
Volume 19 | Issue 2 | Jul – Dec 2020 | ISSN: 0856-860X 

Western Indian Ocean 
J O U R N A L  O F  

Marine Science



Chief Editor José Paula | Faculty of Sciences of University of Lisbon, Portugal

Copy Editor Timothy Andrew

Published biannually
Aims and scope: The Western Indian Ocean Journal of Marine Science provides an avenue for the wide dissem-
ination of high quality research generated in the Western Indian Ocean (WIO) region, in particular on the 
sustainable use of coastal and marine resources. This is central to the goal of supporting and promoting 
sustainable coastal development in the region, as well as contributing to the global base of marine science.  
The journal publishes original research articles dealing with all aspects of marine science and coastal manage-
ment. Topics include, but are not limited to: theoretical studies, oceanography, marine biology and ecology, 
fisheries, recovery and restoration processes, legal and institutional frameworks, and interactions/relationships 
between humans and the coastal and marine environment. In addition, Western Indian Ocean Journal of Marine 
Science features state-of-the-art review articles and short communications. The journal will, from time to time, 
consist of special issues on major events or important thematic issues. Submitted articles are subjected to  
standard peer-review prior to publication. 
Manuscript submissions should be preferably made via the African Journals Online (AJOL) submission plat-
form (http://www.ajol.info/index.php/wiojms/about/submissions). Any queries and further editorial corre-
spondence should be sent by e-mail to the Chief Editor, wiojms@fc.ul.pt. Details concerning the preparation 
and submission of articles can be found in each issue and at http://www.wiomsa.org/wio-journal-of-marine-
science/ and AJOL site.
Disclaimer: Statements in the Journal reflect the views of the authors, and not necessarily those of WIOMSA, 
the editors or publisher.

Copyright © 2020 – Western Indian Ocean Marine Science Association (WIOMSA)
No part of this publication may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system or transmitted in any form  

or by any means without permission in writing from the copyright holder.
ISSN 0856-860X

Western Indian Ocean 
J O U R N A L  O F  

Marine Science

Editorial Board
Serge ANDREFOUËT 
France

Ranjeet BHAGOOLI 
Mauritius

Salomão BANDEIRA 
Mozambique

Betsy Anne BEYMER-FARRIS  
USA/Norway

Jared BOSIRE 
Kenya

Atanásio BRITO 
Mozambique

Louis CELLIERS 
South Africa

Pascale CHABANET 
France

Lena GIPPERTH 
Sweden

Johan GROENEVELD 
South Africa

Issufo HALO 
South Africa/Mozambique

Christina HICKS 
Australia/UK

Johnson KITHEKA 
Kenya

Kassim KULINDWA 
Tanzania

Thierry LAVITRA 
Madagascar

Blandina LUGENDO 
Tanzania

Joseph MAINA 
Australia

Aviti MMOCHI 
Tanzania

Cosmas MUNGA 
Kenya

Nyawira MUTHIGA 
Kenya

Ronel NEL 
South Africa 

Brent NEWMAN 
South Africa

Jan ROBINSON 
Seycheles

Sérgio ROSENDO 
Portugal

Melita SAMOILYS 
Kenya

Max TROELL 
Sweden

Cover image: Ngalawa (traditional dugout, outrigger canoe) being readied for a boat race in the 2018-2019 Kraken cup, Kilwa, Tanzania. © Rahim Saggaf



1717WIO Journal of Marine Science  19 (2 ) 2020 17-27

Introduction
Determining the ecosystem state and connectivity 
of biomass between ecological groups or trophic 
levels is vital to understanding ecosystem function 
(Christensen and Pauly, 2004). The understanding 
of fish trophic networks is important in establishing 
ecologically based management programmes (Kul-
bicki et al., 2005). Gut content analyses are used in 
studies related to fish composition and abundance of 
wild fish assemblages (Arechavala-Lopez et al., 2011; 
Fernandez-Jover et al., 2011). They provide infor-
mation of the most recent meal and can be used to 
track changes in feeding habits of captured fish (Fer-
nandez-Jover et al., 2008), and trophic relationships 
(Berkstrom et al., 2012).  

Connectivity of organisms is known to occur between 
seagrass beds and coral reefs (Berkstrom et al., 2013). 
Fish belonging to trophic groups such as planktivores, 
piscivores and motile invertebrate feeders that eat 

high protein and energy-rich food with high assimi-
lation rates (Bowen et al., 1995) form the most diverse 
trophic groups worldwide ( Jones et al., 1991; Ferreira 
et al., 2004). In many tropical regions, shallow water 
habitats are strongly connected through ontogenetic 
or foraging migration of fish (Krumme, 2009). Large 
piscivores and invertebrate feeders are known to 
migrate from coral reefs to feed in adjacent seagrass 
and sandy areas (Appeldoorn et al., 2009). Meyer et al. 
(1983) reported at least 15 fish families that leave coral 
reefs to forage in neighboring areas. Seagrass beds 
provide high abundance of food and suitable refuge, 
thus functioning as a complementary or supplemen-
tary resource for many multi-habitat species (Pittman 
et al., 2004; 2007). Furthermore, studies from tropical 
and subtropical marine waters have shown that sea-
sonal changes in resource availability and environ-
mental conditions influence fish feeding patterns and 
variation in food composition (Harrigan et al., 1989; 
Layman and Silliman, 2002). Dietary ecology and 
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feeding habits can be explored by quantifying varia-
tions in resource use and feeding intensity. Individual 
species are predicted to shift resource use in response 
to food availability in the environment (Stephens and 
Krebs, 1986). Therefore, studying how the diet of spe-
cies from different trophic groups varies within a mul-
tihabitat may help to provide knowledge about the 
nature of interactions that exist between individuals 
and habitats (Heng et al., 2018).

Seaweed farming is being practiced in a number of 
coastal villages in Zanzibar (Eklund and Pettersson, 
1992). While the seaweeds provide income and live-
lihood to thousands of artisanal farmers, it has been 
suggested that macroalgal habitats like seaweed farms 
provide benefits in terms of recruitment, provision of 
food, shelter and refuge for fish (Bergman et al., 2001; 
Eklöf et al., 2006). Seaweeds are used as a source of 
food for herbivorous reef fish such as the Siganidae 
as well as foraging sites for invertebrate feeders and 
omnivores which predate on the associated epifauna 
(Bergman et al., 2001).

There is little information on trophic regimes of fish 
in seagrass and coral reefs in the Western Indian 
Ocean (WIO) region (de Troch et al., 1998; Almeida 
et al., 2001; de Boer et al., 2001; de la Torre-Castro et 
al., 2008). Foraging fish that migrate daily are known 
to move between a few hundred meters to a few kilo-
meters, often between coral reefs and seagrass beds 
(Nagelkerken et al., 2000; Berkstrom et al., 2013), 
yet information on trophic interactions and move-
ments of fish between seaweed farms, seagrass and 
coral reefs is scarce and variation in fish diet special-
ization has not yet been well reported (de Carvalho  
et al., 2015). Thus, the aim of this study was to deter-
mine the trophic structure and variation in dietary 
composition of fish caught in seaweed (Eucheuma 
denticulatum) farms, and adjacent seagrass and coral 
reef areas. 

Methodology 
Study area  
The study was conducted in Pongwe Village on the 
mid-eastern coast of Unguja Island, Zanzibar (Fig. 1) 
from April 2018 to April 2019. The area is located in 
the equatorial belt of the WIO and experiences two 
types of seasonal wind patterns annually; the South 
East Monsoon, which lasts from April to September, 
and the North East Monsoon, lasting from Novem-
ber to February. The average rainfall is 1,560 mm and 
the average atmospheric temperature is about 26°C. 

Pongwe beach is protected by an offshore reef which 
keeps the inner waters calm and safe. It has a large 
intertidal area covered by seagrass. The substratum 
consists of coral rubble and sand. Agriculture, fisheries 
and seaweed farming form the basic occupations for 
livelihood sustenance and food security in the area. 
In this study the seaweed stations were located on 
deep-water floating farms either over sand or seagrass.  

Sampling and data collection
Sampling of fish was carried out during neap tides at 
intervals of 15 days from planting to harvesting for 
every seaweed cultivation period (45 days) in each 
habitat. A fixed basket trap known as “dema” was set 
to capture fish in each seaweed, seagrass, coral reef 
and sand site. The “dema” traps are traditional hexag-
onal traps measuring 1.04×1.32×0.24 m3, with a mesh 
size of 3 cm. Two traps were placed in each station. 
Each trap was anchored by two stones attached to its 
sides and fish were lured into a narrow funnel by bait 
comprising of macroalgae, seagrass leaves, sea stars 
and brittle stars (after Jiddawi and Öhman, 2002). The 
respective position of the traps was marked by buoys 
to allow retrieval and removal of the caught fish.  After 
retrieval the traps were re-baited and re-deployed in a 
different location within the same habitat.

Processing of fish samples
Fish catch from the traps was harvested and stored 
in an ice box immediately after capture and pre-
served to reduce post-capture digestion that could 
result in loss of dietary information (Bowen, 1996). 
The samples were transported to the Institute of 
Marine Sciences (IMS) laboratory in Zanzibar town 
for sorting into species and analysis of gut contents.  
Fish were sorted and identified using standard tax-
onomic keys and guides (Bianchi, 1985; Allen and 
Steene, 1987; Lieske and Myers, 1994; Richmond, 
2011). Fish guts were removed from each individual 
and food items in each stomach were visually iden-
tified to the lowest taxonomic group possible using a 
stereo microscope. The number of stomach samples 
including those with and without food items and the 
types of food categories were recorded. The schemes 
used by Froese and Pauly (2019) and Berkstrom et 
al. (2012) were adopted to determine the trophic 
groups of fish according to the types of food cate-
gories contained in their stomachs. Fish were clas-
sified as (i) herbivores (feeding mainly on seagrass, 
detritus and algae), (ii) invertivores-piscivores (prey-
ing on bivalves, crabs, shrimps, detritus and fishes), 
(iii) omnivores which had mixed contents of plant 
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material, animal (except fish) and detritus, (iv) inver-
tivores (feeding specifically on bivalves, crabs and 
shrimps), and (v) piscivores that fed on fishes. How-
ever, in this study only one piscivorous fish (Conger 
cinereus) was caught during sampling and therefore 
this category was not considered for further analysis.

Data analysis
Comparisons of fish diet composition were tested by 
one-way Analysis of Similarities (ANOSIM) with 999 
permutations (Clarke and Warwick, 1994). Similarity 
percentage analysis (SIMPER) was used to identify 
the proportional contribution of individual species to 
average similarity/dissimilarity (Warwick et al., 1990). 
Prior to the multivariate analysis, the data were square 

root transformed to reduce the weight of dominant 
values.  Data on trophic groups was analyzed in the 
SPSS software package. All data were checked for nor-
mality and homogeneity of variance. Since much of 
the data on biological parameters did not meet the 
criteria for normality and homogeneity of variances, 

a non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test was used to 
test for differences in proportion of trophic groups 
between habitats.

Gut content analysis
Data for gut content composition was obtained from 
specimens caught by traps at all sampling stations and 
used for the determination of the feeding trophic level. 

Figure 1.

Figure 1. Map of Unguja Island showing the study site.
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Stomach content indices were calculated as:

i. SCIs (%) = (Number of fish stomachs with specific 
food type per habitat/Number of fish stomachs 
with variety of food per habitat) x 100

Relative Trophic Composition (RTC) of fish species 
per site was calculated as:

ii. RTC (%) = (Number of fish specimens belonging 
to one trophic group per habitat/ Number of fish 
specimens belonging to all trophic groups per 
habitat) x 100

Results
Stomach content indices 
Gut contents of 392 fish caught by basket traps were 
analyzed; 159 from coral reefs, 98 from seagrass beds, 
69 from sandy habitat, 44 from a floating seaweed 
farm placed over sand, and 22 from a floating seaweed 
farm placed over seagrass. 

Herbivores
For herbivorous fish caught in coral reefs,  results 
indicated a higher percentage contribution of brown 
algae (42 %), followed by seagrass, while green and 
red algae were found only in a few stomachs and in 
lower percentages. For those caught in seagrasses, the 
dominant prey item was seagrass with a percentage 
contribution of 48 %, followed by brown algae, green 
algae and animals. In the sand area, brown algae had 
the highest percentage contribution (43 %), followed 
by seagrass, whereas green and red algae were rarely 
found. In seaweed farms, both over sand and seagrass, 

the dominant food item was brown algae (60 % and 50 
% respectively) followed by red algae, while seagrass 
and green algae were rarely observed (Fig. 2). Animals 
like annelids, nematodes and sipunculids were only 
observed in stomach contents of fish caught in coral 
reef, seagrass and sand habitats. A one-way Analysis of 
Similarities (ANOSIM) showed that there was no sig-
nificant difference in prey items eaten by herbivorous 
fish in different habitats (Global R= 0.017, p = 0.191). 
Similarity percentages (SIMPER) analysis showed that 
the main contributors for the observed similarities 
were seagrass ranging from 50-59 % and brown algae 
(31-100 %). 

Invertivore-piscivores
The diet of invertivore-piscivores caught in both coral 
reefs and seagrasses was dominated by crabs with per-
centage contribution of 41 % and 33 % respectively, 
followed by shrimps. Fish, gastropods and  bivalves 
contributed the least. In the sand area bivalves had 
the highest contribution (36 %) followed by shrimps, 
gastropods and crabs. Crabs were the dominant prey 
for fish caught in seaweed farms over sand, with a 
percentage contribution of 44 % followed by shrimps, 
while in seaweed farms over seagrass, gastropods con-
tributed highest (43 %), followed by crabs. Sea urchin 
remains were only observed in samples caught in coral 
reef habitat and the seaweed farm over seagrasses 
(Fig. 3). The ANOSIM test showed that there was no 
significant difference in prey items eaten by inverti-
vore-piscivores in different habitats (Global R= 0.008, 
p = 0.316.). The SIMPER analysis showed that the prey 
items contributing most to similarities between habi-
tats were crabs (46-75 %) and shrimps (11-37 %).

Figure 2. Stomach Content Indices for herbivorous fishes in all habitats. CR = Coral reef, SG = 

Seagrass, SA = Sand, SFSA = Seaweed farm over sand and SFSG = Seaweed farm over seagrass.
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Invertivores
For invertivores, results indicated a highest percent-
age contribution of crabs in the diet of fish caught 
in coral reefs (53 %), seagrasses (50%) and sand (42%), 
followed by shrimps with a contribution of 30 %, 29 
% and 25 % respectively. Gastropods, brittle stars and 
calcareous algae also contributed to the diet of fishes 
in each habitat. For fish samples from the seaweed 
farm over sand,  the dominant prey was crabs (50 %), 
followed by gastropods (33 %), while the diet of inver-
tivores in the seaweed farm over seagrass was com-
posed of only crabs (Fig. 4). ANOSIM showed a sig-
nificant difference in the composition of prey items 
eaten by invertivores in different habitats (Global R = 

0.109, p = 0.002). Pairwise comparison showed a sig-
nificant difference in prey item composition between 
fish caught in coral reefs and the seaweed farm over 
seagrass (R = 0.252, p = 0.003), and between those in 
seagrass and the floating farm over sand (R = 0.356, p = 
0.001). SIMPER analysis showed that the highest con-
tributors to dissimilarities were crabs (52 %), shrimps 
(33 %) and gastropods (10 %).  

Omnivores
The diet of omnivores was dominated by gastro-
pods for coral reef (42 %) and seagrass (47 %)  fish. The 
dominant prey on samples from sand was gastropods 
(50 %), followed by polychaetes (21 %) while bivalves 

Figure 3. Stomach Content Indices for invertivore-piscivores in all habitats. CR = Coral 

reef, SG = Seagrass, SA = Sand, SFSA = Seaweed farm over sand and SFSG = Seaweed farm 

over seagrass.

Figure 4. Stomach Content Indices for invertivores in all habitats. CR = Coral reef, 

SG = Seagrass, SA = Sand, SFSA = Seaweed farm over sand and SFSG = Seaweed farm 

over seagrass.
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featured least in samples from these habitats. For 
fish caught in the seaweed farm over sand, gastro-
pods contributed 75 % followed by bivalves (25%),  
while samples from the seaweed farm over seagrass 
had gastropods only in their stomachs (Fig. 5). The 
ANOSIM test showed a weak difference in prey items 
eaten by omnivores between the habitats (Global R 
=0.020, p=0.011). Similarity percentages (SIMPER) 
analysis showed that the food item contributing most 
to dissimilarities were gastropods (40 %), polychaetes 
(36 %) and detritus (11 %).

Trophic groups and relative trophic composition
In terms of trophic groups, coral reef habitat had the 
highest numbers of herbivores (66), invertivore-pis-
civores (28) and omnivores (23). Seagrasses had 
the highest number of invertivores (46), while the 

seaweed farm over seagrass had the lowest number 
of individuals from all four trophic groups (Table 1). 

The Relative Trophic Composition (RTC %) indi-
cated that all trophic groups identified were present 
in all the sites. Fish species belonging to all trophic 
groups were caught on coral reefs, where unexpect-
edly, herbivores (represented mostly by Siganids) 
had the highest RTC % (Table 1). Invertivores had 
the highest RTC % on seagrass, invertivores and 
omnivores on sand and invertivore-piscivores on 
seaweed farms (both over sand and seagrass) (Table 
1). Differences in the relative proportion of trophic 
groups between the habitats were not significant  
(χ2 = 5.76, df = 4, p > 0.05). A significant difference was 
observed in the proportions of herbivores between 
habitats (p<0.05), while there was no significant 

Figure 5. Stomach Content Indices for omnivores in all habitats. CR = Coral reef, SG = Sea-

grass, SA = Sand, SFSA = Seaweed farm over sand and SFSG = Seaweed farm over seagrass.

Table 1. Number of individuals from four trophic groups and Relative Trophic Composition (RTC %) of fish caught at different habitats.

Herbivores Invertivore-piscivores Invertivores Omnivores

Sites Number RTC% Number RTC% Number RTC % Number  RTC %

Coral reef 66 41.5 28 17.61 42 26.41 23 14.46

Seagrass 26 26.53 15 15.3 46 46.93 11 11.22

Sand 17 24.63 13 18.84 20 28.98 19 27.53

Seaweed farm  
over sand

8 18.18 15 34.88 11 25.58 10 23.25

Seaweed farm  
over seagrass

7 31.81 12 54.54 2 9.09 1 4.54
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difference for invertivore-piscivores, invertivores 
and omnivores (p > 0.05).

Discussion 
Analysis of stomach content indices (SCIs) showed that 
herbivorous fish preferred a variety of  macroalgae. 
The higher abundance of brown algae and seagrass in 
the diet of herbivorous fish caught in these habitats is 
likely due to the availability of these food groups locally 
all year round. Furthermore, various species of the 
brown algae Sargassum were the dominant food item 
and were mainly ingested by herbivorous fish. Simi-
larly, a study by Yatsuya et al. (2015) on seasonal changes 
of diet of Kyphosus bigibbus, found that brown algae 
was the dominant dietary component in all seasons. 
Contrary to expectations, the red algae Eucheuma sp.  
and green algae Ulva and Enteromorpha spp. were 
found in insignificant amounts in most herbivorous 
fish stomachs except for those caught in seaweed 
farms, even though Eucheuma sp., was available year 
round and is reported to be a potential food source 
for herbivores like Siganids. The higher ocurrence 
of  Eucheuma sp. in the diet of fish caught in seaweed 
farms suggests that the farms act as both shelter and 
a source of food. Comparatively, Anyango et al. (2017) 
also found significant amounts of red algae in the 
stomachs of herbivorous fish caught in seaweed farms 
in the coastal waters of Kibuyuni, Kenya. However, 
Ojeda et al. (1999) concluded that green macroalgae 
were better food items than red macroalgae, and red 
macroalgae were better than brown macroalgae in 
terms of their greater protein, calories and digesti-
bility values. Stomach content indices also showed a 
high occurrence of undigested annelids, nematodes 
and sipunculids in the stomachs of herbivorous fishes, 
although it was difficult to determine if these burrow-
ing animals were ingested intentionally or inciden-
tally. There are a few studies which suggest that juve-
niles of several species of herbivorous fishes  consume 
significant amounts of animal items (Horn, 1989), or 
in small amounts as adults (Noda et al., 2002). The lack 
of a significant difference in the type of food eaten by 
herbivores in different habitats could be due to avail-
ability of these resources in the area. Macroalgae and 
seagrasses occur year round in the region,  with  peaks 
during the monsoon period (McClanahan, 1988). 

For invertivore-piscivores and invertivores, there was 
a high percentage contribution of  Portunus crabs and 
penaeid shrimps in their diet, which was observed in 
almost all stomachs of the fishes caught in the coral 
reef, seagrass habitats and seaweed farms throughout 

the year. This study showed that crustaceans are a 
potential food source and are mainly ingested by 
invertivore-piscivores and invertivores in the area. 
This could be due to their availability in habitats like 
segrass beds (Unsworth et al., 2007) and in seaweed 
farms as observed in the present study. Kulbicki et al. 
(2005) also reported that  crustaceans are a major food 
items in nearshore, soft bottom and reef habitats and 
are among the most important item in pelagic fish 
stomachs. The high pecentages of crabs and shrimps 
was moslty observed from fish samples caught between 
December and July, probably due to an increase 
in abundance after spawning, which is  reported to 
occur between late October to November (Svane and 
Hooper, 2004). In addition it has been reported that 
the onset of the wet season (March to May) triggers 
an offshore migration of juvenile shrimps (Teikwa 
and Mgaya, 2003). Bivalves were found mostly in 
the diet of invertivore-piscivore fishes caught in the 
sandy area, possibly due to the preference of bivalves 
to such habitats. There are often a very large number 
of bivalves and other invertebrates living beneath the 
surface of the sand (Christian, 2007). Gastropods also 
featured highly in the diet of invertivores caught in 
seaweed farms. These invertebrates are usually found 
attached on seaweed fronds. 

The presence of crabs and shrimps at higher per-
centages in fish stomachs contributed to the lack of 
significant difference in type of food eaten by inver-
tivore-piscivores in these habitats. The observed dif-
ferences in the type of prey item consumed by inver-
tivores between coral reefs, seagrasses and seaweed 
farms could be due to higher abundance of epifauna 
on seaweeds. Moreover, changes in seasonal assem-
blage, abundance and composition of epifaunal com-
munities associated with seaweeds frequently occurs 
in tropical areas (Ateweberhan et al., 2005), which may 
contribute to variation in diet composition of fish.

Omnivorous fish were found to prefer a variety of  
gastropods in their diet. Specifically, the Littorini-
dae, Trochidae and Strombidae dominated stom-
ach contents of fish collected between October and 
November. This is a period when they are commonly 
found attached to seagrasses, coral reef and seaweeds  
(B. Yahya, pers. obs.). This inter-tropical monsoon period 
is also a time when spawning activity is typically high 
in the WIO region (Robinson et al., 2008). Polychaetes 
and detritus were observed in high percentages in most 
fishes, contributing to the lack of significant difference 
in type of food eaten by omnivores in these habitats.
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Analysis of stomach contents showed four main trophic 
groups in different habitats. Piscivores were relatively 
scarce in the samples as were planktivores such as the 
Pomacentridae, the latter likely due to gear type limi-
tations. The herbivores dominated catch caught in all 
habitats, with highest RTC % in coral reefs followed 
by seagrasses, and the lowest in seaweed farms. This 
could be due to the fact that fish use coral reefs and 
seagrass beds either as feeding, breeding, nursery or 
hiding grounds (Beck et al., 2001). These habitats also 
play an important role in the regulation of foraging 
patterns (Erlandsson et al., 1999). Studies indicate that 
the evolution and development of modern reefs has 
been dependent on the presence of herbivores, con-
trolling growth of algae and thus creating the space 
for development and evolution of corals (Bellwood 
and Wainwright, 2002; Arosemena, 2005). The herbi-
vores may greatly depend on the physical structure of 
the coral reef and the distribution of the associated 
benthic organisms (Ferreira et al., 1998). An important 
part of the diet of some herbivores (e.g. Scaridae) is 
detritus and/or calcified materials (Arosemena, 2005). 
The lower RTC % of herbivores in seaweed farms 
could be because they avoid the areas of macroalgal 
dominance and prefer coral reef areas. According to 
Hehre et al. (2016), Siganidae tend to avoid areas of 
high macroalgal biomass even though seaweed farms 
potentially provide them with food subsidies.

The high RTCs % of invertivores and invertivore-pis-
civores in the coral reef area was likely because most 
species that belong to these trophic groups use coral 
reefs as their main habitats, thus making up a sub-
stantial proportion of the coral reef fish population 
(Berkstrom et al., 2012), although in this study they 
were also recorded in seagrasses, seaweed farms and 
on sand. These results are consistent with earlier 
findings (Dorenbosch et al., 2005; Berkstrom et al., 
2012) where it was found that although these trophic 
groups use coral reefs as their main habitats, they 
are also recorded in other habitats like seagrass and 
sandy areas where they migrate for feeding. Inverti-
vores dominated on seagrass because seagrass hab-
itats generally produce an abundant invertebrate 
fauna (Randall et al., 2009) and offer important 
feeding sites for fish (Nakamura and Sano, 2005). 
The higher RTC % of invertivores and omnivores in 
sand areas may be due to their food requirements. 
Omnivores feed on a variety of organisms, includ-
ing animals (such as small fish and invertebrates 
common in sand areas), plants and detritus mate-
rials and, for example, have been found to be more 

abundant in zones of rubble and sand (Arosemena, 
2005). Seaweed habitats (both over sand and sea-
grass) were dominated by invertivore-piscivores. 
Floating seaweed farms may act as fish aggregating 
devices, whereby they attract smaller fish and inver-
tebrates, thus providing feeding grounds for preda-
tory fish. Further studies are recommended on the 
cross-boundary movement of fish between seaweed 
farms and adjacent seagrass and coral reef habitats.

Conclusion 
The findings of this study show that fish used food 
resources variably depending on availability in their 
environment and also feeding preference. It was 
unclear why annelids, nematodes and sipunculids 
were also observed in the stomachs of herbivorous 
fishes during the period March to October.  Further 
studies are needed to confirm if these animals are 
eaten accidentally or intentionally and their impor-
tance in the herbivores’ diet. Studies on trophic 
structure where seaweed farming occurs may further 
reveal the importance of this artificial habitat in trop-
ical waters. 

Acknowledgements  
This study was fully funded by the Sida Bilateral 
Marine Science Program. We would like to express 
our sincere gratitude to the staff of the Institute of 
Marine Sciences, University of Dar es Salaam, fishers 
and seaweed farmers at Pongwe Village, Zanzibar for 
their cooperation and assistance.

References
Allen GR, Steene RC (1987) Reef fishes of the Indian 

Ocean. A pictorial guide to the common reef fishes 
of the Indian Ocean. TF. Publications, Neptune City, 
New Jersey. 240 pp

Almeida AJ, Amoedo L, Sadanha, L (2001) Fish assem-
blages in the seagrass beds at Inhaca Island (Mozam-
bique) – cold season. Bulletin of the Museum of Nat-
ural History of Funchal 6:11-125

Anyango JO, Mlewa CM, Mwaluma J (2017) Abundance, 
diversity and trophic status of wild fish around sea-
weed farms in Kibuyuni, South Coast Kenya. Inter-
national Journal of Fisheries and Aquatic Studies 5 
(3): 440-446

Appeldoorn RS, Aguilar-Perera A, Bouwmeester BLK, 
Dennis GD, Hill RL, Merten W, Recksiek CW, 
Williams SJ (2009) Movement of fishes (Grunts: 
Haemulidae) across the coral reef seascape: A review 
of scholar, patterns and processes. Caribbean Jour-
nal of Science 45: 304-316



25B. Yahya  |  WIO Journal of Marine Science  19 (2 ) 2020 17-27

Arechavala-Lopez P, Sanchez-Jere P, Bayle-Sempere J, 
Fernandez-Jover D, Martinez-Rubio L (2011) Direct 
interaction between wild fish aggregations at fish 
farms and fisheries activity at fishing grounds: a case 
study with Boops boops. Aquaculture Research 42: 
996-1010

Arosemena AD, Wolf M (2005) Reef fish community 
structure in Bocas del Toro (Caribbean, Panama): 
gradients in habitat complexity and exposure. Car-
ibbean Journal of Science 41 (3): 613-637 

Ateweberhan M, Bruggemann JH, Breeman AM (2005) 
Seasonal dynamics of Sargassum ilicifolium (Phae-
ophyta) on a shallow reef flat in the southern Red 
Sea (Eritrea). Marine Ecology Progress Series 292: 
159-171

Beck MW, Heck KL, Able KW, Childers DL, Eggleston 
DB, Gillanders BM, Halpern B, Hays CG, Hoshino 
K, Minello TJ, Orth RJ, Sheridan PF, Weinstein MP 
(2001) The identification, conservation, and man-
agement of estuarine and marine nurseries for fish 
and invertebrates. Bioscience 51: 633-641 

Bellwood DR, Wainwright PC (2002) The history and bio-
geography of fishes on coral reefs.  In: Sale PF (ed) 
Coral reef fishes. Dynamics and diversity in a com-
plex ecosystem.  Academic Press, San Diego. pp 5-32

Bergman KC, Svensson S, Öhman MC (2001) Influence of 
algal farming on fish assemblages. Marine Pollution 
Bulletin 42 (12): 1379-1389

Berkström C, Gullström M, Lindborg R, Mwandya AW, 
Yahya, SAS, Kautsky N, Nyström M (2012) Exploring 
‘knowns’ and ‘unknowns’ in tropical seascape con-
nectivity with insights from East African coral reefs. 
Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science 107: 1-21 

Berkström C, Lindborg R, Thyresson M, Gullstrom M 
(2013) Assessing connectivity in a tropical embay-
ment: Fish migrations and seascape ecology. Journal 
of Biological Conservation 166: 43-53

Bianchi G (1985) FAO species identification sheets for 
fishery purposes. Field guide to commercial marine 
and brackish waters species of Tanzania. FAO, Rome. 
199 pp

Bowen SH (1996) Quantitative description of the diet. In: 
Murphy BR, Willis DW (eds) Fisheries techniques, 
2nd edition. American Fisheries Society, Bethesda, 
MD. pp 513-532

Bowen SH, Lutz EV, Ahlgren MO (1995) Dietary protein 
and energy as determinants of food quality: trophic 
strategies compared. Ecology 76: 899-907

Christensen V, Pauly D (2004) Placing fisheries in their 
ecosystem context, an introduction. Ecological Mod-
eling 172: 103-107

Christian AD (2007). Life history and population biology 
of the state special concern quachita creekshell, Vil-
losa arkansasensis. Final report, Arkansas State Uni-
versity. 67 pp

Clarke KR, Warwick RM (1994) Change in marine com-
munities: an approach to statistical analysis and 
interpretations. PRIMER- E Ltd. 144 pp

de Boer WF, van Schie AMP, Jocene D, Mabote ABP, Guis-
samulo A (2001) The impact of the artisanal fishery 
on a tropical intertidal benthic fish community. 
Environmental Biology of Fishes 61: 213-229

de Carvalho L, Aires de Souza EG, da Mata Júnior MR, 
Villaça RC (2015) Assessment of rocky reef fish 
assemblages close to seaweed farming. Aquaculture 
Research 48 (2): 481-493 [doi: 10.1111/alr:12896]

de la Torre-Castro M, Eklöf JS, Rönnbäck P, Björk M 
(2008) Seagrass importance in food provisioning 
services: Fish stomach content as a link between sea-
grass meadows and local fisheries. Western Indian 
Ocean Journal of Marine Science 7 (1): 95-110

de Troch M, Mees J, Wakwabi E (1998) Diets of abundant 
fishes from beach seine catches in seagrass beds of 
a tropical bay (Gazi Bay, Kenya). Belgian Journal of 
Zoology 128: 135-154

Dorenbosch M, Grol MGG, Nagelkerken I, van der Velde 
G (2005) Distribution of coral reef fishes along a 
coral reef–seagrass gradient: edge effects and habitat 
segregation. Marine Ecological Progress Series 299: 
277-288  

Eklöf JS, Torre-Castro M, Nilsson C, Rönnbäck P (2006) 
How do seaweed farms influence local fishery 
catches in a sea grass-dominated setting in Chwaka 
Bay, Zanzibar? Aquatic Living Resources 19: 137-147

Eklund S, Pettersson P (1992) Mwani is money. The devel-
opment of seaweed farming in Zanzibar and its soci-
oeconomic effects in the village of Paje. Report from 
a minor field study. Working paper 24. Development 
Studies Unit, Department of Socio Anthropology, 
Stockholm University, Sweden. 26 pp

Erlandsson J, Kostylev V, Williams GA (1999) A field tech-
nique for estimating the influence of surface com-
plexity on movement tortuosity in the tropical lim-
pet Cellana grata Gould. Ophelia 50: 215-224

Fernandez-Jover D, Arechavala-Lopez P, Martinez-Rubio 
L, Tocher DR, Bayle-Sempere JT, Lopez-Jimenez JA, 
Martinez-Lopez FJ, Sanchez-Jerez P (2011) Monitor-
ing the influence of marine aquaculture on wild fish 
communities: benefits and limitations of fatty acid 
profiles. Aquaculture Environmental Interactions 2: 
39-47 [doi: 10.3354/aei00029]



26 WIO Journal of Marine Science  19 (2 ) 2020 17-27  |  B. Yahya 

Fernandez-Jover D, Sanchez-Jerez P, Bayle-Sempere JT, 
Valle C, Dempster T (2008) Seasonal patterns and 
diets of wild fish assemblages associated with Medi-
terranean coastal fish farms. ICES Journal of Marine 
Science 65: 1153-1160

Ferreira CEL, Floeter SR, Gasparini JL, Ferreira BP, 
Joyeux JC (2004) Trophic structure patterns of Bra-
zilian reef fishes: a latitudinal comparison. Journal of 
Biogeography 31: 1093-1106

Ferreira CEL, Goncalves JEA, Coutinho R, Peret AC (1998) 
Herbivory by the Dusky Damselfish Stegastes fuscus 
(Cuvier, 1830) in a tropical rocky shore: effects on 
the benthic community. Journal of Experimental 
Marine Biology and Ecology 229: 241-264

Froese R, Pauly D (eds) (2019) FishBase. World Wide Web 
electronic publication [www.fishbase.org, version 
(08/2019)]

Harrigan P, Zieman JC, Macko SA (1989) The base of 
nutritional support for the gray snapper (Lutjanus 
griseus): an evaluation based on a combined stom-
ach content and stable isotope analysis. Bulletin of 
Marine Sciences 44: 65-77

Hehre EJ, Meeuwig JJ (2016) A global analysis of the rela-
tionship between farmed seaweed production and 
herbivorous fish catch. PLoS ONE 11 (2): e0148250 
[doi:10.1371/journal. pone.0148250]

Heng K, Chevalier M, Lek S, Laffaille P (2018) Seasonal 
variations in diet composition, diet breadth and die-
tary overlap between three commercially important 
fish species within a flood-pulse system: The Tonle 
Sap Lake (Cambodia). PLoS ONE 13 (6): e0198848 
[https://doi.org/ 10.1371/journal.pone.0198848]

Horn MH (1989) Biology of marine herbivorous fishes. 
Oceanography Marine Biology Annual Review 27: 
167-272

Jiddawi NS, Öhman MC (2002) Marine fisheries in Tanza-
nia. Ambio 31: 518-527

Jones GP, Ferrell DJ, Sale PF (1991) Fish predation and its 
impact on the invertebrates of coral reefs and adja-
cent sediments. In: Sale PF (ed) The ecology of fishes 
on coral reefs. Academic Press, San Diego, CA. pp 
156-179  

Krumme U (2009) Diel and tidal movements by fish and 
decapods linking tropical coastal ecosystems. In: 
Nagelkerken I (ed) Ecological connectivity among 
tropical coastal Ecosystems. Springer. pp 271-324

Kulbicki M, Bozec YM, Labrosse P, Letourneur Y, Mou-
Tham G, Wantiez L (2005) Diet composition of car-
nivorous fishes from coral reef lagoons of New Cale-
donia. Aquatic Living Resource 18: 231-250 

Layman CA, Silliman BR (2002) Preliminary survey and 
diet analysis of juvenile fishes of an estuarine creek 
on Andros Island, Bahamas. Bulletin of Marine 
Sciences 70: 199-210

Lieske E, Myers R (1994) Coral reef fishes: Caribbean, 
Indian Ocean and Pacific Ocean, Including the Red 
sea. Princeton University Press. 400 pp 

McClanahan T (1988) Seasonality in East Africa’s coastal 
waters. Marine Ecology Progress Series 44: 191-199

Meyer JL, Schultz ET, Helfman GS (1983) Fish schools: an 
asset to corals. Science 220: 1047-1049

Nagelkerken I, van der Velde G, Gorissen MW, Meijer 
GJ, van’t Hof T, den Hartog C (2000) Importance of 
mangroves, seagrass beds and the shallow coral reef 
as a nursery for important coral reef fishes, using a 
visual census technique. Coastal and Shelf Science 
51: 31-44

Nakamura Y, Sano M (2005) Comparison of invertebrate 
abundance in a seagrass beds and adjacent coral and 
sand areas at Amitori Bay, Iriomote Island, Japan. 
Fisheries Sciences 71: 543-550   

Noda M, Kitayama K, Arai S (2002) Natural food of the 
adult stage rabbitfish Siganus fuscescens in autumn 
and spring at Futaoi Island in the sea of Hibiki. Jour-
nal of Fisheries Engineering 39: 5-13 

Ojeda FP, Munoz AA (1999) Feeding selectivity of the 
herbivorous fish Scartichthys viridis: effects on mac-
roalgal community structure in a temperate a rocky 
intertidal coastal zone.  Marine Ecological Progress 
Series 184: 219-229

Pittman SJ, Caldow C, Hile SD, Monaco ME (2007) Using 
seascape types to explain the spatial patterns of fish 
in the mangroves of South West Puerto Rico. Marine 
Ecological Series 243: 273-284

Pittman SJ, McAlpine CA, Pittman KM (2004) Linking 
fish and prawns to their environment, a hierarchial 
landscape approach. Marine Ecological Series 283: 
233-254

Randall DC, Pittman S, Caldow C, Christensen J, Roque 
B, Appeldoorn RS (2009) Nocturnal fish movement 
and trophic flow across habitat boundaries in a coral 
reef ecosystem, SW Puerto Rico. Caribbean Journal 
of Sciences 45 (2-3): 282-303

Richmond MD (ed) (2011) A field guide to the seashores 
of Eastern Africa and the Western Indian Ocean 
Islands. Sida/SAREC/WIOMSA/UDSM. 464 pp

Robinson J, Samoilys M, Kimani P (2008) Reef fish spawn-
ing aggregations in the Western Indian Ocean: cur-
rent knowledge and implications for management. 
Ten years after bleaching–facing the consequences 
of climate change in the Indian Ocean. CORDIO 
Status Report. pp 263-276 



27B. Yahya  |  WIO Journal of Marine Science  19 (2 ) 2020 17-27

Stephens DW, Krebs JR (1986) Foraging theory. Princeton 
University Press. 259 pp

Svane I, Hooper G (2004) Blue swimmer crab (Portunus 
pelagicus). Fishery assessment report to PIRSA for the 
blue crab fishery management committee, SARDI. 
Aquatic Sciences Publication No. RD03/0274

Teikwa ED, Mgaya YD (2003) Abundance and reproduc-
tive biology of Penaeid prawns of Bagamoyo coastal 
waters, Tanzania. Western Indian Ocean Journal 
of Marine Science 2: 117-126 [doi: 10.4314/wiojms. 
v2i2.28441]

Unsworth RKF, Wylie E, Smith DJ, Bell JJ (2007) Diel 
trophic structure of seagrass bed fish assemblage in 
the Wakatobi Marine National Park, Indonesia. Estu-
arine, Coastal and Shelf Sciences 72: 81-88

Warwick RM, Clarke KR, Suharsono (1990) A statistical anal-
ysis of coral community responses to the 1982-1983 El 
Nino in the Thousand Island. Coral Reefs 8:171-179

Yatsuya K, Kiyomoto S, Yoshimura T (2015) Seasonal 
changes in dietary composition of the herbivorous 
fish Kyphosus bigibbus in southwestern Japan.  Fish-
eries Science 81 (6): 1025-1033 [doi 10.1007/s12562-
015-0919-y]




