1 + ε)T ], or recalling that α =

νa2/(4πDc), we have σ2
A ∼ α/[n̄ν(1 + ε)T ]. Obtaining

n̄ by integrating the concentration profile in Eq. 4 over
the volume of the detector, n̄ =

∫
d3ρ̃ χ(ρ, θ), and again

using the planar approximation for χ as above, we find
that this expression for σ2

A recovers Eq. 7 up to numerical
factors of order unity (see Supplemental Material).

Eq. 7 is plotted in Fig. 2 (orange), and we see that
the noise σA increases with the degradation strength ε.
This result is consistent with the idea that degradation
reduces the molecule number n̄, which increases the noise
as σA ∼ 1/

√
n̄ as shown above. However, we also see in

Fig. 2 that the ratio σA/A of the noise to the signal de-
creases with the degradation strength ε (green). This
result reveals that the benefit of increased signal out-
weighs the detriment of increased noise, such that the
signal-to-noise ratio A/σA still increases with degrada-
tion. Such a result would seem to be in violation of the
data processing inequality, since processing (i.e., degrad-
ing) the signal has increased the sensory information (i.e.,
the signal-to-noise ratio).

To resolve this paradox, we reduce our model to a set
of discrete states, allowing us to solve for the sensory
information exactly. The simplification will be consid-
erable but will preserve all ingredients (secretion, diffu-
sion, and degradation) and therefore the basic physics.

B

A
𝑟 = 1ℓ = 0 𝑠 = 1𝐴 = 1

𝜈′

𝜇′𝜇′
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SourceDetector

C

FIG. 3. Discrete-state reduction. (A) Locations left and right
of the detector contain either zero or one pheromone molecule.
Transition rates accounting for secretion, diffusion, and degra-
dation map to the dimensionless parameters α and ε of the
full model. (B) Average anisotropy Ā (right-left occupancy
difference). (C) Mutual information between A and source
location s (left or right). Both measures increase, then de-
crease, with degradation parameter ε.

Furthermore, it will have the added benefit that ε is no
longer confined to be small. Specifically, we reduce the
spatial domain to two locations, one on either side of
the detector, each of which may contain either zero or
one pheromone molecule (Fig. 3A). The source is on one
side or the other and secretes pheromone at that loca-
tion. Pheromone diffuses between locations or out of the
system, and is degraded. Thus, the sensory problem is
reduced to: how much information does the difference in
pheromone occupancies give about the source direction
(left or right)?
To answer this question, we seek the conditional prob-

ability pℓr|s, where the binary variables ℓ ∈ {0, 1} and
r ∈ {0, 1} represent the left and right pheromone occu-
pancies, and the binary variable s ∈ {−1, 1} represents
the left-right location of the source. Calling ν′, γ, and
µ′ the secretion, diffusion, and degradation rates, respec-
tively (Fig. 3A), the dynamics of pℓr|s are

ṗ00|1 = (γ + µ′)(p01|1 + p10|1)− ν′p00|1

ṗ01|1 = ν′p00|1 + γp10|1 + (γ + µ′)p11|1 − (2γ + µ′)p01|1

ṗ10|1 = γp01|1 + (γ + µ′)p11|1 − (ν′ + 2γ + µ′)p10|1

ṗ11|1 = ν′p10|1 − 2(γ + µ′)p11|1, (8)

and a similar set of equations for s = −1 [24]. The
rates ν′, γ, and µ′ can be mapped to their counter-
parts in the unreduced model as follows. The effective
pheromone degradation rate is µ′ = kdb = kdµ/(4πDba)
as reasoned above. Diffusion across the detector hap-
pens at a rate on the order of γ = Dc/a

2. We thus
have µ′/γ = akdµ/(4πDbDc) = ϵ, naturally recovering
the dimensionless degradation strength within the re-
duced model. The effective secretion rate ν′ is reduced
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from ν according to the distance of the detector from the
source. For convenience we define ν′ = ν/(4π), such that
ν′/γ = α, with the understanding that in general this
ratio would be inversely related to ρ0. In terms of these
rate ratios, the steady state of Eq. 8 reads

p00|1 = (1 + ε)2(6 + 2ε+ α)/Z, p10|1 = 2(1 + ε)α/Z,

p01|1 = (1 + ε)α(4 + 2ε+ α)/Z, p11|1 = α2/Z, (9)

where Z ≡ (2 + 2ε+ α)[3 + 2α+ ε(4 + ε+ α)].
In the reduced model, the anisotropy is equivalent to

the difference in pheromone occupancies, A = r−ℓ. Not-
ing the simple relationship between pA|s and pℓr|s [25],
the average anisotropy Ā ≡ ⟨A|s = 1⟩ follows from Eq. 9
as

Ā =
α(1 + ε)

3 + 2α+ ε(4 + ε+ α)
. (10)

Eq. 10 is plotted in Fig. 3B, and we see that the
anisotropy Ā increases with degradation strength ε for
small ε, as in the unreduced model (Fig. 2, blue). For
large ε, the anisotropy ultimately vanishes, as it must for
a completely degraded signal. Thus, an optimal degra-
dation strength ε∗ emerges that scales as ε∗ ∼

√
α for

large α.
The analog of the signal-to-noise ratio is the sensory

information: the mutual information [26] between s and
A,

I[s;A] =
∑
sA

pA|sps log
pA|s∑

s′ pA|s′ps′

=
2α(1 + ε)

Z

(
β log

2β

β + 1
+ log

2

β + 1

)
, (11)

where β ≡ 2+ε+α/2. Here, the second step assumes the
detector has no initial knowledge of the source direction
(ps = 1/2), inserts pA|s from Eq. 9, and simplifies. Eq.
11 is plotted in Fig. 3C, and we see that the information,
like the anisotropy, increases and then decreases with ε.
In particular, the increase shows that the reduced model
reproduces the apparent violation of the data processing
inequality.

Importantly, the reduced model allows us to explain
the apparent violation. The information flow in the
system is as follows: the source direction informs the
pheromone profile, the pheromone profile is degraded,
and the degraded profile informs the anisotropy. Denot-
ing the four-state pheromone profile (ℓ, r) as q without
degradation, and as q′ with degradation, this flow implies
the chain s → q → q′ → A. If this chain is Markovian,
i.e., psqq′A = pspq|spq′|qpA|q′ , then the data processing
inequality implies I[s; q] ≥ I[s; q′] ≥ I[s;A]. In the Sup-
plemental Material we prove that I[s; q′] ≥ I[s;A] holds
but that I[s; q] ≥ I[s; q′] does not. The latter implies
that the piece of the chain s → q → q′ is non-Markovian,
meaning that q′ is not conditionally independent of s

given q. In other words, the degraded profile q′ carries
more information about the source direction s than is
contained in the unmodified profile q.

Why is the chain s → q → q′ non-Markovian? The
reason is that degradation, when coupled to diffusion, is
not a local modification to the signal. That is, when
a molecule within the profile is degraded, the rest of
the profile does not remain the same. Instead, diffusion
reshuffles the profile, filling in the gaps to create a new
steady state. This reshuffling occurs because the steady
state is non-equilibrium: flux in from secretion is bal-
anced elsewhere by flux out from diffusion and degrada-
tion. The resulting steady state is then entirely different
from, and evidently more informative than, the unmodi-
fied one, despite the fact that molecules are lost.

These insights also extend to systems that form a gra-
dient out of a uniform background. A particularly simple
example is the synthesis-diffusion-degradation model of
morphogenesis [27, 28], in which molecules enter from
one side of an embryo, diffuse, and spontaneously de-
grade. Without degradation, diffusion would make the
profile tend toward uniform. Degradation instead makes
the profile fall off away from the source. Degradation thus
introduces a gradient, which provides cell nuclei their po-
sitional information, despite destroying the signal that
they detect.

What are the implications of our findings for mating
yeast? Mating partners are typically no more than a few
cell radii away, meaning that the optimal degradation
condition for nearby cells, ε∗ ≈

√
α (Fig. 3B, C), applies.

If degradation is to improve sensing, we therefore must
have ε <

√
α, or, inserting the expressions for ε and α

and ignoring factors of order unity, µ < (Db/kd)
√
Dcν.

Note that the source or detector radius a drops out of
this condition, so that it does not matter for what fol-
lows whether sensing is performed by the entire cell or
a local macromolecular complex. In mating yeast, the
pheromone is α-factor, which is secreted by a source cell
at a rate of ν ≈ 1350 molecules per second in the pres-
ence of a mating partner [29]. The enzyme is Bar1, which
binds to α-factor with a second-order rate of kd = 7.7
µM−1s−1 = 0.013 µm3/s [30]. Estimating the diffusion
coefficients Dc = 125 µm2/s and Db = 6 µm2/s from the
molecules’ weights [8], the condition becomes µ < 140ν.
Although we are unaware of measurements of the secre-
tion rate µ of Bar1, it is unlikely that it exceeds a hundred
times that of the pheromone. Therefore, our analysis pre-
dicts that mating yeast orient toward their partners un-
der conditions in which signal degradation helps, rather
than hurts, sensory precision.

We have demonstrated that degrading a directional
signal can be beneficial for detecting that signal because
the advantage of sharpening the gradient outweighs the
disadvantage of signal loss. We have argued that this
benefit is possible, despite the implications of the data
processing inequality, because diffusion makes the sig-
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nal modification nonlocal. The net result is an optimal
level of signal degradation: enough to amplify the direc-
tional information, but not too much to destroy the sig-
nal entirely. Comparing our findings with experimental
data suggests that mating yeast operate in the benefi-
cial regime where degradation amplifies the information.
Our predictions are generic and apply to any directional
sensing system in which signal degradation is employed
to shape or reshape a diffusive gradient.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

Pheromone and Enzyme Concentrations

Denoting the concentration of the degrading enzyme and attractant pheromone as b and c respectively, the equations
for their diffusion and interaction are as in Eqs. 1 and 2 of the main text,

ḃ = Db∇2b (S1)

ċ = Dc∇2c− kdbc. (S2)

Working in steady-state, it is easy to solve the equation for the degrading enzyme while centered on the detector:

Db∇2b(r, θ, ϕ) = 0 (S3)

b(r, θ, ϕ) =

∞∑
ℓ=0

ℓ∑
m=−ℓ

(
Aℓmrℓ +Bℓmr−ℓ−1

)
Yℓm(θ, ϕ), (S4)

where Yℓm are spherical harmonics. Noting the spherical symmetry of the problem (l = m = 0) and using the
boundary condition of b → 0 as r → ∞, Eq. S4 becomes

b =
B

r
. (S5)

B is to be determined from the boundary condition involving the release of the enzyme through the surface of the cell

−4πa2Db

(
∂b

∂r

)
r=a

= µ. (S6)

This gives the solution to b

b(r) =
µ

4πDbr
. (S7)

Shifting the coordinate system to be centered on the source, Eq. S7 becomes

b(r) =
µ

4πDb|r⃗ − r0z⃗|
. (S8)

Still working in steady-state, non-dimensionalizing with ρ ≡ r/a and χ ≡ ca3, and using Eq. S8, Eq. S2 becomes

∇2χ =
ε

|ρ⃗− ρ0z⃗|
χ, (S9)

where ε ≡ akdµ/(4πDbDc) is a dimensionless parameter that reflects the strength of degradation. Equation S9 has
a variable coefficient and therefore it is not immediately solvable by linear transform methods. We proceed using
perturbation theory for small ε,

χ = χ0 + εχ1 + . . . . (S10)

Plugging Eq. S10 into Eq. S9 and matching terms up to first order we have

∇2χ0 = 0 (S11)

∇2χ1 =
ε

|ρ⃗− ρ0z⃗|
χ0. (S12)
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The boundary conditions for χ are as follows:

χ(ρ → ∞) = 0, (S13)

which gives

χ0(ρ → ∞) = 0, (S14)

χ1(ρ → ∞) = 0. (S15)

The boundary condition at the surface of the cell is

−4πa−2Dc

(
∂χ

∂ρ

)
ρ=1

= ν. (S16)

Rewriting α = νa2/4πDc, we have (
∂χ0

∂ρ

)
ρ=1

+ ε

(
∂χ1

∂ρ

)
ρ=1

= −α. (S17)

χ0 is the concentration of the pheromone when there is no enzyme present. Therefore, Eq. S17 gives,(
∂χ0

∂ρ

)
ρ=1

= −α, (S18)(
∂χ1

∂ρ

)
ρ=1

= 0. (S19)

Using the boundary conditions it is easy to solve Eq. S11,

χ0 =
α

ρ
. (S20)

The equation for χ1 now becomes

∇2χ1 =
α

|ρ⃗||ρ⃗− ρ0z⃗|
. (S21)

The solution to χ1 is the sum of the homogenous χh
1 , and particular χp

1 solutions. We will solve the particular solution
using a Green’s function,

χp
1 = α

∫
d3ρ′

G(ρ, ρ′)

|ρ⃗′||ρ⃗′ − ρ0z⃗|
. (S22)

The Green’s function of the Laplace operator is

G(ρ, ρ′) =
−1

4π|ρ⃗− ρ⃗′|
=

∞∑
ℓ=0

−1

4π

ρℓ<
ρℓ+1
>

Pℓ(cos γ) (S23)

where γ is the angle between the two vectors, ρ> = max(ρ, ρ′), ρ< = min(ρ, ρ′), and Pℓ is the Legendre polynomial.
The Legendre polynomial can be expanded in terms of spherical harmonics

Pℓ(cos(γ)) =
4π

2ℓ+ 1

ℓ∑
m=−ℓ

Y ∗
ℓm(θ′, ϕ′)Yℓm(θ, ϕ). (S24)

Plugging Eqs. S23 and S24 into Eq. S22 we get

χp
1 = −α

∫
d3ρ′

1

ρ′

∑
ℓm

ρℓ<
ρℓ+1
> (2ℓ+ 1)

Y ∗
ℓm(θ′, ϕ′)Yℓm(θ, ϕ)

∑
ℓ′

ρ′
ℓ′

0<

ρ′ℓ
′+1
0>

√
4π

2ℓ′ + 1
Yℓ′0(θ

∗)

 . (S25)
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Here, ρ′0> = max(ρ′, ρ0) and ρ′0< = min(ρ′, ρ0). Equation S25 can be simplified using the orthogonality relationship
of the spherical harmonics ∫

dΩ′Y ∗
ℓm(θ, ϕ)Yℓ′m′(θ, ϕ) = δℓℓ′δmm′ . (S26)

Rearranging the integral in Eq. S25 into radial and angular parts and then using Eq. S26, Eq. S25 becomes

χp
1 = −α

∞∑
ℓ=0

√
4π

(2ℓ+ 1)3/2
Yℓ0(θ)

∫ ∞

1

dρ′ρ′
ρℓ<
ρℓ+1
>

ρ′
ℓ
0<

ρ′ℓ+1
0>

. (S27)

The integral in Eq. S27 depends on whether ρ is greater than or less than ρ0.∫ ∞

1

dρ′ρ′
ρℓ<
ρℓ+1
>

ρ′
ℓ′

0<

ρ′ℓ
′+1
0>

=

∫ ρ

1

dρ′
ρ′

2ℓ+1

(ρρ0)ℓ+1
+

∫ ρ0

ρ

dρ′
ρℓ

ρℓ+1
0

+

∫ ∞

ρ0

dρ′
(ρρ0)

ℓ

ρ′2ℓ+1
ρ < ρ0 (S28)

∫ ∞

1

dρ′ρ′
ρℓ<
ρℓ+1
>

ρ′
ℓ′

0<

ρ′ℓ
′+1
0>

=

∫ ρ0

1

dρ′
ρ′

2ℓ+1

(ρρ0)ℓ+1
+

∫ ρ

ρ0

dρ′
ρℓ0
ρℓ+1

+

∫ ∞

ρ

dρ′
(ρρ0)

ℓ

ρ′2ℓ+1
ρ > ρ0. (S29)

Solving the integrals in Eqs. S28 and S29 and writing the solution in terms of Legendre polynomials, the particular
solution is

χp
1 = −α

∞∑
ℓ=0

Pℓ(cos θ)

2ℓ+ 1

[
(2ℓ+ 1)

(
ρ<
ρ>

)ℓ

− 2ℓ+ 1

2ℓ+ 2

(
ρ<
ρ>

)ℓ+1

− 1

(2ℓ+ 2) (ρ<ρ>)
ℓ+1

]
, (S30)

where ρ> and ρ< are max(ρ, ρ0) and min(ρ, ρ0) respectively. The homogenous solution is the fundamental solution
to Laplace’s equation with azimuthal symmetry,

χh
1 =

∞∑
ℓ=0

(
Aℓρ

ℓ +Bℓρ
−ℓ−1

)
Pℓ(cos θ). (S31)

Applying the boundary condition from Eq. S15 means that Aℓ = 0 for all ℓ,

χh
1 =

∞∑
ℓ=0

(
Bℓ

ρℓ+1

)
Pℓ(cos θ). (S32)

The Bℓ can be solved for using the remaining boundary condition, Eq. S19,

0 = −
∞∑
ℓ=0

Bℓ(ℓ+ 1)Pℓ(cos θ)− α

∞∑
ℓ=0

Pℓ(cos θ)

2ℓ+ 1

[
ℓ

ρℓ0

(
2ℓ+ 1− 1

ρ0

)]
(S33)

Bℓ =
−αℓ

(
2ℓ+ 1− 1/ρ0

)
(ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 1)ρℓ0

. (S34)

Putting it all together we have,

χ =
α

ρ
− ε

α ∞∑
ℓ

Pℓ(cos θ)

(
ℓ
(
2ℓ+ 1− 1/ρ0

)
(ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 1)ρℓ0ρ

ℓ+1
+

(
ρ<
ρ>

)ℓ

− 1

(2ℓ+ 2)

(
ρ<
ρ>

)ℓ+1

− 1

(2ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 2)(ρ<ρ>)ℓ+1

) ,

(S35)
as in Eq. 4 of the main text.

Anisotropy

To solve for the anisotropy, A, it is beneficial to shift the coordinate system to be centered on the detector. In
this system, ρ̃ and θ̃ are the new coordinates and θ̃ = 0 points in the direction of the source. The anisotropy is then
defined as

A =

∫
dΩ̃χ(1, θ̃) cos θ̃∫
dΩ̃′χ(1, θ̃′)

, (S36)
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as in Eq. 5 of the main text. To evaluate the integrals in Eq. S36 we use a planar approximation for χ(ρ̃, θ̃),

χ(ρ̃, θ̃) = c1 + c2z̃ = c1 + c2ρ̃ cos θ̃, (S37)

where c1 and c2 are given by Eq. S35 at the surface of the detector,

χ(ρ̃ = 1, θ̃ = 0) = χ(ρ = ρ0 − 1, θ = 0) = c1 + c2, (S38)

χ(ρ̃ = 1, θ̃ = π) = χ(ρ = ρ0 + 1, θ = 0) = c1 − c2. (S39)

Rearranging and solving for c1 and c2 we have

c1 =
1

2
(χ(ρ = ρ0 − 1, θ = 0) + χ(ρ = ρ0 + 1, θ = 0)), (S40)

c2 =
1

2
(χ(ρ = ρ0 − 1, θ = 0)− χ(ρ = ρ0 + 1, θ = 0)). (S41)

Plugging in ρ = ρ0 − 1, ρ = ρ0 + 1, and θ = 0 into Eq. S35, we have

χ(ρ0 − 1, 0) =
α

ρ0 − 1
− εF, (S42)

χ(ρ0 + 1, 0) =
α

ρ0 + 1
− εG, (S43)

where we have defined F and G as

F = α

∞∑
ℓ

(
ℓ
(
2ℓ+ 1− 1/ρ0

)
(ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 1)ρℓ0(ρ0 − 1)ℓ+1

+

(
ρ0 − 1

ρ0

)ℓ

− 1

(2ℓ+ 2)

(
ρ0 − 1

ρ0

)ℓ+1

− 1

(2ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 2)((ρ0 − 1)ρ0)ℓ+1

)
,

(S44)

G = α

∞∑
ℓ

(
ℓ
(
2ℓ+ 1− 1/ρ0

)
(ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 1)ρℓ0(ρ0 + 1)ℓ+1

+

(
ρ0

ρ0 + 1

)ℓ

− 1

(2ℓ+ 2)

(
ρ0

ρ0 + 1

)ℓ+1

− 1

(2ℓ+ 1)(2ℓ+ 2)(ρ0(ρ0 + 1))ℓ+1

)
.

(S45)

Performing the infinite series gives

F = α

[
ρ20(ρ0 − 1)

ρ0(ρ0 − 1)− 1
− 1

2
logρ0 +

1

2
log

(
ρ0(ρ0 − 1)− 1

ρ0(ρ0 − 1)

)]
, (S46)

G = α

 (ρ0 + 1)(ρ20 + ρ0 − 1) + ρ0
ρ20 + ρ0 − 1

− 1

2
log(ρ0 + 1) +

1

2
log

(
ρ20 + ρ0 − 1

ρ0(ρ0 + 1)

) . (S47)

The coefficients c1 and c2 now take the form of

c1 =
αρ0

ρ20 − 1
− ε

1

2
(F +G), (S48)

c2 =
α

ρ20 − 1
− ε

1

2
(F −G). (S49)

The integrals in the anisotropy, Eq. S36, can now be evaluated, giving

A =
2 + ε(G− F )(ρ20 − 1)

3[2ρ0 − ε(F +G)(ρ20 − 1)]
, (S50)

as in Eq. 6 of the main text.

Noise: Langevin Analysis

Equation S50 in the previous section represents the detected signal of the steady-state concentration. To calculate
the noise, we add Langevin terms to Eqs. S1 and S2 and make use of the Wiener-Khinchin theorem. The Wiener-
Khinchin theorem shows that the autocorrelation and power spectral density of a signal form a Fourier pair. It can
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be used further to show that the time averaged correlation function of a signal, CT (t), is approximately equal to its
power spectrum density, S(ω), at low frequency divided by the averaging time, T

CT (0) =
S(0)

T
. (S51)

Therefore, the time-averaged variance of the anisotropy is

σ2
A =

SA(ω = 0)

T
=

1

T

∫
dω′⟨δ̃A

∗
(ω)δ̃A(ω = 0)⟩. (S52)

δ̃A represents the fluctuations in the Fourier transform of A(t) and ∗ denotes the complex conjugate. The fluctuations
in A(t) in time are by definition

δA(t) =

∫
dΩδc(a, θ, t) cos θ∫

dΩc̄(a, θ)
, (S53)

where δc represents the fluctuations in the pheromone concentration and c̄ is the time average of the pheromone
concentration, given by Eqs. S37, S48, and S49 (dropping the tildes for convenience). Denoting the denominator of
Eq. S53 as Z, we have

Z =

∫
dΩc̄(a, θ) = (4π)

2αρ0 − ε(F +G)(ρ20 − 1)

2a3(ρ20 − 1)
. (S54)

Taking the Fourier transform of Eq. S53 gives

δ̃A(ω) =
1

Z

∫
dΩ

∫
d3k

(2π)3
δ̃c(k⃗, ω)ei(a,Ω)·⃗k cos θ. (S55)

Using the plane-expansion

ei(a,Ω)·⃗k cos θ = 4π
∑
ℓ,m

iℓjℓ(ak)Yℓ,m(Ω)Yℓ,m(k̂)

√
4π

3
Y1,0(Ω), (S56)

where i is the imaginary number and jℓ are the spherical Bessel functions. Using the orthogonality properties of the
spherical harmonics (Eq. S26), Eq. S55 becomes

δ̃A(ω) =
1

Z

∫
d3k

(2π)3
δ̃c(k⃗, ω)4πi cos θkj1(ak), (S57)

where θk is polar angle in Fourier space. Taking the complex conjugate and averaging gives

⟨δ̃A
∗
(ω′)δ̃A(ω)⟩ = 4

Z2(2π)4

∫
d3k′ cos θk′j1(ak

′)

∫
d3k cos θkj1(ak)⟨δ̃c

∗
(k′, ω′)δ̃c(k, ω)⟩. (S58)

To solve for ⟨δ̃c
∗
(k′, ω′)δ̃c(k, ω)⟩ we go back to our original PDE system, with the coordinate system centered on the

detector, and with the boundary conditions built in:

ḃ = Db∇2b+ µδ3(x⃗) + ηb (S59)

ċ = Dc∇2c+ νδ3(x⃗− r0z⃗) + ηc (S60)

The statistics of the noise terms are

⟨ηb(x⃗, t)ηb(x⃗′, t′)⟩ = 2Dbδ(t− t′)∇⃗x · ∇⃗x′ [b̄(x⃗)δ3(x⃗− x⃗′)] (S61)

and

⟨ηc(x⃗, t)ηc(x⃗′, t′)⟩ = 2Dcδ(t− t′)∇⃗x · ∇⃗x′ [c̄(x⃗)δ3(x⃗− x⃗′)] + kdb̄(x⃗)c̄(x⃗)δ(t− t′)δ3(x⃗− x⃗′). (S62)
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Here, b̄ and c̄ are the time averages of b(x⃗, t) and c(x⃗, t) respectively. Letting b(x⃗, t) = b̄ + δb(x⃗, t) and c(x⃗, t) =
c̄+ δc(x⃗, t), Eqs. S59 and S60 become

δ̇b = Db∇2δb+ ηb (S63)

δ̇c = ∇2δc− kdb̄c̄− kdb̄δc− kdbc̄+ ηc. (S64)

In Eq. S64 we have neglected second order terms in time. Taking the Fourier transform of both sides of Eq. S64 and
rearranging we have

δ̃c(k⃗, ω) =
ηc − kdc̄δ̃b

Dbk2 + kdb̄− iω
. (S65)

Taking the complex conjugate of Eq. S64 and averaging gives

⟨δ̃c
∗
(k⃗′, ω′)δ̃c(k⃗, ω)⟩ = ⟨η∗cηc⟩+ (kd(̄c))

2⟨δ̃b
∗
δ̃b⟩

(Dck′2 + kdb̄+ iω′)(Dck2 + kdb̄− iω)
. (S66)

A similar procedure can be followed for δb giving

⟨δ̃b(k⃗′, ω′)δ̃b(k⃗, ω)⟩ = ⟨η̃b∗η̃b⟩
(Dbk′2 + iω′)(Dbk2 − iω)

. (S67)

Plugging Eqs. S67, S61, and S62 into Eq. S66 gives

⟨δ̃c
∗
(k⃗′, ω′)δ̃c(k⃗, ω)⟩ =

(4π)4δ3(k⃗′ − k⃗)
[
2Dcc̄k

2 + kb̄c̄+ 2(kdc̄)
2Dbb̄k

2/(D2
bk

4 + ω2)
]

(Dck2 + (kdb̄)2) + ω2
. (S68)

We can now solve for σ2
A by plugging the above equation into Eq. S58,

σ2
A =

4

Z2T

∫ ∞

∞
dkj21(ka)

[
2DbDcc̄k

4 + kdb̄c̄k
2 + 2(kdc̄)

2b̄

Db(Dck2 + kdb̄)2

]
. (S69)

Defining u ≡ ka, using b̄ = µ/4πDba, and recalling that ε = kdµa/4πDbDc, Eq. S69 becomes

σ2
A =

4c̄

Z2aDcT

∫ ∞

−∞
duj21(u)

[
2u4 + εu2 + 2fε2

(u2 + ε)2

]
(S70)

where f = ν/ρ0µ. The above integral can be broken up into three separate integrals which in turn can be solved by
integration by parts and contour integrations.

I1 =

∫ ∞

−∞
duj21(u)

2u4

(u+ i
√
ε)2(u− i

√
ε)2

=
π[1 + ε− e−2ε1/2(1 + 2ε1/2 + 3ε+ 2ε3/2)]

2ε3/2
(S71)

I2 =

∫ ∞

−∞
duj21(u)

εu2

(u+ i
√
ε)2(u− i

√
ε)2

=
π[−3 + ε+ e−2ε1/2(3 + 6ε1/2 + 5ε+ 2ε3/2)]

4ε3/2
(S72)

I3 =

∫ ∞

−∞
duj21(u)

2fε

(u+ i
√
ε)2(u− i

√
ε)2

=
πf [15− 9ε+ 4ε3/2 − e−2ε1/2(15 + 30ε1/2 + 21ε+ 6ε3/2)]

6ε3/2
. (S73)

To first order in ε,

I1 + I2 + I3 ≈ π

(
2

3
− ε

2

5

)
. (S74)

Plugging in Eqs. S54 and S74 into Eq. S70 and using c̄ = c1/a
3 = νρ0/4πDca(ρ

2
0 − 1), we have the variance in the

time-average anisotropy,

σ2
A =

2(ρ20 − 1)

3νT

1 + ε

(F +G)

(
ρ20 − 1

ρ0

)
− 3

5


 , (S75)

as in Eq. 7 of the main text.
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Noise: Scaling Argument

According to the scaling argument of the main text, the variance of the long-time average of the anisotropy is

σ2
A ∼ a2

DcT (1 + ε)n̄
, (S76)

where

n̄ =

∫
d3ρ̃χ(ρ̃, θ̃) (S77)

is the number of pheromone molecules within the volume of the detector. Eq. S77 can be solved using Eq. S37

n̄ =
4πc1
3

=
4π(2αρ0 − ε(F +G)(ρ20 − 1))

6(ρ20 − 1)
. (S78)

Plugging Eq. S78 into Eq. S76 and using α = νa2/4πDc we have

σ2
A ∼ 3(ρ20 − 1)

νTρ0(1 + ε)
[
1− ε(F +G)(ρ20 − 1)/(2ρ0)

] . (S79)

To first order in ε, the variance is

σ2
A ∼ 3(ρ20 − 1)

νTρ0

1 + ε

1

2
(F +G)

(
ρ20 − 1

ρ0

)
− 1


 . (S80)

Comparing Eq. S80 with Eq. S75, we see that the two expressions agree apart from numerical factors, as stated in
the main text.

Information Bounds

Here we prove that the reduced model satisfies the bound I[s; q′] ≥ I[s;A], but not the bound I[s; q] ≥ I[s; q′].
Here s ∈ {−1, 1} is the source location, q = (ℓ, r) ∈ {(0, 0), (0, 1), (1, 0), (1, 1)} are the pheromone occupancies without
degradation, q′ are the pheromone occupancies with degradation, and A ∈ {−1, 0, 1} is the anisotropy.
To prove the first bound, we recognize that the information between source and degraded profile is

I[s; q′] =
∑
sℓr

pℓr|sps log
pℓr|s∑

s′ pℓr|s′ps′
(S81)

=
1

2

∑
ℓr

pℓr|−1 log
2pℓr|−1

pℓr|−1 + pℓr|1
+

1

2

∑
ℓr

pℓr|1 log
2pℓr|1

pℓr|−1 + pℓr|1
, (S82)

where the second step applies ps = 1/2. We introduce the shorthand

p00|1 ≡ a, p00|−1 = a,

p01|1 ≡ b, p01|−1 = −b,

p10|1 ≡ c, p10|−1 = −c,

p11|1 ≡ d, p11|−1 = d, (S83)

where the second column follows from the antisymmetry of the solution upon swapping the source location. Inserting
Eq. S83 into Eq. S82 and simplifying obtains

I[s; q′] = b log
2b

b+ c
+ c log

2c

b+ c
. (S84)



8

The information between source and anisotropy is

I[s;A] =
∑
sA

p̃A|sps log
p̃A|s∑

s′ p̃A|s′ps′
(S85)

=
1

2

∑
A

p̃A|−1 log
2p̃A|−1

p̃A|−1 + p̃A|1
+

1

2

∑
A

p̃A|1 log
2p̃A|1

p̃A|−1 + p̃A|1
, (S86)

where for clarity we have used a tilde to distinguish the anisotropy distribution p̃A|s from the profile distribution pℓr|s.
Given the relationship A = ℓ− r, we have

p̃−1|1 = p01|1 = b, p̃−1|−1 = p01|−1 = −b,

p̃0|1 = p00|1 + p11|1 = a+ d, p̃0|−1 = p00|−1 + p11|−1 = a+ d,

p̃1|1 = p10|1 = c, p̃1|−1 = p10|−1 = −c. (S87)

Inserting Eq. S87 into Eq. S86 and simplifying obtains

I[s;A] = b log
2b

b+ c
+ c log

2c

b+ c
. (S88)

Because Eqs. S84 and S88 are identical, we conclude that I[s; q′] = I[s;A]. That is, the reduced model satisfies the
first bound I[s; q′] ≥ I[s;A] by equality.

The violation of the second bound can now be shown by counterexample. We see from Fig. 3C that I[s;A] with
degradation (ϵ > 0) can be larger than without degradation (ϵ = 0). Because we just found that I[s;A] = I[s; q′], we
therefore conclude that I[s; q′] with degradation can be larger than without degradation—which we denoted I[s; q].
This example thus shows that the second bound I[s; q] ≥ I[s; q′] does not generally hold.
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