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Fine scale transitions of the microbiota 
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Abstract 
Background: Gut microorganisms aid in the digestion of food by providing exogenous metabolic pathways to break 
down organic compounds. An integration of longitudinal microbial and chemical data is necessary to illuminate how 
gut microorganisms supplement the energetic and nutritional requirements of animals. Although mammalian gut 
systems are well-studied in this capacity, the role of microbes in the breakdown and utilization of recalcitrant marine 
macroalgae in herbivorous fish is relatively understudied and an emerging priority for bioproduct extraction. Here 
we use a comprehensive survey of the marine herbivorous fish gut microbial ecosystem via parallel 16S rRNA gene 
amplicon profiling (microbiota) and untargeted tandem mass spectrometry (metabolomes) to demonstrate consist-
ent transitions among 8 gut subsections across five fish of the genus of Kyphosus.

Results: Integration of microbial phylogenetic and chemical diversity data reveals that microbial communities and 
metabolomes covaried and differentiated continuously from stomach to hindgut, with the midgut containing mul-
tiple distinct and previously uncharacterized microenvironments and a distinct hindgut community dominated by 
obligate anaerobes. This differentiation was driven primarily by anaerobic gut endosymbionts of the classes Bacte-
roidia and Clostridia changing in concert with bile acids, small peptides, and phospholipids: bile acid deconjugation 
associated with early midgut microbiota, small peptide production associated with midgut microbiota, and phospho-
lipid production associated with hindgut microbiota.

Conclusions: The combination of microbial and untargeted metabolomic data at high spatial resolution provides a 
new view of the diverse fish gut microenvironment and serves as a foundation to understand functional partitioning 
of microbial activities that contribute to the digestion of complex macroalgae in herbivorous marine fish.
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Background
Multicellular organisms exist in association with a myr-
iad of symbiotic microorganisms including viruses, bac-
teria, archaea, protists, and fungi, collectively termed 
“microbiota” [1]. !ese host-microbiota associations are 
now recognized as taxonomically widespread and critical 
for maintaining host function [2–6]. Extensive research 
has highlighted the important roles microbes play in 
host biology, especially in the gastrointestinal tract, and 
it has been shown that gut microbiota, primarily made 
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up of bacteria and archaea, are essential in the mainte-
nance of normal host function [7]. Gastrointestinal tracts 
provide an ideal habitat for microbiota, which can grow 
to concentrations upwards of  1011 cells per mL [8]. Gut 
microbes reciprocally provide a variety of services to the 
host, namely aiding in the digestion of food by break-
ing down molecules which the host cannot. !ere is 
a diverse array of metabolic digestive processes medi-
ated by microbiota including the anaerobic fermenta-
tion of organic compounds to yield short-chain fatty 
acids (SCFAs) [9–12]. !ese metabolic products are then 
accessible to the host and are used as sources of energy, 
nutrition and signaling molecules in host-microbe inter-
actions [13].

Gut microbiota dynamics have been heavily studied in 
terrestrial organisms such as humans and ruminants, yet 
research is relatively lacking in aquatic vertebrates such 
as fishes. Recent research has begun to shed light on this 
topic but with a narrow focus on a few commercially rel-
evant aquaculture fish such as salmonids and carp [14]. 
Due to their ecological and biotechnological relevance, 
there is a growing interest in herbivorous fish gut micro-
biota and their digestive capabilities. Marine herbivorous 
fish consume seagrass and/or marine algae, regulating 
the abundance of benthic algae and helping maintain 
the health of the entire ecosystem [15, 16]. It is thought 
that the gut microbiota of herbivorous fishes, hereafter 
referring specifically to bacterial and archaeal symbi-
onts, plays a critical role in digestion of algal molecules 
for the fish host [17]. !is process is not only of ecologi-
cal importance but is also relevant to the development of 
marine algae as a novel source of energy and metabolites 
for humans; microbial processes that deconstruct algal 
compounds into useful metabolites in herbivorous fish 
guts can serve as a model for future ex situ bioreactor 
systems [18, 19].

Gut location is one of the strongest factors structuring 
marine herbivorous fish gut microbiota, with different 
gut sections hosting vastly different microbial communi-
ties [20–24]. Marine herbivorous fish guts are dominated 
by bacteria in the phyla Proteobacteria, Bacteroidetes, and 
Firmicutes, with dominant families including Vibrion-
aceae and Clostridiaceae [6, 21, 22]. !ese microbial 
communities are influenced not only by location within 
the gut but also by other factors including host phylog-
eny, fish age and life history traits, diet, and sample type 
(e.g. digesta vs. gut lumen) [6, 11, 21–24]. It has been 
suggested that microbial community differentiation along 
the gut facilitates distinct processes that aid in the step-
wise digestion and utilization of algal biomass, yielding 
distinct chemistries in each of the gut sections [21]. His-
tological data from marine herbivorous fishes including 
members of Kyphosidae (Kyphosus sydneyanus) reveal 

direct evidence of morphological specialization along 
the gastrointestinal tract and altered absorptive modes 
indicative of the prominent roles of microbial metabo-
lism of algae in the posterior gastrointestinal tract [25]. In 
parallel to morphological evidence, carbohydrase enzyme 
activity assays have revealed spatial variation in microbial 
contributions to the breakdown of starch, laminarian, 
carrageenan, alginate, and agarose, all of which were ele-
vated in the posterior portions of the gut [26], as well as 
functional partitioning between endogenous breakdown 
of starch and exogenous (microbial) breakdown of struc-
tural carbohydrates [27].

!e midgut and the hindgut of herbivorous fishes 
maintain distinct microbial communities, with the hind-
gut having a high abundance of anaerobic bacteria such 
as Rikenellaceae, Ruminococcaceae, Clostridiaceae, and 
Desulfovibrionaceae [28–31]. !is has led researchers to 
hypothesize that marine herbivorous fish gut microbiota 
aid in the digestion of marine algae through anaerobic 
fermentative processes that resemble their terrestrial 
herbivorous counterparts. Large algal polysaccharides 
are first broken down to smaller constituents in the stom-
ach and midgut, followed by anaerobic fermentation of 
these smaller constituents in the hindgut, yielding SCFAs 
that can then be utilized by the host fish [32]. Multiple 
studies have observed elevated levels of SCFAs in her-
bivorous fish hindguts, confirming the hindgut as the site 
of microbial anaerobic fermentation and production of 
SCFAs in this system [31, 33, 34].

Despite preliminary progress, much knowledge is 
lacking about the role fish gut microbiota play in the 
breakdown of algae beyond fermentation and SCFA pro-
duction, including the extraction/production of other 
vital molecules such as lipids and amino acids [11, 35]. 
Unfortunately, most studies cannot elucidate the above 
processes due to limited spatial and metabolic sampling 
schemes. Spatial undersampling along the gastrointes-
tinal tract neglects potential fine scale variation in gut 
dynamics that could shed light onto microbe-mediated 
deconstruction of algal biomass. Additionally, surveys 
of microbial members in the gut yields limited infor-
mation about chemical transformations. Even targeted 
measurements of specific metabolites do not provide 
the unbiased, untargeted approach necessary to unravel 
the full scope of chemical changes occurring through the 
gut. Untargeted metabolomics provides an ideal avenue 
to profile chemical shifts through the gut and has been 
identified as a necessary component of future fish gut 
research [11]. When used in parallel with microbiota 
profiling, these two data streams can provide a more 
complete picture of changes within the gut, especially 
in regards to the breakdown of complex molecules, the 
chemical modification of small molecules, and which 
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microbial communities and taxa might be responsible. 
Untargeted metabolomics via tandem mass spectrometry 
has already proven incredibly useful in mammalian gut 
studies, but to our knowledge has not previously been 
applied in fish gut studies [36].

In order to address these knowledge gaps, we con-
ducted a 16S rRNA gene (microbiota) and untargeted 
LC–MS/MS (metabolomes) fine spatial-scale survey 
along the gastrointestinal tract of 5 marine herbivo-
rous fishes in the genus Kyphosus (family Kyphosidae). 
Fishes in this genus, also known as Sea Chubs or Rud-
derfish, are tropical and sub-tropical fishes that offer 
an ideal system to study how gut microbes might aid 
in the digestion of marine algae in herbivorous fishes 
[37]. !ey are generally thought to be obligate her-
bivores and consume large amounts of macroscopic 
algae to supply their daily energy demands [37–39]. 
Subtropical/tropical waters contain seven Kyphosid 
species: Kyphosus bigibbus, K. cinerascens, K. elegans, 
K. hawaiiensis, K. ocyurus, K. sectatrix and K. vaigien-
sis. In Hawaiʻi, these species are called nenue; they are 
important food sources for subsistence fisheries and 
play critical roles in maintaining reef health by con-
suming macroalgae [40]. All nenue in Hawaiʻi appear 
to occupy similar rocky coastal habitats and main-
tain obligate herbivorous diets, with preferences for a 
variety of marine algae including turf, sargassum, and 
brown algae [37, 41]. !e one noted exception appears 
to be K. ocyurus, which has a documented omnivorous 
diet including algae and zooplankton [41]. Studies have 
begun to shed light on how this genus of fish digests 
complex algal polysaccharides and how microbes might 
be involved. Most Kyphosids contain a morphologi-
cally distinct hindgut region in which elevated levels 
of SCFAs can be found [34, 39, 42]. Elevated micro-
bial counts and putative anaerobic fermentative bacte-
ria have also been observed in the hindgut region [34, 
43]. !is indicates that gut microbes likely play cru-
cial roles in converting dietary macroalgae to usable 
energy for the fish host, with the site of microbial fer-
mentation located in the hindgut. However, beyond the 
narrow focus on hindgut fermentation little is known 
about how gut microbes in nenue aid in the digestion of 
marine macroalgae.

In this study, nenue were used as a model to evaluate 
fine spatial-scale microbiota and metabolome changes 
in the herbivorous fish gut and to explore the impli-
cations of these changes for the microbially-mediated 
metabolism of macroalgae. Rather than evaluate micro-
biota/metabolome differences between fish species, 
life stages, etc., our aim was to sample a representative 
set of fishes to evaluate the consistency of longitudi-
nal variation across the gut microbiome in the genus 

Kyphosus. Nenue digesta from five fish of the genus 
Kyphosus were sampled at 8 points along the gastroin-
testinal tract, from the stomach to the hindgut. High-
throughput amplicon sequencing of the 16S rRNA gene 
and untargeted liquid chromatography tandem mass 
spectrometry (LC–MS/MS) were used to examine how 
microbial communities and metabolomes varied along 
the gut axis of nenue. !ese findings reveal spatial dif-
ferentiation of herbivorous fish microbiota and metab-
olomes along the gastrointestinal tract and provide 
new insights into microbial taxa that contribute to the 
digestion and assimilation of marine macroalgae.

Methods
Sample collection and dissection
Fish of the genus Kyphosus were collected by local fishers 
in  situ using a spear gun directly offshore of the Ocean 
Era facility at Keahole Point, Kona, Hawai’i Island, USA 
on June 11th and 12th, 2019 (19.7286, − 156.0619). Sea 
surface temperatures were 26.1  °C according to the 
NELHA surface seawater pipeline dataset [44] and fish 
were caught between roughly 1 to 10 m depth. Fish were 
transported within minutes to a shore-based sampling 
station and euthanized by pithing. Biometrics such as 
mass and fork length (the distance between the snout 
and the fork of the tail fin) were measured for each fish 
(Additional file 1). Fish were photographed to aid in iden-
tification [37] (Additional file 2). Record was taken if any 
trauma was sustained to the gastrointestinal tract while 
spearfishing. In cases where small portions of the gut 
were damaged, care was taken to avoid directly sampling 
those regions.

Fish guts were immediately transferred to a portable 
anaerobic chamber for dissection. Under anaerobic con-
ditions, the belly of the fish was cut from the anus all the 
way up to the breast plate (sternum area) using a pair of 
field scissors. A scalpel was used to cut out the full gas-
trointestinal tract of the fish, which was removed from 
the fish by hand and tied off at the rostral and caudal 
section of the hindgut (defined as the terminal 4  cm of 
the GI tract) using dental floss. All dissections were done 
anaerobically and took 1–2  h each. After dissection the 
guts were moved out of the anaerobic chamber briefly 
for logistical reasons during subsampling and freezing of 
digesta for nucleic acid and metabolite analyses.

!e gastrointestinal tracts were separated into three 
sections: Stomach (ST), Midgut (GI), and Hindgut (HG) 
(Fig. 1). !ese 3 sections were visually identified with the 
ST having a distinct morphology at the anterior end of 
the gastrointestinal tract and the HG exhibiting a distinct 
morphology at the posterior end. !e GI (midgut) was 
identified as the long, uniform section of gastrointestinal 
tract between the clearly distinguishable pyloric caeca 
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and HG. !e GI was further divided into 4 equidistant 
subsections (GI 1–4) and the HG was divided into 3 equi-
distant subsections (HG 1–3), yielding a total of 8 sub-
section samples across the entire gastrointestinal tract 
(Fig. 1).

!e digesta from each gut subsection was subsampled 
twice: once for DNA and once for metabolomes; both 
were immediately frozen − 20  °C. To accurately assess 
metabolomic and microbial shifts associated with algal 
digestion, we focused sampling efforts on digesta rather 
than gut wall (lumen). Each sampling point was cut open 
using a sterile razor blade, the digesta was homogenized 
with a sterile (autoclaved) wooden popsicle stick, and 
approximately 0.5  mL of digesta was collected into a 
2 mL Qiagen DNeasy PowerSoil Kit Bead Tube contain-
ing agate crystals and Buffer A for downstream DNA 
analysis. !ese samples were inverted five times to mix 
and stored at − 20  °C until transport to the laboratory. 
Duplicate samples from each gut section/subsection 
were taken for metabolomics by scooping 0.5 mL of fish 
digesta into 2  mL sterile o-ring “cryovials” using sterile 
wooden popsicle sticks and stored at − 20 °C until trans-
port to the laboratory. Samples were moved to − 80  °C 
within 2 days of collection until processing.

DNA Extraction, Library Prep, 16S rRNA Gene Amplicon 
Sequencing, and Bioinformatics
Qiagen DNeasy PowerSoil Kit Bead Tubes containing 
the samples were thawed and extracted within 1 month 
of collection using the Qiagen DNeasy PowerSoil Kit 
(QIAGEN, Carlsbad, CA, United States) according to the 
manufacturers’ protocol. Amplicon sequencing of the 
V4 16S rRNA gene region was conducted on an Illumina 

MiSeq at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa Advanced 
Studies in Genomics, Proteomics and Bioinformatics 
facility. Library preparation followed Kozich et  al. 2013 
[45]. In brief, a dual-index sequencing strategy was used 
to target the V4 region of the 16S rRNA gene region. 
515F and 806R Earth Microbiome Project primers were 
used [46–49]. Amplicons were generated from a sin-
gle round of PCR using dual index primers that include 
index sequences, Illumina spacers, Illumina adapters, 
and 16S rRNA gene template region (See Additional 
file  3 for PCR conditions). DNA extraction blanks and 
no-template control blanks were included as negative 
controls and mock communities (Zymobiomics, Zymo 
D6305 or D6306) were included as positive controls to 
enable discernment of contaminants from kits or pro-
cessing [50–52]. Method blanks had substantially lower 
sequence read depth (median = 8957 reads/sample) than 
gut samples (median = 158,131 reads/sample), with sam-
ples ranging from 31,979 reads/sample to 347,727 reads/
sample (Additional file  4). Total amplicons per sample 
were normalized to 25  ng using Charm Biotech Just-a-
Plate 96 PCR Purification and Normalization (Charm 
Biotechnology, Cape Girardeau, MO, USA). Amplicons 
were pooled and sequenced using an Illumina MiSeq V3 
600 paired-end cycle run at the University of Hawaiʻi at 
Mānoa Advanced Studies in Genomics, Proteomics and 
Bioinformatics facility. All samples were amplified and 
sequenced in triplicate technical replicates.

Raw paired fastq reads were processed to generate 
amplicon sequence variants (ASVs) [53, 54]. In brief, 
raw sequences were filtered, trimmed, and merged 
using the dada2 R package, triplicate technical replicates 
were merged bioinformatically after confirmation of 

Stomach (ST)

Pyloric caeca

Hindgut (HG)

GI_1

Midgut (GI)
GI_2GI_3

GI_4 HG_1 HG_2
HG_3

Fig. 1 Fine-scale longitudinal sampling of the nenue gastrointestinal tract. The gut was subdivided and sampled in 8 gut subsections. Each gut 
subsection is colored according to its position in the gut with darker colors indicating more anterior and lighter colors indicating more posterior. 
Samples were taken from 5 fish of the Kyphosus genus
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replicability, and OTUs were defined as unique “ampli-
con sequence variants” by dada2 [55]. We used mothur 
[56] to align and annotate the sequences using the SILVA 
(release 132) SSU rRNA multiple sequence alignment 
database [57]. We removed all mitochondrial or chloro-
plast OTUs as well as sequences with no annotation at 
the domain level. Samples were subsampled at a depth 
of 50,000 sequences; 5 out of 45 samples were discarded 
due to insufficient read coverage. Lastly, we used the lulu 
R package to merge spurious ASVs and discarded ASVs 
with a total abundance of 2 reads or less across all sam-
ples [58]. See Additional file 3 for detailed bioinformatics 
methods.

Metabolomics sample preparation and LC–MS/MS data 
acquisition
Within 4 months of collection 50–80 mg of digesta from 
each sample was thawed and weighed into 2  mL Qia-
gen homogenization tubes (catalog no. 990381). Qiagen 
stainless steel beads were added to each tube followed by 
50% MeOH/H2O in a 1:20 w/v ratio. !e samples were 
homogenized at 25 Hz for 5 min in a Qiagen TissueLyzer 
II (Qiagen, Hilden, Germany) then allowed to extract 
at 4 °C for 1 h. After this time, the samples were centri-
fuged at 14000 rpm for 15 min in an Eppendorf US cen-
trifuge 5418 (USA) to pellet the cellular debris and 200uL 
of supernatant from each sample was transferred to a 
shallow polypropylene 96-well plate. !e extracts were 
dried in vacuo using a Labconco Centrivap (USA), then 
sealed and stored at − 80  °C until LC–MS/MS analysis. 
Just prior to analysis, the extracts were reconstituted in 
200uL of 50% MeOH/H2O solution containing 1uM sul-
fadimethoxine (CAS 122-11-2) as an internal standard.

LC–MS/MS analysis was performed on a !ermo 
UltiMate 3000 UPLC system coupled to an ultrahigh 
resolution quadrupole time of flight (qToF) mass spec-
trometer (Bruker Daltonics MaXis HD). A polar C18 
column (Kinetex polar C18, 100 × 2.1  mm, 2.6  µm par-
ticle size, 100 A pore size—Phenomenex, Torrance, 
CA USA) was used for chromatographic separation. A 
high-pressure binary gradient pump was used to deliver 
the mobile phase, which consisted of solvent A (100% 
water + 0.1% formic acid) and solvent B (100% acetoni-
trile + 0.1% formic acid). !e flow rate was set to 0.5 mL/
min and the injection volume for each sample was 5uL. 
Following injection, samples were eluted with the fol-
lowing linear gradient: 0–1 min, 5% B; 1–9 min increas-
ing from 5 to 100% B; 9–11  min, 100% B; 11–11.5  min 
decreasing from 100 to 5% B, 11.514 min, 5% B. Data col-
lected after 11 min were excluded from analysis. All MS 
data were obtained using electrospray ionization (ESI) 
in positive mode, and the following settings were used: 

capillary voltage of 4500  V, nebulizer gas pressure of 
2 bar, ion source temperature of 200 °C, and dry gas flow 
of 9 L/min. All spectra were collected using data depend-
ent acquisition (DDA), where the spectral rate was set 
to 3  Hz and 10  Hz for MS1 and MS2, respectively. !e 
five most intense ions per MS1 were selected for MS/MS 
acquisition and an active exclusion was enabled, which 
allowed two MS/MS spectra and was released after 30 s, 
at which point the precursor ion was reconsidered for 
MS/MS if the ratio of current intensity to previous inten-
sity > 2. Lock mass calibration was then applied for the 
internal calibrant hexakis (1H,1H,2H-perfluoroethoxy) 
phosphazene (CAS 186817-57-2) and the raw data (.d) 
was converted to.mzXML format using Bruker Data-
Analysis software. !e data was pre-processed with 
MZMine2 (see Additional file 3 for parameters) and run 
through the GNPS feature-based molecular networking 
(FBMN) workflow [59, 60].

Statistical analysis
All statistical analysis were performed in Rstudio (Ver-
sion 1.2.5033). !e curated microbial 16S rRNA gene 
data were imported into Rstudio and the effect of loca-
tion within the gut was tested for multivariate diversity 
metrics and univariate ASV relative abundances. Alpha 
diversity metrics sobs (observed ASVs), Shannon even-
ness, and Shannon–Weaver [61] were found to be nor-
mally distributed and were run in mixed models (lmer 
function) using gut subsection as a categorical variable 
and fish individual ID as a random effect. By assigning 
each fish a random effect value in a mixed model, we 
were able to account for the non-independence of differ-
ent gut subsections within a given fish prior to assessing 
the significance of gut subsection. All subsequent uni-
variate models were run using the same mixed model 
structure. Effect significance was analyzed using a Type 
III Analysis of Variance (anova function, ddf = Ken-
ward-Roger) and pairwise comparisons between gut 
subsections were done using the lsmeans function with 
adjust = “tukey”. Multivariate community structure differ-
ences were tested using weighted Unifrac distances and 
PERMANOVA (adonis2 and pairwise.adonis functions) 
with gut subsection as a categorical predictor variable 
using marginal sum-of-squares testing [62, 63]. Microbial 
community dispersion was calculated (betadisper func-
tion) from weighted Unifrac distances and square root 
transformed to fit a Guassian distribution. Transformed 
dispersion values were run in a mixed model and effect 
significance was analyzed in the same manner as alpha 
diversity.

To elucidate longitudinal shifts in ASVs associated with 
algal digestion, the dataset was narrowed to only midgut 
and hindgut samples. !e stomach is physically distinct 
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(Fig.  1) from the rest of the mid/hindgut and there-
fore was excluded from longitudinal analyses so as not 
to obscure trends in continuous spatial differentiation 
of ASVs during the digestive process. A subset of wide-
spread and/or abundant ASVs were tested for longitudi-
nal shifts: those with relative abundance ≥ 0.0005 in three 
or more samples or relative abundance ≥ 0.01 in one or 
more samples, which comprised a subset of 749 ASVs. 
!ese ASVs were arcsine-sqrt transformed to fit a Gauss-
ian distribution and subsequently modeled and tested 
using the aforementioned mixed model structure and 
significance testing. P-values were corrected for multiple 
comparisons with the p.adjust function using the Benja-
mini–Hochberg method [64].

Extracted ion chromatogram (XIC) peak area data 
generated with MZmine2 was used for metabolomic 
analysis. Metabolomic ion features were defined as con-
taminants and removed from the dataset if the average 
XIC value in all samples for a given metabolite was less 
than or equal to twice the maximum XIC value of said 
ion feature in the blanks. Any low abundance ion feature 
that appeared in 3 or fewer samples was also removed 
from the dataset, yielding a total of 1133 metabolites for 
downstream analysis. Ion feature XIC values were relativ-
ized to total sample XIC to generate metabolite relative 
abundances and used to generate a Bray–Curtis dissimi-
larity matrix. PERMANOVA and dispersion analysis 
were performed on the Bray–Curtis dissimilarity matrix 
in the same manner as the 16S rRNA gene data. Disper-
sion data was normal and thus was not transformed prior 
to running mixed models.

In parallel to the ASV data, we selected only GI and HG 
samples to elucidate longitudinal shifts in metabolites 
associated with digestive processes beyond the stomach 
with similar thresholding yielding 549 metabolites for 
longitudinal testing. !ese metabolites were arcsine-sqrt 
transformed to fit a Gaussian distribution and subse-
quently modeled and tested using the same approach as 
the ASV data.

Microbiota and metabolome multivariate correlation 
was investigated using a Mantel test between the 16S 
rRNA gene unifrac distance matrix and the metabolomic 
Bray–Curtis dissimilarity matrix [65]. An additional 

Procrustes test was performed to confirm and visualize 
microbiota-metabolome correlation.

Results
Microbial diversity
We used 16S rRNA gene amplicon sequencing to 
assess shifts in the microbiota of the nenue gut as it 
was transected from stomach to hindgut. DNA from 
37 fish gut samples were successfully sequenced, qual-
ity controlled, and subsampled. !is yielded a total of 
4 stomach samples (“ST”), 18 midgut samples span-
ning four subsections (“GI 1–4”), and 15 hindgut 
samples spanning three subsections (“HG 1–3”) that 
were subject to downstream analysis. !e curated 16S 
rRNA gene dataset contained a total of 3866 amplicon 
sequence variants (ASVs). !e number of observed 
bacterial ASVs differed significantly between gut sub-
sections (F = 13.3, p = 4.3e−07; Additional file 5, Addi-
tional file  6a). !e highest richness was found in ST 
(552 ∓ 85 ASVs) and lowest in GI 2 (135 ∓ 14 ASVs), 
with observed ASVs progressively increasing from 
GI 2 to HG 1–3 (Additional file  5, Additional file  6a). 
Microbial community evenness (Shannon evenness) 
also differed significantly between gut subsections 
(F = 7.1, p = 9.9e−05), increasing continuously from 
ST (0.46 ∓ 0.10) to HG 3 (0.77 ∓ 0.03) (Additional file 5, 
Additional file 6b). Lastly, the composite evenness and 
richness Shannon–Weaver diversity metric was signifi-
cantly lower in ST and early GI compared to the HG 
(F = 10.2, p = 5.2e−06, Additional file  5, Additional 
file 6c).

Microbiota multivariate analysis
Microbial community structure was significantly differ-
ent between the broad categories of gut section (PER-
MANOVA,  R2 = 0.45, p < 0.001). Community structure 
also differed significantly at the finer spatial scale of gut 
subsection (PERMANOVA,  R2 = 0.49, p < 0.001) (Fig. 2a; 
Table 1). Microbial community dispersion varied signifi-
cantly across gut subsections (F = 2.6, p = 0.037), with 
communities increasing in dispersion as they progressed 
from ST to the end of GI and then becoming homoge-
nized (lower dispersion) in all three HG samples (Fig. 2c, 
Additional file 7).

Trends in the NMDS ordination and pairwise PER-
MANOVA indicated a continuous transition of microbial 
communities throughout the gut (Fig.  2a, e; Additional 
file 8), with communities starting in ST and progressively 
differentiating through the GI subsections 1–4 and into 
HG 1–3. Pairwise PERMANOVA testing showed four 
significantly different gut regions, “Stomach” (ST), “Early-
Midgut” (GI 1 and GI 2), “Late-Midgut” (GI 3 and GI 4), 
and “Hindgut” (HG 1, HG 2, and HG 3).  R2 data derived 

Table 1 PERMANOVA results for microbial communities and 
metabolomes tested against gut subsection

R2 F Pr(> F)

Gut subsection (micro-
bial)

0.49 3.9901 0.001

Gut subsection 
(metabolomes)

0.35 2.0834 0.001
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A B

C D

R2 R2E F

Microbiota Metabolome

Fig. 2 Microbial (A, C, E) and metabolomic (B, D, F) multivariate analysis of nenue gut subsections. Non metric multidimensional scaling plots 
of the weighted unifrac distances among microbial communities (A) and bray Curtis distances among metabolomic samples (B) from the nenue 
gut. Samples are colored by gut subsection. Arrows track the transition of microbiota/metabolomes in an individual fish, starting in the stomach 
and ending in the hindgut. Box and whisker plots depict multivariate dispersion of microbial communities (unifrac distance to centroid) (C) and 
metabolomic samples (bray curtis distance to centroid) (D). Samples are color coded by gut subsection. Dispersion in both microbial communities 
and metabolomic samples responded significantly to gut subsection, but only metabolomic samples showed significant post hoc pairwise 
differences (α = .05, Tukey Post Hoc test), which are indicated by letter significance indicators. Clustering heatmaps depict pairwise  R2 values 
between samples from PERMANOVAs for (E) microbiota and (F) metabolome datasets
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from the pairwise PERMANOVA, which indicates lev-
els of pairwise variation between gut subsections, fur-
ther supports this conclusion, showing that microbial 
communities varied substantially between regions and 
remained similar within a given region (Fig.  2e; Addi-
tional file 8).

All gut samples were dominated by the classes Gam-
maproteobacteria (31.5%), Clostridia (24.5%), Bacteroidia 
(12.8%), and Erysipelotrichia (6.8%) (Fig.  3a). Micro-
bial families demonstrated strong spatial differentiation 
across the nenue gastrointestinal tract (Fig. 3b): Vibrion-
aceae was common throughout the nenue gut (peaking 
at a relative abundance of 48% in GI 2), stomach samples 

Fig. 3 Stacked bar chart of the average relative abundances of common ASVs represented at the Class level (A) and Family level (B) in the nenue 
gut subsections. ASVs were considered “common” if their relative abundance ≥ .0005 in samples ≥ 3 or relative abundance ≥ .01 in samples ≥ 1
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were dominated by Pasteurellaceae (39%), followed by 
a sequence of families belonging to various anaerobic 
bacterial classes (primarily Clostridia and Bacteroidia) 
from GI 1 to HG 3. Peptostreptococcaceae peaked in GI 1 

(27%), Erysipelotrichaceae peaked in GI 2 and GI 3 (13% 
and 16%, respectively), Lachnospiraceae peaked in GI 
4 (11%), and HG 1–3 were dominated by Rikenellaceae 

Fig. 4 ASV enrichment between samples of the 58 most abundant ASVs that responded significantly to gut subsection (adjusted p-value ≥ .05). 
ASV relative abundances were arcsine squareroot transformed and z-scored to generate a two-way heatmap. Samples are clustered on the x axis 
and ASVs are clustered on the y axis. ASVs are broadly clustered into 4 modules of enrichment (CCC = 7.7245) corresponding to “Early GI,” “Late GI,” 
“HG,” and “HG F7.” ASVs are colored according to these clusters and samples on the x axis are color coded according to gut subsection
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(21%, 20%, and 20%, respectively) and Ruminococcaceae 
(12%, 12%, and 14%, respectively) (Fig. 3b).

Metabolomic multivariate analysis
Although untargeted metabolomics is generally una-
ble to resolve dynamics of small, polar molecules such 
as SCFAs, this approach paints a better picture of 
the entire chemical microenvironment and resolves 

changes in other key chemical classes that we know lit-
tle about in fish guts. Shifts in untargeted metabolome 
multivariate structure along the nenue gut paralleled 
that of the microbial communities. Metabolomes dif-
fered significantly by the broad categories of gut section 
(PERMANOVA,  R2 = 0.26, p < 0.001) as well as the finer 
spatial scale of gut subsection (PERMANOVA,  R2 = 0.35, 
p < 0.001) (Fig.  2b; Table  1). Metabolome dispersion 

Fig. 5 Family-level trends across the Nenue gut in the 58 most abundant ASVs that responded significantly to gut subsection (adjusted 
p-value ≥ .05). Average ASV relative abundance is plotted against gut subsection, with plots separated by Bacterial Family, ASVs colored by Genus, 
and vertical lines indicating standard error. Plots are ordered by gut subsection enrichment from anterior to posterior
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exhibited the opposite trend of microbial community dis-
persion, varying significantly across the gut subsections 
(F = 16.5, p = 1.3e−07), with the highest dispersion in the 
ST, GI 4, and HG 1–3, and lowest dispersion in GI 1–3 
(Fig. 2d, Additional file 7).

Gut metabolomes and microbiota tightly “tracked” 
each other as they shifted through the nenue gut. Gen-
erally, metabolomes exhibited spatial trends that were 
similar to those seen in the microbial communities 

(Fig.  2b; Additional file  9), with metabolomes continu-
ously differentiating from the ST, though GI 1–4, and 
into the HG (HG 1–3). Gut microbiota and metabo-
lomes exhibited significant multivariate correlation 
(Mantel test, r = 0.4342, p = 0.001) and showed simi-
lar patterns in ordination space (Procrustes test, sum of 
squares = 0.7124, p = 0.001), further indicating the par-
allel shifts of these two sample types and the potential 

Fig. 6 Enrichment between samples of the 44 most abundant metabolites that responded significantly to gut subsection (adjusted p-value ≥ .05) 
and had known library or analog IDs. Metabolite relative abundances were arcsine squareroot transformed and z-scored to generate a two-way 
heatmap. Samples are clustered on the x axis and metabolites are clustered on the y axis. Metabolites are labeled by their library and/or analog ID, 
with one asterisks indicating a match class level 2 (library ID) and two asterisks indicating a match class level 3 (analog ID). M/z values and molecular 
adducts are indicated in parenthesis after each feature name. Metabolites are broadly clustered into 3 modules of enrichment (CCC = 7.072) 
corresponding to “Early GI,” “GI,” and “HG.” Metabolites are colored according to these clusters and samples on the x axis are color coded according to 
gut subsection
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feedback between microbial communities and metabo-
lomes in this system (Additional file 10).

Pairwise PERMANOVA results for the metabolomes 
broadly showed similar trends as the microbial com-
munity data: metabolomes differentiated progressively 
from ST to HG 3 and the HG section (HG 1–3) exhib-
ited uniform metabolome structure (Fig.  2f; Additional 
file  9). Despite this, there were no significant pairwise 
differences in metabolomes between each gut subsec-
tion, likely due to the relatively small sample size prior 

to p-value adjustment (Additional file  9). !ere were 
other notable differences between microbial communi-
ties and metabolomes as well. Namely, where microbial 
communities showed clear and significant clustering 
of gut subsections into 2 regions in the midgut (“Early-
Midgut” and “Late-Midgut”),  R2 values derived from 
pairwise PERMANOVA of the metabolomes showed no 
such clustering and instead exhibited a continuous gra-
dient of differentiation within the midgut (Fig. 2f, Addi-
tional file 8, Additional file 9). Additionally, while GI 4 is 

Fig. 7 ClassyFire Parent Level 1 trends across the Nenue gut in the 44 most abundant metabolites that responded significantly to gut subsection 
(adjusted p-value ≥ .05) and had known library or analog IDs. Average metabolite relative abundance is plotted against gut subsection, with plots 
separated by ClassyFire Parent Level 1, metabolites colored by library and/or analog ID, and vertical lines indicating standard error. Metabolites are 
labeled by their common library and/or analog ID, with one asterisks indicating a match class level 2 (library ID) and two asterisks indicating a match 
class level 3 (analog ID). Plots are ordered by gut subsection enrichment from anterior to posterior
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distinct from the HG in the microbial communities, in 
the metabolomes it appears to be more similar to the HG 
than the rest of the GI (Fig.  2f, Additional file  8, Addi-
tional file 9).

Di"erential ASV analysis
To elucidate spatial changes in ASVs associated with 
digestive processes beyond the stomach, the dataset was 
narrowed to only GI and HG samples and mixed mod-
els were run on arcsine squareroot transformed relative 
abundance data of the 749 most abundant ASVs in these 
samples. A total of 283 ASVs responded significantly 
to gut subsection (p ≤ 0.05 after Benjamini–Hochberg 
p-value correction for multiple comparisons) (Additional 
file 11). To identify only the most abundant of these sig-
nificant ASVs, we further selected ASVs that had a rela-
tive abundance ≥ 10% in at least one sample, which 
yielded a total of 58 high abundance ASVs that responded 
significantly to gut subsection (Figs.  4, 5; Additional 
file 12).

We used two-way hierarchical clustering of z-scored 
arcsine squareroot transformed relative abundance data 
to visualize the 58 most abundant ASVs that responded 
significantly to gut subsection. Significant ASVs clus-
tered into four broad modules (cubic clustering criterion: 
7.7245) corresponding to GI 1–2 enriched ASVs (“Early-
GI”), GI 3–4 enriched ASVs (“Late-GI”), HG enriched 
ASVs (“HG”), and HG enriched ASVs particular to Fish 7 
(“HG F7”) (Fig. 4; Additional file 12). !e majority (36/58, 
62%) of ASVs were enriched in the HG (either “HG” clus-
ter or “HG F7” cluster), 19% (11/58) were enriched in the 
Early-GI and 19% (11/58) were enriched in the Late-GI 
(Fig. 4; Additional file 12).

!e trends in significant ASV analysis corroborated 
our family level observations, with ASVs from different 
families generally demonstrating consistent spatial dif-
ferentiation patterns (Fig. 5). Pasteurellaceae and Peptos-
treptococcaceae ASVs peaked in relative abundance at GI 
1, Vibrionaceae and Erysipelotrichaceae ASVs peaked in 
relative abundance at GI 2, Brevinemataceae, Clostridi-
aceae, and ASVs in the class Parabasalia peaked at GI 3, 
and certain ASVs in the class Mollicutes, the family Lach-
nospiraceae, and the family Rikenellaceae peaked at GI 4. 
Numerous families of ASVs peaked in relative abundance 
in the HG including Desulfovibrionaceae, Akkermansci-
aceae, and Lachnospiraceae. HG samples also had higher 
relative abundances of ASVs from common anaerobic, 
gut-associated families Rikenellaceae and Ruminococ-
caceae. !ese two families contained the most ASVs that 
responded significantly to gut subsection (15 Rikenel-
laceae ASVs, 25% of total; 11 Ruminococcaceae ASVs, 
19% of total).

Di"erential metabolite analysis
In parallel to the differential ASV analysis, we investi-
gated the spatial changes of the top 549 most abundant 
metabolites in the GI and HG. We found 64 metabolites 
that varied significantly between gut subsections (FDR-
adjusted p ≤ 0.05) (Additional file  13). To further iden-
tify metabolic processes occurring along the nenue gut 
tract, the 64 metabolites were reduced to only include 
metabolite features with exact or analog spectral matches 
to a known compound in GNPS which includes third-
party libraries such as NIST, Metlin and Massbank, 
yielding a total of 44 metabolites with known chemi-
cal identities [60]. All metabolites that directly matched 
with GNPS library MS/MS spectra were level 2 clas-
sifications whereas those identified as analogs of library 
compounds were level 3 classifications according to the 
guidelines proposed by the Metabolomics Standards Ini-
tiative (MSI) [66]. We again used two-way hierarchical 
clustering of z-scored arcsine square root transformed 
relative abundance data to visualize these 44 metabo-
lites that responded significantly to gut subsection. 
!ese 44 metabolites clustered into three broad mod-
ules (cubic clustering criterion: 7.1252) corresponding 
to GI 1–2 enriched metabolites (“Early-GI”), metabo-
lites enriched broadly across the GI section (“GI”), and 
hindgut enriched metabolites (“HG”) (Fig.  6; Additional 
file  13). Of the 44 significant metabolites, 50% (22/44) 
were enriched in the Early-GI, 34.1% (15/44) were 
enriched in the GI and 15.9% (7/44) were enriched in the 
HG (Fig. 6; Additional file 13). Early GI enriched metabo-
lites included glycerophosphocholine, succinoadenosine, 
tryptophan, and glutamate dipeptides (Figs.  6, 7). Bile 
acids were relatively abundant in the Early GI and bile 
acid deconjugation was observed. Specifically, taurine 
conjugated bile acids peaked in GI 1 and then rapidly 
declined in abundance, followed by unconjugated bile 
acids and unconjugated hydroxy bile acids which peaked 
in GI 2 (Fig. 7). Metabolites enriched broadly across GI 
(but not in HG) included certain aspartate dipeptides 
and tyrosine. Lastly, the HG was enriched primarily in 
phospholipids.

Discussion
Microbes are found in ubiquitous association with mul-
ticellular organisms and perform numerous functions 
for the host. !is holds especially true for gastrointesti-
nal symbiosis; in humans and other terrestrial organisms, 
microbial communities encode diverse metabolic func-
tions to digest complex nutritional resources, producing 
essential metabolites for both themselves and their hosts 
[7, 67]. Marine herbivorous fish play important ecologi-
cal roles in coastal systems by consuming benthic algae 
and thus maintaining balanced benthic community 
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structure [15, 16]. However, little is known about how 
these fish digest algae and how gut microbial communi-
ties might assist in this process, which is a priority for 
piscine herbivory research [11]. Specifically, no studies 
have examined paired microbial and chemical changes 
along the gastrointestinal tract at high spatial resolution 
and what this might indicate about the catabolic pro-
cesses contributing to algae decomposition occurring in 
the gut. In order to address these knowledge gaps, we 
applied a parallel 16S rRNA gene amplicon sequencing, 
tandem LC–MS/MS approach to profile spatial changes 
in microbial communities and metabolite pools and what 
this might imply about algal deconstruction in nenue. 
We opted not to focus on microbiota/metabolome dif-
ferences between fish species, life stages, etc., and instead 
specifically attempted to evaluate the consistency of 
longitudinal variation across the gut microbiome of a 
representative set of Kyphosids. We found high degrees 
of correlation between microbiota and metabolomes, 
previously uncharacterized variability in these microbe/
metabolite pools within the midgut, and parallel changes 
in microbes and metabolites that reveal patterns of gut 
metabolism by dominant Clostridia and Bacteroidia 
classes of Bacteria.

Multivariate correlation between microbiota 
and metabolomes
Broadly, our study suggests that both microbial commu-
nities and metabolomes are structured according to gut 
subsection (Fig. 2a, b; Table 1). Here, microbial commu-
nities and metabolomes demonstrated parallel spatial dif-
ferentiation as they transitioned from the anterior end 
(stomach) to the posterior end (hindgut) of the gastro-
intestinal tract. Multivariate analysis including NMDS 
ordinations, Mantel tests, and Procrustes tests/visuali-
zations show that microbial communities and metabo-
lomes consistently transition in the same manner from 
the stomach, through the midgut, and into the hindgut 
(Fig. 2a. b).

Pairwise PERMANOVAs revealed high levels of micro-
biota variation within the midgut (GI). Microbial com-
munity structure differentiated into four distinct gut 
regions, Stomach (ST), Early-Midgut (GI 1–2), Late-Mid-
gut (GI 3–4), and Hindgut (HG 1–3) (Fig. 2e; Additional 
file 8) with most of the spatial differentiation in microbial 
communities occurring in the stomach and midgut, while 
all microbial communities were homogeneous within 
the hindgut. !is is in accordance with the morphol-
ogy of the nenue guts we sampled; the distance between 
the stomach and posterior end of the midgut was much 
longer than the length of the hindgut, thus allowing for 
longer transit time and spatial area for microbial commu-
nities to differentiate (Additional file 1).

Metabolomes exhibited similar spatial differentiation 
patterns to microbial communities, with metabolomes 
transitioning from the stomach through the midgut, 
and ending in the hindgut, which again maintained uni-
form metabolomic structure (Fig. 2f). While microbiota 
showed clear clustering of communities in the midgut, 
the metabolomes showed more continuous differen-
tiation. One potential explanation is that metabolomes 
are being continually transformed via microbial activity 
through the midgut, while the same microbial commu-
nity in a given gut region can perform multiple processes. 
!us, microbial communities can remain stable while 
changing activities, resulting in gradients of metabo-
lomes that do not show the same discrete clustering as 
the corresponding microbial communities. In both the 
microbiota and metabolomes, our fine-scale spatial sam-
pling identified previously uncharacterized variation in 
the midgut, indicating microbiota and chemical differen-
tiation within this morphologically uniform region that is 
often not captured in current sampling designs.

Multivariate dispersion responded significantly to gut 
subsection in both microbial communities and metabo-
lomes, although the nature of the response differed. 
Microbial community dispersion decreased as the gut 
was transected from anterior to posterior (Fig. 2c) which 
has also been observed in other marine herbivorous 
fishes including rabbitfish [29, 31]. !is suggests that gut 
microbiota converge on a uniform community structure 
in the hindgut regardless of other factors, namely individ-
ual fish genotype and diet. Factors such as individual host 
genotype and diet often exert influence on fish gut micro-
bial community structure, and fish of the family Kyphosi-
dae are known to have diverse diets and have even been 
documented to be omnivorous on occasion [12, 38, 
68–73]. !e high beta diversity of gut microbiota in the 
early gut subsections could reflect the diversity of dietary 
contents between individual fishes. !e subsequent con-
vergence of microbial communities in the hindgut would 
then reflect both a homogenization of the diet derived 
chemical environment that feeds the gut microbiota and 
a concurrent homogenization of the gut microbiota to a 
specific community that serves a specific metabolic func-
tion. !is possibility is corroborated by a study on the gut 
microbiota of Grass Carp fed two unique diets, in which 
midgut microbial communities were highly sensitive to 
diet whereas hindgut microbial communities were not 
[20]. !is could mechanistically explain how individual 
diet variation between fish leads to high beta diversity in 
the midgut and lower beta diversity in the hindgut.

!e metabolomic data, however, show the opposite 
trend in dispersion, with the most variable metabolomes 
in the stomach and hindgut and the most homogeneous 
metabolomes in the midgut (Fig. 2d). !is contradicts the 
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hypothesis that variation in gut chemistry drives varia-
tion in gut microbial communities. Instead, we find that 
the most variable microbial communities correspond to 
the most homogeneous metabolomes. Fish are known 
to release an array of small molecules such as bile acids 
into the early portions of their midgut to aid digestion; 
it is possible that these fish-derived metabolites are so 
abundant in the nenue midgut that they homogenize the 
metabolomes in the midgut relative to the hindgut [74]. 
Bile acids indeed made up a large portion of the metabo-
lome in the early midgut samples, which could very well 
be driving the observed trends in dispersion (Figs. 6, 7).

Microbial ASV changes across the nenue gut
Microbiota species richness and evenness shifted 
through the gastrointestinal tract (Additional file 5, Addi-
tional file 6); species richness was highest in the stomach, 
lowest immediately after in the early midgut, and then 
increased in the late midgut until reaching a peak in the 
hindgut. Species evenness increased continuously from 
anterior to posterior. !is general increase in species 
richness and evenness through the nenue gut corrobo-
rates results from other studies on marine fishes [31, 75]. 
Jones et al. 2018 observed highest alpha diversity in the 
hindgut in the rabbitfish Siganus fuscescens while Gajardo 
et al. 2016 found similar trends in the taxonomically and 
geographically distinct Atlantic Salmon Salmo salar [31, 
75]. However, the opposite pattern has also been found, 
suggesting that alpha diversity trends through the gut 
may vary by other factors besides gut region [23, 24, 29, 
30].

Many of the differentially abundant ASVs shifting 
through the nenue gut are in the order Clostridiales and 
are commonly found in other herbivore guts, both ter-
restrial and marine [43, 69]. !ese include Peptostrep-
tococcaceae (genus: unclassified, ASVs 15, 32, and 92), 
Vibrionaceae (genus: unclassified, ASVs 3 and 107), Brev-
inemataceae (genus: Brevinema, ASV 100), and Erysip-
elotrichaceae (genus: Turicibacter, ASV 5) ASVs in the 
Early-GI (GI 1 and GI 2),  and Lachnospiraceae (genus: 
Tyzerella, ASV 139) and Rikenellaceae (genus: Alistipes, 
ASVs 131, 165, and 166) in the Late-GI (GI 3 and GI 4). 
Many ASVs significantly enriched in the early GI belong 
to known obligate anaerobic fermenting bacterial families 
including Peptostreptococcaceae and Erysipelotrichaceae 
(genus: Turicibacter) and have been identified as puta-
tive gut commensals in a variety of organisms including 
humans, pigs, rats, and other marine herbivores such as 
rabbitfish, tilapia, and parrotfish [14, 17, 29, 30, 76–82]. 
!e high relative abundance of these ASVs early in the 
midgut suggests that the nenue gut is anaerobic much 
sooner than expected, and anaerobic breakdown of algal 
biomass is already occurring immediately posterior to 

the stomach. !e late midgut subsections, especially GI 
4, begin to more closely resemble the hindgut, with some 
ASVs from two abundant HG families, Lachnospiraceae 
and Rikenellaceae, peaking in relative abundance in 
this section. Previously observed metabolic similarities 
between the late midgut and hindgut concur with these 
microbiota observations, indicating that both microbial 
communities and metabolism in the late midgut begin to 
resemble that of the hindgut [39].

!e hindgut was enriched predominantly in ASVs 
from families Ruminococcaceae (ASVs 25, 61, 69, 79, 91, 
95, 137, and 204), Lachnospiraceae (ASVs 63, 72, and 
207), and Rikenellaceae (ASVs 47, 58, 83, 90, 94, 97, 104, 
135, 159, and 194), and generally resembled the micro-
bial community structure of other herbivores that have 
anaerobic, fermentative hindguts. ASVs from Rumino-
coccaceae and Lachnospiraceae remained largely unclas-
sified at the genus level, whereas most Rikenellaceae 
ASVs were classified as Alistipes. Alistipes (along with 
the entire Rikenellaceae family) are obligate anaerobes 
and produce succinate as their metabolic end-product 
via fermentation [83–85]. !is genus is commonly found 
in the alimentary tract of animals including humans and 
fish (specifically members of the Kyphosidae family) 
[21, 34, 86–88]. !ese lines of evidence strongly suggest 
that Alistipes play a major role in hindgut metabolism of 
healthy nenue. Ruminococcoceae and Lachnospiraceae 
are both common gut endosymbionts and important in 
anaerobic digestion of plant compounds including rumi-
nant cellulolytic digestions [89]. !ese two families are 
some of the most abundant in gut environments and con-
tain a diverse array of fibrolytic enzymes [90–93]. Taken 
together, our nenue microbiota reveal novel microbial 
diversity in the midgut and strongly support the claim 
that terrestrial and marine herbivores are united in their 
use of anaerobic, fermentative bacterial gut endosymbi-
onts to digest plant matter [32].

Metabolite changes across the nenue gut
!e chemical composition of the Kyphosid gut varies 
significantly across the gastrointestinal tract, largely due 
to changes in the relative abundance of a variety of com-
pound classes essential for host metabolism: bile acids 
and alcohols, small peptides and amino acid-containing 
compounds, and phospholipids [94–96]. Bile acids were 
enriched in the Early-GI (GI 1 and GI 2), while small 
peptides and amino acids were found in high relative 
abundances across the entire GI (GI 1–4), and both play 
critical roles in either food breakdown or absorption, 
respectively. Host-derived or primary bile acids and alco-
hols are secreted into the small intestine of fish and other 
vertebrates to break up fats and lipids, but most of these 
are reabsorbed and recycled via enterohepatic circulation 
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before passing to the hindgut [97]. !e majority of pri-
mary bile acids and alcohols enter the fish gastrointesti-
nal tract as bile salts conjugated with taurine or esterified 
with sulfate, respectively [98]. However, gut microbes in 
the early midgut can quickly hydrolyze these conjugated 
bile acids using bile salt hydrolases (BSHs) to detoxify 
their structures and to produce free taurine for anaero-
bic energy production [99]. By studying the nenue gut 
metabolome on such a fine spatial scale, both host bile 
acid secretion, microbial bile acid deconjugation, and 
host reabsorption were able to be distinctly observed. 
Specifically, taurine-conjugated bile acids were most 
abundant in GI 1 where they are secreted by the host, 
then free bile acids and alcohols peaked in GI 2 where 
they are produced by microbial bile acid deconjugation, 
and finally, bile acids were largely undetected in the hind-
gut suggesting nearly complete reabsorption back into 
the bloodstream in the Late-GI.

!e midgut is also where dietary proteins are hydro-
lyzed into small peptides (< 4 AAs) and free amino acids 
[100]. Accordingly, many di- and tri-peptides containing 
the non-essential amino acids glutamate (Glu) and aspar-
tate (Asp) were enriched across the entire nenue midgut 
(GI 1–4). Glu and Asp are both important energy sources 
for fish and are also abundant AAs in seaweed provid-
ing its distinctive umami flavor [19, 101, 102]. While the 
effects of dietary Asp and Glu have not yet been studied 
in fish, dietary supplementation with either amino acid 
improved growth performance in piglets and reduced the 
animal’s susceptibility to mycotoxins [103].

Previous studies have suggested that the primary role 
of the Kyphosid hindgut is to degrade algal polysaccha-
rides through microbial anaerobic fermentation to release 
SCFAs and other volatile compounds that benefit host 
nutrition [33]. Although GC–MS is required to detect 
volatile metabolites such as SCFAs, untargeted LC–MS/
MS analysis revealed that several phospholipids, such 
as palmitic acid (i.e.  C16), were detected and found to be 
enriched in the hindgut, which is consistent with results 
from a previous study examining lipid digestion in turbot 
fish [104]. !is finding suggests that there might be greater 
lipolytic activity in the fish hindgut compared to the stom-
ach or midgut, though it could also be an artifact of bac-
terial cell lysis during metabolite extraction. Regardless, 
inclusion of certain dietary phospholipids has been shown 
to support healthy growth and development for many fish 
species in the early stages of life [96]. !erefore, it is essen-
tial to understand how these compounds are produced 
and utilized in adult fish and whether their abundances 
correlate with a particular bacterial species or community.

Functional implications
Although we have taken no direct functional measure-
ments in this study, the coupling of microbial and metab-
olomic data sheds light on the putative function(s) of 
microbial communities within the nenue gut. Bile acid 
deconjugation in the early midgut and phospholipid 
accumulation in the hindgut are two examples of how 
paired microbial-metabolomic data can be leveraged to 
infer the function of specific microbial communities. As 
previously mentioned, there were high abundances of 
conjugated (taurinated) bile acids in GI 1, which were 
subsequently deconjugated via microbial metabolism to 
produce high relative abundances of unconjugated bile 
acids in GI 2 (Figs. 6, 7). !is implicates bacterial ASVs 
that peaked in abundance in the Early-GI, namely Pep-
tostreptococcaceae (genus: unclassified) and Erysipel-
otrichaceae (genus: Turicibacter), as potentially acting in 
bile acid deconjugation in the nenue gut (Figs. 4, 5). Bac-
teria in the class Clostridia and phylum Firmicutes, which 
contain Peptostreptococcaceae family and Turicibacter 
genus, respectively, have been shown to perform bile 
acid deconjugation via BSH genes in other host organ-
isms [99]. It is therefore reasonable to posit that Peptos-
treptococcaceae and Turicibacter play a similar role in the 
nenue gut.

We also observed elevated levels of palmitic acid-con-
taining phospholipids in the hindgut (Figs.  6, 7). Bacte-
ria are known to chemically transform palmitic acid into 
numerous phospholipids which can then modify host 
metabolism [105]. Additionally, phospholipids are an 
important chemical class for the development of healthy 
fish [94]. It is therefore likely that production of phospho-
lipids in the nenue hindgut serves an important biologi-
cal function for the host, and elucidating which bacteria 
are involved in this process will help us better understand 
the composition and function of a healthy herbivorous 
fish gut microbiota. !e suite of bacterial ASVs enriched 
in the hindgut, predominantly in the Rikenellaceae and 
Ruminococcaceae families, are potential players in this 
process (Figs. 4, 5). Indeed Alistipes, the most abundant 
Rikenellaceae genus in the nenue hindgut, has been cor-
related with elevated levels of palmitic acid in rats, mak-
ing it a likely suspect in this system as well [106]. We 
do not intend to draw concrete conclusions about gut 
microbiota function from these data but hope that these 
two examples reveal how paired microbial-metabolomic 
data can complement each other to provide insights into 
the function of gut microbiota and yield specific, testable 
hypothesis for future studies.

!e major constraint of this study is its emphasis on 
high within-fish longitudinal resolution but relatively 
low sample size of individual fishes. A product of the 
vicissitudes of our requirement that wild-caught fish be 
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dissected anaerobically immediately after removal from 
the ocean, our sample size was 5 fish from the genus 
Kyphosus, all of which varied morphologically and taxo-
nomically. Our goal was not to explicitly evaluate the 
degree of microbiota/metabolomic variation between 
individual Kyphosus fishes but rather to elucidate the 
consistency of spatial patterns across the gastrointesti-
nal tract. Whenever possible, we used random effects in 
mixed models to deal with this issue by accounting for 
inter-individual variation prior to testing the effect of gut 
subsection. However, future studies aiming to assess the 
spatial variation of microbiota/metabolomes along the 
gastrointestinal tract should aim to sample larger num-
bers of individual fish, ideally all within the same spe-
cies, life stage, sex, etc., to control for inter-individual 
variation. In addition, complementary studies should be 
designed to explicitly assess the differences in microbi-
ota/metabolomes between Kyphosus species, life stages, 
sexes, etc.

Conclusions
!is study reveals a clear, fine scale spatial differentiation 
and tight association of gut microbial communities and 
metabolomes through a marine herbivorous fish gastro-
intestinal tract. We also identified previously unobserved 
variation in microbial communities and metabolomes 
within the nenue midgut. !ese results can inform future 
fish gut microbiome studies to gain a more complete 
understanding of the microbial ecology of fish gut endos-
ymbionts and the processes they mediate. Future studies 
must sample at a fine enough spatial scale to capture the 
extent of variation in the fish gut microbial ecosystem, 
i.e. a minimum of four regions throughout the mid- and 
hindgut.

Individual ASVs that exhibited differentiation through 
the gut were predominately facultative or obligate anaer-
obic gut endosymbionts, indicating that the nenue gut 
becomes anaerobic and potentially fermentative imme-
diately posterior to the stomach, much earlier than pre-
viously suggested [33]. !e chemical environment in the 
nenue gut changed dramatically though various gut sub-
sections, largely due to changes in the relative abundance 
of several essential metabolites including bile acids and 
alcohols, small peptides and amino acid-containing com-
pounds, and phospholipids. Additional spatial surveys 
of small, more polar metabolites such as SCFAs not cap-
tured by LC–MS/MS would pair well with our current 
data and shed light on additional metabolic and energetic 
intermediates along the fish digestive tract.

Combined microbiota-metabolome surveys of the 
gut help develop a more holistic understanding of the 

gut environment and the feedback between gut micro-
bial communities and gut metabolomes. !e significant 
covariation between gut microbial communities and 
metabolomes suggests there is likely strong feedback 
between microbes and metabolites in this system. Lastly, 
this study serves as a springboard from which functional 
hypothesis regarding herbivorous fish gut microbiota can 
be developed. We cannot in this manuscript describe 
functional relationships between bacteria and metabo-
lites, or what metabolites are the substrates and/or prod-
ucts of specific bacterial metabolism. However, simple 
correlations between microbial communities and metab-
olomes can yield detailed functional hypothesis which 
can be further tested, such as deconjugation of bile acids 
by bacteria in the early midgut.

Future studies are necessary to address the complex 
interaction between microbial communities and metabo-
lomes in relation to the digestion of marine algae. Spe-
cifically, enhanced experimental, computational, and 
statistical methods will yield insights into the transfor-
mation of metabolites as they transect the gut, and shed 
light on what bacterial players are likely responsible. 
!e inclusion of functional data such as metagenom-
ics, metatranscriptomics, and metaproteomics, varied 
metabolite detection methods including GC–MS, along 
with in  vitro culturing experiments will lead to a more 
holistic and mechanistic understanding of the complexi-
ties of how marine herbivorous fish successfully decon-
struct algal biomass and lead to new applied technologies 
to convert marine resources into value added bioprod-
ucts including biofuels.

Abbreviations
ASV: Amplicon sequence variant; BSH: Bile salt hydrolase; GC-MS: Gas chroma-
tography-mass spectrometry; GNPS: Global natural products social molecular 
networking; LC–MS/MS: Liquid chromatography-tandem mass spectrometry; 
NELHA: Natural energy laboratory of Hawaiʻi authority; NMDS: Non-metric 
multidimensional scaling; PCR: Polymerase chain reaction; PERMANOVA: 
Permutational analysis of variance; SCFAs: Short chain fatty acids.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s42523- 022- 00182-z.

Additional #le 1. Morphological data of dissected nenue.

Additional #le 2. Individual wild nenue samples for this study.

Additional #le 3. Supplementary Methods.

Additional #le 4. Box and whisker plots of total reads per sample for DNA 
extraction blanks ("Blank"), PCR no template negative controls ("NTC"), 
mock communities ("Mock"), and samples ("Fish_Gut").

Additional #le 5. Microbial alpha diversity across nenue gut subsections.

Additional #le 6. Boxplots of (A) observed bacterial ASVs, (B) Shannon 
Eveness, and (C) Shannon Diversity across the 8 nenue gut subsec-
tions. Horizontal lines indicate the median, boxes span the IQR, whiskers 
extend to 1.5*IQR, and letters above bars denote significant pairwise 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s42523-022-00182-z
https://doi.org/10.1186/s42523-022-00182-z


Page 18 of 21Sparagon et al. Animal Microbiome            (2022) 4:33 

differences between gut subsections determined by lsmeans with a tukey 
adjustment.

Additional #le 7. Dispersion results for microbial communities and 
metabolomes.

Additional #le 8. Pairwise PERMANOVA results for microbial communities.

Additional #le 9. Pairwise PERMANOVA results for metabolomes.

Additional #le 10. Visualization of Procrustes errors between microbial 
communities (16S rRNA) and metabolomic sample ordinations. Points 
indicate 16S samples and triangles indicate metabolomic samples. Points 
are colored according to gut subsection. Arrows indicate residual error 
after rotation between paired 16S metabolomic samples after optimal 
NMDS rotations. Arrows are colored according to gut subsection.

Additional #le 11. All microbial ASVs that responded significantly to gut 
subsection, their FASTA sequences, associated taxonomies, relative abun-
dances in each sample, and the gut module each ASV is enriched in.

Additional #le 12. Abundant microbial ASVs that responded significantly 
to gut subsection, their associated taxonomies, enriched modules from 
Fig. 4, and mean relative abundances in each gut subsection.

Additional #le 13. Abundant metabolite features that responded sig-
nificantly to gut subsection, their associated ClassyFire chemical groups, 
enriched modules from Fig. 6, and mean relative abundances in each gut 
subsection.

Acknowledgements
The authors would like to acknowledge the entire Ocean Era team, especially 
Lucie Leonard and Keelee Martin, for their assistance organizing and conduct-
ing fieldwork. We would also like to gratefully acknowledge all the local fisher-
folk, especially Helen Meigs, for assisting us in field sampling. Lastly, we would 
like to thank Dr. Jennifer Saito at the University of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa Advanced 
Studies in Genomics, Proteomics, and Bioinformatics for the sequencing of our 
amplicon libraries.

Author contributions
LV, LMLL, EEA, NAS, PCD, LWK, and CEN conceived the study; WJS, JJM, LV, 
LMLL, EEA, NAS, LWK, and CEN designed the experiment; WJS, JJM, LV, and 
LMLL performed the experiment; WJS and ECG performed the laboratory 
work; WJS, ECG, JJM, and CEN analyzed the data; WJS, JJM, CEN generated 
visualizations; WJS and ECG wrote the manuscript. All authors read and 
approved the final manuscript.

Funding
Funding for this project was provided by the United States Government, 
Department of Energy, Advanced Research Projects Agency–Energy (grant 
reference number: ARPA-E DE-FOA-0001858) to NAS, Michael Schuppen-
hauer, Steven Singer and LMLL with contracts to CEN, LWK, EEA and PCD. JJM 
was supported by NSF postdoctoral research fellowship in biology Award 
# 2011004. This paper is funded in part by a grant/cooperative agreement 
from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Project A/AS-1, 
which is sponsored by the University of Hawaii Sea Grant College Program, 
SOEST, under Institutional Grant No. NA18OAR4170076 from NOAA Office of 
Sea Grant, Department of Commerce. The views expressed herein are those 
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views of NOAA or any of its 
subagencies. UNIHI-SEAGRANT-JC-21-29 and SOEST publication no. 11507.

Availability of data and material
Sequencing reads from the demultiplexed samples analyzed in this study 
have been deposited in the NCBI Sequence Read Archive (SRA) under the 
BioProject accession PRJNA819194. All LC–MS/MS data are publicly available 
and deposited in the MassIVE data repository (http:// massi ve. ucsd. edu) under 
the accession number MSV000086348. The Feature Based Molecular Network-
ing analysis can be accessed at: https:// gnps. ucsd. edu/ Prote oSAFe/ status. jsp? 
task= 36b77 9130c 3a41e 6b26f 0ca84 1003a 9c
Scripts used to analyze the 16S rRNA gene sequence data and metabolomic 
data in R have been deposited in GitHub at https:// github. com/ wesle yspar 
agon/ KRuMBS_ FishG ut_ KonaJ une20 19.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
This study was exempt from ethics approval as the fish were collected by local 
fishers in accordance with Hawaiʻi State and United States Federal regulations.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Daniel K. Inouye Center for Microbial Oceanography: Research and Educa-
tion, Department of Oceanography and Sea Grant College Program, University 
of Hawaiʻi at Mānoa, 1950 East West Road, Honolulu, HI 96822, USA. 2 Skaggs 
School of Pharmacy and Pharmaceutical Sciences, University of California 
San Diego, La Jolla, CA, USA. 3 Collaborative Mass Spectrometry Innovation 
Center, Skaggs School of Pharmacy and Pharmaceutical Sciences, University 
of California San Diego, La Jolla, CA, USA. 4 The Plant Molecular and Cellular 
Biology Laboratory, The Salk Institute for Biological Studies, La Jolla, CA, 
USA. 5 Ocean Era, Natural Energy Laboratory of Hawai’i, Kailua-Kona, HI, USA. 
6 Biosciences Center, Bioenergy Science and Technology Directorate, National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory, Golden, CO, USA. 7 Molecular Biology Section, 
Division of Biological Sciences, University of California San Diego, La Jolla, CA, 
USA. 8 Marine Biology Research Division, Scripps Institution of Oceanography, 
University of California San Diego, La Jolla, CA, USA. 

Received: 15 November 2021   Accepted: 6 April 2022

References
 1. McFall-Ngai M, Hadfield MG, Bosch TCG, Carey HV, Domazet-Lošo T, 

Douglas AE, et al. Animals in a bacterial world, a new imperative for the 
life sciences. PNAS. 2013;110:3229–36.

 2. Nyholm SV, McFall-Ngai M. The winnowing: establishing the squid–
vibrio symbiosis. Nat Rev Microbiol. 2004;2:632–42.

 3. Rohwer F, Breitbart M, Jara J, Azam F, Knowlton N. Diversity of bacteria 
associated with the Caribbean coral Montastraea franksi. Coral Reefs. 
2001;20:85–91.

 4. Huttenhower C, Gevers D, Knight R, Abubucker S, Badger JH, Chinwalla 
AT, et al. Structure, function and diversity of the healthy human micro-
biome. Nature. 2012;486:207–14.

 5. Turner TR, James EK, Poole PS. The plant microbiome. Genome Biol. 
2013;14:209.

 6. Ghanbari M, Kneifel W, Domig KJ. A new view of the fish gut micro-
biome: advances from next-generation sequencing. Aquaculture. 
2015;448:464–75.

 7. Jandhyala SM, Talukdar R, Subramanyam C, Vuyyuru H, Sasikala M, 
Reddy DN. Role of the normal gut microbiota. World J Gastroenterol. 
2015;21:8787–803.

 8. Sender R, Fuchs S, Milo R. Revised Estimates for the Number of Human 
and Bacteria Cells in the Body. PLOS Biol. 2016;14:e1002533.

 9. Ganguly S, Prasad A. Microflora in fish digestive tract plays significant 
role in digestion and metabolism. Rev Fish Biol Fisher. 2012;22:11–6.

 10. Demeyer DI. Rumen microbes and digestion of plant cell walls. Agric 
Environ. 1981;6:295–337.

 11. Clements KD, Angert ER, Montgomery WL, Choat JH. Intestinal micro-
biota in fishes: what’s known and what’s not. Mol Ecol. 2014;23:1891–8.

 12. Ngugi DK, Miyake S, Cahill M, Vinu M, Hackmann TJ, Blom J, et al. 
Genomic diversification of giant enteric symbionts reflects host dietary 
lifestyles. PNAS. 2017;114:E7592–601.

 13. den Besten G, van Eunen K, Groen AK, Venema K, Reijngoud D-J, Bakker 
BM. The role of short-chain fatty acids in the interplay between diet, gut 
microbiota, and host energy metabolism. J Lipid Res. 2013;54:2325–40.

 14. Tarnecki AM, Burgos FA, Ray CL, Arias CR. Fish intestinal microbiome: 
diversity and symbiosis unravelled by metagenomics. J Appl Microbiol. 
2017;123:2–17.

http://massive.ucsd.edu
https://gnps.ucsd.edu/ProteoSAFe/status.jsp?task=36b779130c3a41e6b26f0ca841003a9c
https://gnps.ucsd.edu/ProteoSAFe/status.jsp?task=36b779130c3a41e6b26f0ca841003a9c
https://github.com/wesleysparagon/KRuMBS_FishGut_KonaJune2019
https://github.com/wesleysparagon/KRuMBS_FishGut_KonaJune2019


Page 19 of 21Sparagon et al. Animal Microbiome            (2022) 4:33  

 15. Lewis SM. The role of herbivorous fishes in the organization of a carib-
bean reef community. Ecol Monogr. 1986;56:184–200.

 16. McCook L, Jompa J, Diaz-Pulido G. Competition between corals and 
algae on coral reefs: a review of evidence and mechanisms. Coral Reefs. 
2001;19:400–17.

 17. Scott JJ, Adam TC, Duran A, Burkepile DE, Rasher DB. Intestinal 
microbes: an axis of functional diversity among large marine consum-
ers. Proc R Soc B Biol Sci. 2020;287:20192367.

 18. McKennedy J, Sherlock O. Anaerobic digestion of marine macroalgae: a 
review. Renew Sustain Energy Rev. 2015;52:1781–90.

 19. Fleurence J. Seaweed proteins: biochemical, nutritional aspects and 
potential uses. Trends Food Sci Technol. 1999;10:25–8.

 20. Feng W, Zhang J, Jakovlić I, Xiong F, Wu S, Zou H, et al. Gut segments 
outweigh the diet in shaping the intestinal microbiota composition in 
grass carp Ctenopharyngodon idellus. AMB Express. 2019;9:44.

 21. Legrand TPRA, Wynne JW, Weyrich LS, Oxley APA. A microbial sea of 
possibilities: current knowledge and prospects for an improved under-
standing of the fish microbiome. Rev Aquac. 2020;12:1101–34.

 22. Egerton S, Culloty S, Whooley J, Stanton C, Ross RP. The gut microbiota 
of marine fish. Front Microbiol. 2018. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fmicb. 
2018. 00873.

 23. Parata L, Nielsen S, Xing X, Thomas T, Egan S, Vergés A. Age, gut location 
and diet impact the gut microbiome of a tropical herbivorous surgeon-
fish. FEMS Microbiol Ecol. 2020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ femsec/ fiz179.

 24. Minich JJ, Petrus S, Michael JD, Michael TP, Knight R, Allen EE. Temporal, 
environmental, and biological drivers of the mucosal microbiome in a 
wild marine fish. Scomber japonicus mSphere. 2020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1128/ mSphe re. 00401- 20.

 25. Johnson KS, Clements KD. Histology and ultrastructure of the gastro-
intestinal tract in four temperate marine herbivorous fishes. J Morphol. 
2022;283(1):16–34. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1002/ jmor. 21424.

 26. Skea GL, Mountfort DO, Clements KD. Gut carbohydrases from the New 
Zealand marine herbivorous fishes Kyphosus sydneyanus (Kyphosidae), 
Aplodactylus arctidens (Aplodactylidae) and Odax pullus (Labridae). 
Comp Biochem Physiol B Biochem Mol Biol. 2005;140(2):259–69. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cbpc. 2004. 10. 008.

 27. Skea GL, Mountfort DO, Clements KD. Contrasting digestive strate-
gies in four New Zealand herbivorous fishes as reflected by carbohy-
drase activity profiles. Comp Biochem Physiol A Mol Integr Physiol. 
2007;146(1):63–70. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cbpa. 2006. 09. 006.

 28. McDonald R, Schreier HJ, Watts JEM. Phylogenetic analysis of microbial 
communities in different regions of the gastrointestinal tract in 
Panaque nigrolineatus, a Wood-Eating Fish. PLoS ONE. 2012;7:480–18.

 29. Nielsen S, Walburn JW, Vergés A, Thomas T, Egan S. Microbiome pat-
terns across the gastrointestinal tract of the rabbitfish Siganus fusces-
cens. PeerJ. 2017;5:e3317.

 30. Ye L, Amberg J, Chapman D, Gaikowski M, Liu W-T. Fish gut microbiota 
analysis differentiates physiology and behavior of invasive Asian carp 
and indigenous American fish. ISME J. 2014;8:541–51.

 31. Jones J, DiBattista JD, Stat M, Bunce M, Boyce MC, Fairclough DV, et al. 
The microbiome of the gastrointestinal tract of a range-shifting marine 
herbivorous fish. Front Microbiol. 2018. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fmicb. 
2018. 02000.

 32. Sullam KE, Essinger SD, Lozupone CA, O’Connor MP, Rosen GL, Knight R, 
et al. Environmental and ecological factors that shape the gut bacterial 
communities of fish: a meta-analysis. Mol Ecol. 2012. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1111/j. 1365- 294X. 2012. 05552.x.

 33. Mountfort DO, Campbell J, Clements KD. Hindgut fermentation in 
three species of marine herbivorous fish. Appl Environ Microbiol. 
2002;68:1374–80.

 34. Fidopiastis PM, Bezdek DJ, Horn MH, Kandel JS. Characterizing the 
resident, fermentative microbial consortium in the hindgut of the 
temperate-zone herbivorous fish, Hermosilla azurea (Teleostei: Kyphosi-
dae). Mar Biol. 2006;148:631–42.

 35. Clements KD, Raubenheimer D, Choat JH. Nutritional ecology of marine 
herbivorous fishes: ten years on. Funct Ecol. 2009;23:79–92.

 36. Hsu BB, Gibson TE, Yeliseyev V, Liu Q, Lyon L, Bry L, et al. Dynamic modu-
lation of the gut microbiota and metabolome by bacteriophages in a 
mouse model. Cell Host Microbe. 2019;25:803-814.e5.

 37. Knudsen SW, Clements KD. World-wide species distributions in the 
family Kyphosidae (Teleostei: Perciformes). Mol Phylogenet Evol. 
2016;101:252–66.

 38. Moran D, Clements K. Diet and endogenous carbohydrases in the 
temperate marine herbivorous fish Kyphosus sydneyanus. J Fish Biol. 
2002;60:1190–203.

 39. Clements KD, Choat JH. Comparison of herbivory in the closely-related 
marine fish genera Girella and Kyphosus. Mar Biol. 1997;127:579–86.

 40. Sakihara TS, Nishiura LK, Shimoda TE, Shindo TT, Nishimoto RT. Brassy 
chubs Kyphosus vaigiensis display unexpected trans-island movement 
along inshore habitats. Environ Biol Fish. 2015;98:155–63.

 41. Knudsen S. Revision of the fish family Kyphosidae (Teleostei: Perci-
formes). Zootaxa. 2013;3751:1–101.

 42. Choat J, Clements K, Robbins W. The trophic status of herbivorous fishes 
on coral reefs—I: dietary analyses. Mar Biol. 2001;140:613–23.

 43. Clements KD, Pasch IBY, Moran D, Turner SJ. Clostridia dominate 16S 
rRNA gene libraries prepared from the hindgut of temperate marine 
herbivorous fishes. Mar Biol. 2007;150:1431–40.

 44. NELHA Lab Reports. https:// nelha. hawaii. gov/ resou rces/ libra ry/ nelha- 
lab- repor ts/. Accessed 3 May 2021.

 45. Kozich JJ, Westcott SL, Baxter NT, Highlander SK, Schloss PD. Develop-
ment of a dual-index sequencing strategy and curation pipeline for 
analyzing amplicon sequence data on the MiSeq illumina sequencing 
platform. Appl Environ Microbiol. 2013;79:5112–20.

 46. Caporaso JG, Lauber CL, Walters WA, Berg-Lyons D, Lozupone CA, 
Turnbaugh PJ, et al. Global patterns of 16S rRNA diversity at a depth 
of millions of sequences per sample. PNAS. 2011;108(Supplement 
1):4516–22.

 47. Parada AE, Needham DM, Fuhrman JA. Every base matters: assess-
ing small subunit rRNA primers for marine microbiomes with mock 
communities, time series and global field samples. Environ Microbiol. 
2016;18:1403–14.

 48. Apprill A, McNally S, Parsons R, Weber L. Minor revision to V4 region SSU 
rRNA 806R gene primer greatly increases detection of SAR11 bacterio-
plankton. Aquat Microb Ecol. 2015;75:129–37.

 49. Walters W, Hyde ER, Berg-Lyons D, Ackermann G, Humphrey G, Parada 
A, et al. Improved Bacterial 16S rRNA Gene (V4 and V4–5) and Fungal 
Internal Transcribed Spacer Marker Gene Primers for Microbial Com-
munity Surveys. mSystems. 1:e00009–15.

 50. Minich JJ, Zhu Q, Janssen S, Hendrickson R, Amir A, Vetter R, et al. Katha-
roSeq enables high-throughput microbiome analysis from low-biomass 
samples. mSystems. 2018;3:66.

 51. Minich JJ, Sanders JG, Amir A, Humphrey G, Gilbert JA, Knight R. Quan-
tifying and understanding well-to-well contamination in microbiome 
research. mSystems. 2019;4:66.

 52. Eisenhofer R, Minich JJ, Marotz C, Cooper A, Knight R, Weyrich LS. Con-
tamination in low microbial biomass microbiome studies: issues and 
recommendations. Trends Microbiol. 2019;27:105–17.

 53. Jani AJ, Bushell J, Arisdakessian CG, Belcaid M, Boiano DM, Brown C, 
et al. The amphibian microbiome exhibits poor resilience following 
pathogen-induced disturbance. ISME J. 2021;66:1–13.

 54. Arisdakessian C, Cleveland SB, Belcaid M. MetaFlow|mics: Scalable and 
Reproducible Nextflow Pipelines for the Analysis of Microbiome Marker 
Data. In: Practice and Experience in Advanced Research Comput-
ing. New York: Association for Computing Machinery; 2020. p. 120–4. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1145/ 33117 90. 33966 64.

 55. Callahan BJ, McMurdie PJ, Rosen MJ, Han AW, Johnson AJA, Holmes SP. 
DADA2: high resolution sample inference from Illumina amplicon data. 
Nat Methods. 2016;13:581–3.

 56. Schloss PD, Westcott SL, Ryabin T, Hall JR, Hartmann M, Hollister EB, 
et al. Introducing mothur: open-source, platform-independent, com-
munity-supported software for describing and comparing microbial 
communities. Appl Environ Microbiol. 2009;75:7537–41.

 57. Quast C, Pruesse E, Yilmaz P, Gerken J, Schweer T, Yarza P, et al. The SILVA 
ribosomal RNA gene database project: improved data processing and 
web-based tools. Nucleic Acids Res. 2013;41 Database issue:D590–6.

 58. Frøslev TG, Kjøller R, Bruun HH, Ejrnæs R, Brunbjerg AK, Pietroni C, et al. 
Algorithm for post-clustering curation of DNA amplicon data yields 
reliable biodiversity estimates. Nat Commun. 2017;8:1188.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.00873
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.00873
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsec/fiz179
https://doi.org/10.1128/mSphere.00401-20
https://doi.org/10.1128/mSphere.00401-20
https://doi.org/10.1002/jmor.21424
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpc.2004.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbpa.2006.09.006
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.02000
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.02000
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05552.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2012.05552.x
https://nelha.hawaii.gov/resources/library/nelha-lab-reports/
https://nelha.hawaii.gov/resources/library/nelha-lab-reports/
https://doi.org/10.1145/3311790.3396664


Page 20 of 21Sparagon et al. Animal Microbiome            (2022) 4:33 

 59. Nothias L-F, Petras D, Schmid R, Dührkop K, Rainer J, Sarvepalli A, et al. 
Feature-based molecular networking in the GNPS analysis environ-
ment. Nat Methods. 2020;17:905–8.

 60. Shannon C, Weaver W. The mathematical theory of communication. 
131.

 61. Anderson MJ. A new method for non-parametric multivariate analysis 
of variance. Austral Ecol. 2001;26:32–46.

 62. Lozupone C, Knight R. UniFrac: a new phylogenetic method 
for comparing microbial communities. Appl Environ Microbiol. 
2005;71:8228–35.

 63. Benjamini Y, Hochberg Y. Controlling the false discovery rate: a practical 
and powerful approach to multiple testing. J R Stat Soc Ser B (Meth-
odol). 1995;57:289–300.

 64. Mantel N. The detection of disease clustering and a generalized regres-
sion approach. Cancer Res. 1967;27:209–20.

 65. Wang M, Carver JJ, Phelan VV, Sanchez LM, Garg N, Peng Y, et al. Sharing 
and community curation of mass spectrometry data with Global Natural 
Products Social Molecular Networking. Nat Biotechnol. 2016;34:828–37.

 66. Sumner LW, Amberg A, Barrett D, Beale MH, Beger R, Daykin CA, et al. 
Proposed minimum reporting standards for chemical analysis. Metabo-
lomics. 2007;3:211–21.

 67. Valdes AM, Walter J, Segal E, Spector TD. Role of the gut microbiota in 
nutrition and health. BMJ. 2018;361:k2179.

 68. Givens CE, Ransom B, Bano N, Hollibaugh JT. Comparison of the gut 
microbiomes of 12 bony fish and 3 shark species. Mar Ecol Prog Ser. 
2015;518:209–23.

 69. Liu H, Guo X, Gooneratne R, Lai R, Zeng C, Zhan F, et al. The gut 
microbiome and degradation enzyme activity of wild freshwater fishes 
influenced by their trophic levels. Sci Rep. 2016;6:24340.

 70. Huang Q, Sham RCT, Deng Y, Mao Y, Wang C, Zhang T, et al. Diversity of 
gut microbiomes in marine fishes is shaped by host-related factors. Mol 
Ecol. 2020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ mec. 15699.

 71. Silvano RAM, Güth AZ. Diet and feeding behavior of Kyphosus spp. 
(Kyphosidae) in a Brazilian subtropical reef. Braz Arch Biol Technol. 
2006;49:623–9.

 72. David LA, Maurice CF, Carmody RN, Gootenberg DB, Button JE, Wolfe 
BE, et al. Diet rapidly and reproducibly alters the human gut microbi-
ome. Nature. 2014;505:559–63.

 73. Ringø E, Zhou Z, Vecino JLG, Wadsworth S, Romero J, Krogdahl Å, et al. 
Effect of dietary components on the gut microbiota of aquatic animals. 
A never-ending story? Aquac Nutr. 2016;22:219–82.

 74. Hagey LR, Møller PR, Hofmann AF, Krasowski MD. Diversity of bile salts 
in fish and amphibians: evolution of a complex biochemical pathway. 
Physiol Biochem Zool. 2010;83:308–21.

 75. Gajardo K, Rodiles A, Kortner TM, Krogdahl Å, Bakke AM, Merrifield DL, 
et al. A high-resolution map of the gut microbiota in Atlantic salmon 
(Salmo salar): a basis for comparative gut microbial research. Sci Rep. 
2016;6:30893.

 76. Jovel J, Patterson J, Wang W, Hotte N, O’Keefe S, Mitchel T, et al. Charac-
terization of the gut microbiome using 16S or shotgun metagenomics. 
Front Microbiol. 2016. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fmicb. 2016. 00459.

 77. Fan P, Liu P, Song P, Chen X, Ma X. Moderate dietary protein restriction 
alters the composition of gut microbiota and improves ileal barrier 
function in adult pig model. Sci Rep. 2017;7:43412.

 78. Leng Y, Yi M, Fan J, Bai Y, Ge Q, Yao G. Effects of acute intra-abdominal 
hypertension on multiple intestinal barrier functions in rats. Sci Rep. 
2016;6:22814.

 79. Slobodkin A. The family peptostreptococcaceae. In: Rosenberg E, 
DeLong EF, Lory S, Stackebrandt E, Thompson F, editors. The prokaryotes: 
firmicutes and tenericutes. Berlin: Springer; 2014. p. 291–302. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 642- 30120-9_ 217.

 80. Giatsis C, Sipkema D, Smidt H, Verreth J, Verdegem M. The coloniza-
tion dynamics of the gut microbiota in tilapia larvae. PLoS ONE. 
2014;9:e103641.

 81. Verbarg S, Göker M, Scheuner C, Schumann P, Stackebrandt E. The 
families Erysipelotrichaceae emend., Coprobacillaceae fam. nov., 
and Turicibacteraceae fam. nov. In: Rosenberg E, DeLong EF, Lory S, 
Stackebrandt E, Thompson F, editors. The prokaryotes: firmicutes and 
tenericutes. Berlin: Springer; 2014. p. 79–105. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
978-3- 642- 30120-9_ 205.

 82. Miyake S, Ngugi DK, Stingl U. Diet strongly influences the gut micro-
biota of surgeonfishes. Mol Ecol. 2015;24:656–72.

 83. Graf J. The Family Rikenellaceae. In: Rosenberg E, DeLong EF, Lory S, 
Stackebrandt E, Thompson F, editors. The Prokaryotes: Other Major 
Lineages of Bacteria and The Archaea. Berlin: Springer; 2014. p. 857–9. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 642- 38954-2_ 134.

 84. Rautio M, Eerola E, Väisänen-Tunkelrott M-L, Molitoris D, Lawson P, 
Collins MD, et al. Reclassification of Bacteroides putredinis (Weinberg 
et al., 1937) in a new genus Alistipes gen. nov., as Alistipes putredinis 
comb. nov., and description of Alistipes finegoldii sp. nov., from human 
sources. Syst Appl Microbiol. 2003;26:182–8.

 85. Song Y, Könönen E, Rautio M, Liu C, Bryk A, Eerola E, et al. Alistipes 
onderdonkii sp. nov. and Alistipes shahii sp. nov., of human origin. Int J 
Syst Evol Microbiol. 2006;56 Pt 8:1985–90.

 86. Bagi A, Riiser ES, Molland HS, Star B, Haverkamp THA, Sydnes MO, et al. 
Gastrointestinal microbial community changes in Atlantic cod (Gadus 
morhua) exposed to crude oil. BMC Microbiol. 2018;18:25.

 87. Sáenz JS, Marques TV, Barone RSC, Cyrino JEP, Kublik S, Nesme J, et al. 
Oral administration of antibiotics increased the potential mobility of 
bacterial resistance genes in the gut of the fish Piaractus mesopotami-
cus. Microbiome. 2019;7:24.

 88. Flores R, Shi J, Gail MH, Gajer P, Ravel J, Goedert JJ. Association of fecal 
microbial diversity and taxonomy with selected enzymatic functions. 
PLoS ONE. 2012;7:e39745.

 89. Mizrahi I. Rumen Symbioses. In: Rosenberg E, DeLong EF, Lory S, Stack-
ebrandt E, Thompson F, editors. The prokaryotes: prokaryotic biology 
and symbiotic associations. Berlin: Springer; 2013. p. 533–44. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 978-3- 642- 30194-0_1.

 90. Tap J, Mondot S, Levenez F, Pelletier E, Caron C, Furet J-P, et al. Towards 
the human intestinal microbiota phylogenetic core. Environ Microbiol. 
2009;11:2574–84.

 91. Jalanka-Tuovinen J, Salonen A, Nikkilä J, Immonen O, Kekkonen R, Lahti 
L, et al. Intestinal microbiota in healthy adults: temporal analysis reveals 
individual and common core and relation to intestinal symptoms. PLOS 
ONE. 2011;6:e23035.

 92. Biddle A, Stewart L, Blanchard J, Leschine S. Untangling the genetic 
basis of fibrolytic specialization by Lachnospiraceae and Ruminococ-
caceae in diverse gut communities. Diversity. 2013;5:627–40.

 93. Brulc JM, Antonopoulos DA, Miller MEB, Wilson MK, Yannarell AC, Dins-
dale EA, et al. Gene-centric metagenomics of the fiber-adherent bovine 
rumen microbiome reveals forage specific glycoside hydrolases. Proc 
Natl Acad Sci USA. 2009;106:1948–53.

 94. de Aguiar Vallim TQ, Tarling EJ, Edwards PA. Pleiotropic roles of bile acids in 
metabolism. Cell Metab. 2013;17:657–69.

 95. Dai Z-L. Amino acid metabolism in intestinal bacteria: links between 
gut ecology and host health. Front Biosci. 2011;16:1768.

 96. Tocher DR, Bendiksen EÅ, Campbell PJ, Bell JG. The role of phospholipids 
in nutrition and metabolism of teleost fish. Aquaculture. 2008;280:21–34.

 97. Hofmann AF. Chemistry and enterohepatic circulation of bile acids. Hepatol-
ogy. 1984;4:4S-14S.

 98. Hofmann AF, Hagey LR, Krasowski MD. Bile salts of vertebrates: structural vari-
ation and possible evolutionary significance. J Lipid Res. 2010;51:226–46.

 99. Ridlon JM, Kang D-J, Hylemon PB. Bile salt biotransformations by 
human intestinal bacteria. J Lipid Res. 2006;47:241–59.

 100. Dabrowski K. Protein digestion and amino acid absorption along the 
intestine of the common carp (Cyprinus carpio L.), a stomachless fish: an 
in vivo study. Reprod Nutr Dev. 1986;26:755–66.

 101. Li X, Zheng S, Wu G. Nutrition and metabolism of glutamate and glu-
tamine in fish. Amino Acids. 2020;52:671–91.

 102. Kirimura J, Shimizu A, Kimizuka A, Ninomiya T, Katsuya N. Contribution 
of peptides and amino acids to the taste of foods. J Agric Food Chem. 
1969;17:689–95.

 103. Li Y, Han H, Yin J, Zheng J, Zhu X, Li T, et al. Effects of glutamate and 
aspartate on growth performance, serum amino acids, and amino acid 
transporters in piglets. Food Hydrocolloids. 2018;29:675–87.

 104. Koven WM, Henderson RJ, Sargent JR. Lipid digestion in turbot (Scophthalmus 
maximus). I: lipid class and fatty acid composition of digesta from different 
segments of the digestive tract. Fish Physiol Biochem. 1994;13:69–79.

 105. Hosomi K, Kiyono H, Kunisawa J. Fatty acid metabolism in the host and 
commensal bacteria for the control of intestinal immune responses and 
diseases. Gut Microbes. 2020;11:276–84.

https://doi.org/10.1111/mec.15699
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2016.00459
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_217
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_217
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_205
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30120-9_205
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-38954-2_134
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30194-0_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-30194-0_1


Page 21 of 21Sparagon et al. Animal Microbiome            (2022) 4:33  

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

 106. Zhao L, Huang Y, Lu L, Yang W, Huang T, Lin Z, et al. Saturated long-
chain fatty acid-producing bacteria contribute to enhanced colonic 
motility in rats. Microbiome. 2018;6:107.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub-
lished maps and institutional affiliations.


	Fine scale transitions of the microbiota and metabolome along the gastrointestinal tract of herbivorous fishes
	Abstract 
	Background: 
	Results: 
	Conclusions: 

	Background
	Methods
	Sample collection and dissection
	DNA Extraction, Library Prep, 16S rRNA Gene Amplicon Sequencing, and Bioinformatics
	Metabolomics sample preparation and LC–MSMS data acquisition
	Statistical analysis

	Results
	Microbial diversity
	Microbiota multivariate analysis
	Metabolomic multivariate analysis
	Differential ASV analysis
	Differential metabolite analysis

	Discussion
	Multivariate correlation between microbiota and metabolomes
	Microbial ASV changes across the nenue gut
	Metabolite changes across the nenue gut
	Functional implications

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References


