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INTRODUCTION

The life history feature of a pelagic larval stage fol-
lowed by settlement onto benthic habitat is found in
nearly all reef fish species (Brothers & Thresher
1985). The use of cues to improve the likelihood of a
successful pelagic−benthic transition has been ob -
ser ved for fish and invertebrate species across sys-
tems (Tolimieri et al. 2000, Simpson et al. 2005, Rad-
ford et al. 2007, Stanley et al. 2010, Vermeij et al.

2010, Lillis et al. 2013, Atema et al. 2015). The rela-
tionship between an environmental cue and its abil-
ity to advertise habitat characteristics like location,
type, and suitability will depend on the type of cue
considered. Reef-based cues can be considered as
those generated by components of the reef habitat
itself, allowing them to also potentially provide infor-
mation about the suitability of the habitat. For exam-
ple, olfactory cues may not only indicate that a reef is
nearby (Paris et al. 2013) but can also indicate the
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presence of the natal reef (Gerlach et al. 2007), habi-
tat type through vegetation (Dixson et al. 2011, Huij -
bers et al. 2012), and reef suitability through con-
specifics (Lecchini et al. 2005). An acoustic cue like
the sound of waves breaking can indicate the pres-
ence of shoreline (Montgomery et al. 2006), but the
sounds produced by the reef-dwelling community
may also indicate the quality of reef habitat and the
type of biological assemblage present (Kennedy et al.
2010, Piercy et al. 2014, Kaplan et al. 2015). This is in
contrast to non-reef based cues, like a sun compass
(Mouritsen et al. 2013) or magnetic compass (Bot -
tesch et al. 2016, O’Connor & Muheim 2017), which
may be a long-distance indicator of the natal reef
position but will not provide direct information about
the type or quality of habitat. The ability of cues to
indicate both location and habitat condition is partic-
ularly important when considering how reef degra-
dation and changes in reef community structure may
affect the cues that advertise that reef (Gordon et al.
2018). It follows that the cues of particular interest
when considering how fish populations respond to
habitat change are the cue types that are reef-based
and influenced by habitat alterations.

Of the reef-based environmental cues considered,
auditory cues are hypothesized to operate over dis-
tances that would be relevant to navigation (Mont-
gomery et al. 2006) and they also may provide infor-
mation as to the type and condition of the underlying
reef habitat (Piercy et al. 2014, Kaplan et al. 2015,
Gordon et al. 2018). This role of acoustic cues to lar-
val fishes is predicted because of the biologically pro-
duced sounds at coral reefs, the physics of sound
itself (relatively current-independent and long-dis-
tance propagation), and evidence of larvae respond-
ing to reef sounds (Leis et al. 2002, Tolimieri et al.
2004, Simpson et al. 2005, Huijbers et al. 2012, Par-
mentier et al. 2015). Soundscapes are composed of
sounds from a variety of biological, geological, and
anthropogenic sources (Pijanowski et al. 2011). Here
we will primarily focus on the contributions of the
reef biota to the soundscape, which includes fish
vocalizations (Mc Cauley & Cato 2000, Amorim 2006,
Tricas & Boyle 2014) and the acoustic by-products of
activities like feeding and defending (Versluis et al.
2000, Radford et al. 2008, Tricas & Boyle 2014). Of
these biologically produced sounds, only a subset
will have the frequency and amplitude characteris-
tics to serve as cues for larval fishes. Thus, the sound-
scape is not equal to the acoustic cuescape. The term
‘cuescape’ has been previously introduced (e.g.
Simpson et al. 2008a,b), and here we use the term
to refer to the 3-dimensional spatial distribution of

sounds that are produced at the reef and are audible
to a larval fish at any given instance in time. A sound
will be audible to a larval fish swimming in the open
water if the sound’s amplitude, determined by its
source level minus transmission loss, is greater than
both the ambient background sound level and the
fish’s hearing threshold at the frequency of the sound.
In general, reef fish larvae have shown auditory re -
sponses to frequencies between 100 and 2000 Hz,
with typically highest sensitivity to the lower fre-
quencies in this range (<500 Hz; Wright et al. 2005,
2010, 2011). A sound at any frequency within this
audible range will be most likely to serve as an
acoustic cue if it is produced at a high enough ampli-
tude to be detected by a larval fish at some distance
from the sound’s source. This is particularly true for
sounds used for orienting to the reef, whereas lower-
amplitude sounds could be used at smaller spatial
scales for habitat selection after a fish locates benthic
habitat. When we consider as potential acoustic cues
the highest-amplitude content within the frequency
range to which fishes are sensitive, we reduce the
soundscape to a cuescape that is composed of inter-
mittent cues. This changes the view of the acoustic
cuescape from one in which the cue is continuously
available, as has been typically considered (Arms -
worth 2000, Codling et al. 2004), to a view of the
cuescape as a ‘blinking beacon.’ This framework intro -
duces a new characteristic of acoustic cues that must
be considered, i.e. the cue rate, and also introduces
new questions: What is the relationship between the
rate of acoustic cues and settlement success, and how
does cue rate vary with reef condition?

The biological community that inhabits a reef
defines one reef trait, and as this community pro-
duces the biological soundscape, this soundscape
can also be considered to be a reef-defining trait.
Characteristics of the soundscape that will define
this trait space are the frequency and amplitude of
the sounds and the temporal pattern at which they
are produced. Reef soundscapes vary over short
(e.g. within a day) and long (e.g. seasonal) time
scales, with variation driven by factors such as tem-
perature, moon phase, and the diurnal cycle
(Staaterman et al. 2013, 2014, Kaplan et al. 2015,
Bohnenstiehl et al. 2016, McWilliam et al. 2017).
Spatial variation in the identity and abundance of
soniferous species and in the temporal patterns of
their acoustic behavior can create unique acoustic
signatures of reef habitats. These spatial patterns
can be driven by species sorting in response to nat-
ural variation. For example, different coastal habi-
tats (Radford et al. 2010, Lillis et al. 2014), zones
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within a reef (Radford et al. 2014, Bertucci et al.
2015), and reefs varying in substrate composition
(Kennedy et al. 2010, Piercy et al. 2014) can exhibit
unique soundscapes. Spatial variation in sound-
scapes can also be created by different levels of
anthropogenic disturbance between sites, how these
sites are managed, and the level to which species
are protected from fishing (Piercy et al. 2014).
Driven either by natural variation or human-caused
disturbance, spatial variation in soniferous commu-
nities creates spatial variation in soundscapes. Since
the acoustic cuescape is a subset of the soundscape,
we would predict that due to these spatial differ-
ences in reef soundscapes, the acoustic cues that
are available to larval fishes will vary spatially as
well. Given the hypothesized role of the acoustic
cuescape in  larval settlement, the ecosystem func-
tion of a reef’s ability to attract larvae through this
cue type may also vary between reefs. Therefore, it
is important to understand how the reef trait of the
soundscape varies, and the implications of this vari-
ation on one possible function of this trait, larval
recruitment.

In this study, our goal was to predict the acoustic
cuescape from the soundscape, and test if the rate of
cue production that we observed could function to
improve larval fish settlement, assuming positive
phonotaxis. The study was conducted on reefs that
are reflective of those across the Caribbean (Gard-
ner et al. 2003) as they have been subject to over-
fishing, general degradation of water quality, and
recent bleaching (Seemann et al. 2014, Altieri et al.
2017). Despite these widespread impacts, there was
variation in reef condition, and we used this range
of reef quality to ask if the acoustic cuescape is re -
silient to habitat degradation. We considered a cue -
scape to be resilient if there were components of the
soundscapes that could potentially serve as acoustic
cues despite the perturbations this region has ex -
perienced. Further, we investigated if these poten-
tial cues vary between reefs that differ in habitat
quality. We specifically addressed the following
objectives:

(1) Characterize reef soundscapes to identify the
sounds that have the potential to serve as acoustic
cues based on amplitude and frequency characteris-
tics. All sounds detectable by fishes have the poten-
tial to provide information. The function of a sound
to a larval fish is in part dependent on the detection
distance of the sound, which is in part determined
by frequency and amplitude. We selected the high-
amplitude content in the frequency range most likely
to be detected by fishes to conservatively predict the

acoustic cuescapes from the soundscapes recorded at
4 coral reefs in Caribbean Panama.

(2) Investigate the spatial variability of the high-
amplitude content as driven by levels of local degra-
dation. We primarily focused on 4 reefs that repre-
sented both high- and low-quality sites in the study
region to investigate the impact of degradation on
the production of predicted cues. We also included
recordings taken over a shorter time period at an
additional 11 sites to inform the soundscape variation
across the region. These recordings were collected in
a previous sample year, allowing for comparisons to
be made across year-long time scales.

(3) Investigate the temporal variability of the high-
amplitude content over a time scale commensurate
with a typical pelagic larval duration. Larval fishes
are continuously navigating their pelagic environ-
ment and being exposed to environmental cues of all
types. Therefore, it is challenging to predict the cue -
scapes these fishes experience by extrapolating from
snap-shot recordings. Here we recorded sound-
scapes at the 4 primary reef sites over a period of
6 wk, 3 times per hour, to predict the temporal varia-
tion in the predicted acoustic cues encountered by
larval fishes.

(4) Test how temporal characteristics of the acous -
tic cues influence larval settlement compared to a
null model of no cue use. Considering the cuescape
as composed of a subset of the available sounds cre-
ates in essence a blinking cue that can be defined by
a cue rate. We used an individual-based simulation
model to investigate how spatiotemporal variability
in the rate of the high-amplitude sounds influences
their ability to serve as navigational cues for larval
fishes seeking settlement, assuming positive phono-
taxis.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Site description

This study was conducted in Almirante Bay, Bocas
del Toro, in northwestern Panama. The largest
islands of this archipelago shelter the bay and create
a semi-lagoonal system that minimizes the influence
of winds, tides, and surf (Guzmán et al. 2005). The
bay supports fringing coral reef, mangrove forest,
and seagrass habitats, but the ecosystem has been
altered both historically (Aronson et al. 2004, Cramer
et al. 2012) and recently (Seemann et al. 2014) by
several anthropogenic factors. Fish and invertebrate
diversity has been impacted by a decline in structural
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complexity (Aronson et al. 2004, Dominici-Arose-
mena & Wolff 2005, Nelson et al. 2016) and severe
overfishing (Seemann et al. 2014). Coral health and
biodiversity has been impacted by eutrophication
and sedimentation (Seemann et al. 2014), hypoxia
(Altieri et al. 2017), and a bleaching event in 2010 to
which reefs experienced differential recovery (See-
mann et al. 2014, A. Altieri unpubl. data). Reefs ex -
posed to less current and located closer to dredged
areas, river discharge, and towns recovered poorly as
they were more heavily influenced by eutrophication
and sedimentation. These factors have created a con-
tinuum of habitat quality across the region, as we
define by percent live coral cover. We employed this
gradient to investigate how it may drive variation in
soundscapes. We primarily focused on 4 sites that
represent the range of percent live coral cover in the
region (Fig. 1), and used an additional 11 sites across
the region to test patterns across a broader range of
conditions (Fig. S1 in the Supplement at www.int-
res.com/articles/suppl/ m605p173_ supp. pdf). To put
these values in context, the percent live coral cover
across the Caribbean has declined in recent years to
about 10% (Gardner et al. 2003), whereas healthier
reefs can have cover up wards of 70% live coral cover
(Hughes 1994, Haw kins et al. 1999).

To sample the reef soundscapes on a time scale
commensurate with a typical pelagic larval duration
(Brothers & Thresher 1985) — how we define ‘long-
term’ sampling for this study — we conducted simul-
taneous recordings at the 4 primary sites in 2015 for
6 wk. To generalize these results across both time
and space, we compared them to short-term record-
ings taken during 2013. We used these recordings to
predict the cuescape, which we then used as input
into an individual-based simulation model to test if
settlement success is (1) improved by the presence
of these acoustic cues, and (2) influenced by the tem-
poral pattern of these cues.

Long-term sampling

We sampled the soundscape at the 4 primary reef
sites for a period of 45 d starting on 15 June 2015,
which is during a season of larval recruitment
(Robertson 1990). At each reef, we deployed a single
hydrophone (SoundTrap, OceanInstruments, fre-
quency range: 20−24 000 Hz, gain: 169−169.5 dB re
1 µPa at full digital scale, resolution: 16-bit) at the
base of the reef slope where the reef transitions to
sediment. Our use of a single recorder at each reef
is supported by Kaplan et al. (2015), who found that
the qualitative interpretation when comparing reef
soundscapes was not affected by using a single
hydrophone at each site. Each hydrophone was
attached to a metal rod anchored in a concrete
bucket, and was placed by divers at the bottom of the
reef. The depth of the units varied by site and ranged
from 14.3 to 17.6 m, and the sensor of the hydrophone
was approximately 0.3 m above the substrate. The
hydro phones were programmed to record for 4 con-
tinuous minutes every 20 min at a sampling fre-
quency of 48 kHz. Every 2 wk, we verified operation
of all units and gently brushed the sensors free of
light sediment.

Each 4 min wav file was detrended and the voltage
was converted to pressure using the manufacturer-
provided calibration information for each hydro -
phone. We wrote a MATLAB script (v. R2012a;
 MathWorks) to automate the process of producing
spec trograms of each sound file (window type: Ham-
ming, window size: 16 384 samples, overlap: 8192
samples). The frequencies below 50 Hz were re -
moved due to self-noise of the recording units. Spec-
trogram images were imported into ImageJ (v. 1.48),
and in each image, we identified the presence of
small engine boat traffic and rain. Points were placed
at the beginning and end of time periods with no boat
or rain interference, and the coordinates of these

points for each image were imported
into a custom MATLAB program. A sys-
tem that matched these coordinates to
time points in the recordings allowed
for the extraction of ‘clean’ segments of
each file. Considering the range across
the 4 sites, the minimum number of
recordings for which we had useable
data ranged from 19 to 23 out of the 45
total possible for the 36 night-time peri-
ods. Some time periods had all 45
recordings with useable data across all
sites. The minimum number of record-
ings for which we had useable data of
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the 44 total possible for the 36 daytime periods
ranged from 9 to 14. The maximum ranged from 39 to
43 recordings with useable data. Given our concen-
tration on the biological soundscape, we could not
always use all 240 s of each sample. If boat noise only
interfered with a portion of any of the remaining
samples, only that portion was removed. Again con-
sidering the range across the 4 sites, the average
length of a useable recording taken during the night
ranged from 215 to 222 s (standard deviations of 28.7
and 25.1 s, respectively). The average length of a
useable recording taken during the day ranged from
127 to 141 s (standard deviations of 21.1 to 20.9 s,
respectively). The frequency of boat activity was
highest during the day, accounting for more samples
removed and shorter useable time portions during
the daytime.

We produced spectrograms for the extracted seg-
ments, using the same aforementioned spectrogram
parameters, and averaged across the time axis to
 create a power spectrum for each sound file. These
power spectra allowed us to qualitatively compare
the distribution of acoustic energy across frequencies
of biological interest. To compare day and night
soundscapes, we calculated the average day and
night power spectrum for each site by averaging all
power spectra for the time periods between 07:00
and 18:00 h (day) and between 18:20 and 06:40 h
(night).

To identify the high-amplitude events in these reef
soundscapes, we divided the time series (using the
subsetted data with the removal of the boat and rain
noise) into a series of 10 s subsamples. For this analy-
sis, we only used the frequencies in the range audi-
ble to fishes (0.1−2 kHz). A spectrogram was created
for each subsample, as described above. We created
a time-averaged power spectrum for each 10 s sub-
sample, and in each spectrum, we found the maxi-
mum amplitude and the frequency at which it
occurred. To investigate the temporal pattern of this
content, we binned the results by the time period
(72 d−1) at which each subsample was recorded. We
also plotted amplitude versus frequency for each
event. While these amplitudes do not represent the
maximum recorded amplitude of these events (since
they are averaged over the 10 s time period), they
allow us to compare the relative amplitudes of these
sources to predict how they might contribute to the
cuescape. We emphasize our focus on relative ampli-
tude; we cannot predict the source sound levels since
we have no knowledge of the distance between the
organisms producing these sounds and the hydro -
phones. The sound levels we report are specific to

the hydrophones’ positions (30 cm above the sedi-
ment and at the reef edge) and are not the sound lev-
els fishes may be experiencing higher in the water
column (Leis 2004, Huebert & Sponaugle 2009) and
at distance from the reef. These predictions would
require source levels and a propagation model to
predict transmission loss that takes into account the
complexities of the physical environment. Since that
is beyond the scope of this paper, we consider the
likelihood of sounds to be used as cues using relative
amplitude and frequency. We do this using the pres-
sure component of sound. While particle motion is an
important consideration in fish hearing (Nedelec et
al. 2016), we assume that the frequencies with the
highest amplitude as measured in pressure are also
those with the highest amplitude as measured in par-
ticle motion (Mann et al. 2007). This assumption is
appropriate for plane waves propagating in a free
field and for any progressive wave far from the
source. The assumption breaks down near a source,
and in a standing wave field near the boundaries,
where pressure and particle velocity are no longer
proportional.

Of the 4 taxa groups that emerged as being the
core contributors to the high-amplitude content, we
were able to identify 2 as snapping shrimp (likely
Synalpheus species) and the Bocon toadfish Am -
phich thys cryptocentrus. The other 2 remain uniden-
tified: a single-species fish chorus producing calls
between 0.5 and 6 kHz (hereafter referred to as the
‘unnamed fish chorus’) and a species assemblage
that may be a mix of fishes and invertebrates that
produced sounds between 400 and 800 Hz, with a
peak amplitude around 600 Hz (hereafter referred to
as the ‘600 Hz unknown source’). We identified a
sound-source signal for these sources to better track
their acoustic behavior through time and for compar-
ison between sites. Our goal in defining these signals
was to minimize overlap with the frequencies pro-
duced by other taxa groups, but still include a signif-
icant portion of the energy being produced by each
group. Given the significant overlap between the
600 Hz unknown source and the other taxa, we were
unable to track this feature. We calculated each
group’s signal in each power spectrum of all samples
after removal of boat and rain interference. The
shrimp signal is defined as the average amplitude of
the frequencies between 7.5 and 20 kHz in each
power spectrum. The toadfish signal is defined as the
maximum amplitude of the fundamental frequency,
which was found by searching for the highest ampli-
tude between 110 and 140 Hz in each power spec-
trum (to target the fundamental frequency of the har-
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monic calls). For the signal for the unnamed fish cho-
rus, we averaged the amplitudes for the frequencies
between 1 and 2.2 kHz of each power spectrum. To
investigate the temporal variation of these dominant
sound sources, we created boxplots representing the
amplitudes of each signal for each of the 72 daily
recording periods across all recording days. We also
plotted the time series of the amplitude of these
sound-source signals to inform the patterns of acoustic
behavior over the 6 wk of recording.

The dominant source of anthropogenic sound was
small-boat-engine noise. We calculated the frequency
of boat activity in each of the 72 daily recording peri-
ods to examine how the temporal pattern of this noise
overlapped with the patterns of biological sounds.
We did this by dividing the number of samples in
which a boat was observed by the total number of
samples for each time period.

Short-term sampling

Moon phase survey

The long-term soundscape sampling conducted in
2015 provides high-temporal resolution data to pre-
dict the type of acoustic cuescape larval fishes may
encounter. We compared these data to recordings
collected in July 2013 to examine the temporal
 consistency of these soundscapes across years for
the 4 primary sites. We deployed a hydrophone
(nRUDAR, Cetacean Research Technology, range:
1−22 050 Hz, system sensitivity: −159.52 dB re
1V/µPa, sample frequency: 44.1 kHz) at each site to
capture the soundscape at dusk and dawn within
1 d of the full, first quarter, new, and second quarter
moons. We chose this sampling schedule due to the
evidence for dawn and dusk choruses (McCauley &
Cato 2000, Lammers et al. 2008, Kaplan et al. 2015),
and soundscape variability correlating with moon
phase (Staaterman et al. 2014). The hydrophone
was placed in a stand to allow it to sit upright on the
sediments with the sensor at a height of 0.3 m above
the bottom. The unit was connected to a surface
float and light and de ployed at the reef mid-slope,
at a depth of approximately 7 m. We moved the boat
away from the re cording site and turned off the
engine to prevent recording the sounds of wave
slap on the hull of the boat. Each recording was
approximately 10 min in length, and all 4 sites were
sampled between 19:30 and 21:00 h for the dusk
recordings and between 05:30 and 07:30 h for the
dawn recordings.

We used 4 min of each recording except for 1 file
that only had 3 min of clean data available. We pro-
cessed these data in a way similar to the long-term
recordings: we calculated a spectrogram as previ-
ously described and took a time average to produce a
power spectrum for each recording. To qualitatively
compare the distribution of power over biologically
relevant frequencies in the short-term data to the
long-term data, we next averaged these 16 power
spectra (dusk and dawn recordings at 4 moon
phases) to create 1 spectrum for each site.

Fifteen site snap-shot

We conducted ‘snap-shot’ recordings at an addi-
tional 11 sites in July 2013 to examine the spatial
generality of the soundscapes we recorded at the 4
primary sites. We deployed the same hydrophone
unit used for the 2013 moon phase survey for approx-
imately 5 min at a depth of about 6 m at each reef
around dusk. We sampled the 15 sites across 3 con-
secutive nights beginning on 18 July, 4 nights before
the full moon. The boat engine was turned off, but we
did not move the boat away from the recording sites
as in the moon phase survey in an effort to minimize
the time spent at each location to prevent the spatial
comparison from being confounded with temporal
variation.

We extracted 2 min of each recording and calcu-
lated power spectra as described above. Using these
spectra, we calculated snapping shrimp activity by
taking the mean amplitude of the frequencies be -
tween 7.5 and 20 kHz (as in the long-term data
analysis). The occasional wave slap against the hull
of the boat prevented us from calculating the toadfish
signal as we had for the long-term dataset. As such,
for the extracted 2 min time period, we calculated the
percentage of time a toadfish call was present. To test
if the acoustic activity of these taxa was related to
reef condition, we calculated Pearson’s correlation
co efficients between the shrimp and toadfish signals
and the depth-averaged percent live coral cover,
dead coral cover, and sand (A. Altieri unpubl. data).

Individual-based simulation

We used an individual-based simulation model
(sensu Codling et al. 2004) to test the hypothesis that
transient, intermittent acoustic cues produced at the
reef improve the success of larvae finding the reef.
Here we provide a short summary of the model, and
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refer readers to the Supplement for a more detailed
description using an abbreviated version of the Over -
view, Design concepts, and Details (ODD) protocol
described by Grimm et al. (2010) and as found in
Jovani & Grimm (2008). We predicted that even if the
average sound level at the reef is below detectability
at distance, periodic high-amplitude events will
enable larval fishes to locate the reef with a higher
probability of success than if acoustic cues were not
present. In our model, we assumed that fish behaved
with positive phonotaxis when a sound was detected,
but we emphasize that fishes can show varied behav-
iors in response to environmental sounds (Radford et
al. 2011, Parmentier et al. 2015, Gordon et al. 2018).
This assumption was necessary for our fourth objec-
tive and is a behavior that has been observed (as
cited above). Our model is not species-specific, and
we assume that the ranges of sensory and orientation
behaviors of species in Almirante Bay are similar to
those generally discussed for coral reef fishes (Mont-
gomery et al. 2006, Atema et al. 2015). We simulated
fish moving across a seascape in search of a reef set-
tlement site during the latter portion of their pelagic
stage. Fish moved as a correlated random walk
(Codling et al. 2004, Berenshtein et al. 2018), which
became biased in the direction of the reef if an
acoustic cue was sensed. We defined cue detection as
coming within 100 m of the reef at a time step when
a cue was present. We set a static detection distance
because, as previously discussed, without knowing
the source level of these sounds and the transmission
loss specific to this environment, we cannot predict
the distance at which the sounds will fall below the
hearing threshold. Notably, we did not select any
hearing thresholds for the simulated fish, but rather
set a static detection distance that we assume is a
function of some source level, propagation loss, and
hearing sensitivity. Thus, our model results are not
specific to either pressure or particle motion hearing
thresholds (Nedelec et al. 2016). Our detection dis-
tance of 100 m implies that sounds could be detected
in the far-field of the source through interaction
between the swim bladder and otoliths (Popper & Lu
2000, Atema et al. 2015). As the fish gets closer to the
sound source, particle velocity would become an
increasingly stronger stimulus. We used a conserva-
tive detection distance because we wanted to test the
hypothesis that even short-range acoustic cues could
improve the success of larvae finding the reef.

Simulated fishes behaved in accordance with the
conceptual model of the 3-phase pelagic stage of lar-
val fishes proposed by Huebert & Sponaugle (2009).
After the first phase, which includes non-motile eggs

and pre-flexion larvae (not included in our simulation
model), the fish is capable of active swimming. What
differentiates the second and third phases of the
pelagic stage is the availability and detection of cues;
in Phase 2, the fish is essentially performing a ran-
dom search that may bring it within sensory range of
reef-based cues, but in Phase 3, fish are able to detect
cues due to improved cue quality or sensory system
development. Larval fishes have been observed to
swim at high rates, with speeds increasing through
development (Leis & Carson-Ewart 1997, Fisher et al.
2000), and in relatively straight paths (Huebert &
Sponaugle 2009). To reflect this behavior, we mod-
eled the fish moving at late-stage swimming speeds
and in a direction drawn from a von Mises distribu-
tion with a concentration value κ that allowed for sig-
nificantly directional movement yet with random
error (see the Supplement). When a fish encounters a
cue indicating the position of a reef, it transitions to
Phase 3, and the correlated random walk becomes
biased. In our model, we simulated 2 different sen-
sory behaviors that biased movement direction. First,
we made the assumption that fish are able to deter-
mine the direction from which a sound is approach-
ing (Schuijf & Hawkins 1983, Tolimieri et al. 2004,
Fay 2005). Thus, the fish oriented in the appropriate
direction towards the reef after cue detection. Sec-
ond, we also tested the case where fish were able to
detect the presence of the sound, but were unable to
resolve the direction (‘180° ambiguity;’ Fay 1984,
2005, Myrberg & Fuiman 2002). Under this assump-
tion, when a fish encountered a cue, there was a 50%
probability that the fish would orient in the direction
of the sound and an equal probability it would orient
in the opposite direction. Under either assumption,
the fish reverted back to Phase 2 if the cue became
no longer present before it settled or if the fish swam
out of the range of the cues. This is the scenario that
we tested in the simulation model: the settlement
success of fish switching between Phases 2 and
3 based on the position of the fish relative to cues
that switched between being present and absent at
a rate informed by observations in the recorded
 soundscapes.

The simulated fish were exposed to 1 of 6 cue -
scapes informed by the soundscapes we recorded in
the 2015 long-term sampling. These cues exhibited
spatiotemporal variability and fish switched between
Phases 2 and 3 depending on the temporal pattern of
the cues and the position of the fish relative to the
reef. We tested the settlement success of 1000 fish
each on 6 different cuescapes. We created a time
series of cues that reflected the 10 d around the full
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moon period (peak of toadfish activity) and 10 d
around the new moon (least toadfish activity) for the
2 sites that have the most (Seagal) and least (Finca)
toadfish calls. In this way, we tested both the highest-
and lowest-rate cuescapes produced by toadfish in
our recordings, and we assume that cue rates ob -
served at other sites and during other time periods
produce results intermediate to these extremes.
Given the prevalence of the relatively high ampli-
tudes of the unnamed fish chorus at Finca, we also
tested settlement success on the cuescape generated
by this species during the full moon. We only tested
1 site and moon phase for this cuescape type because
of the low temporal variation we observed in the
acoustic behavior of this species between sites and
across the daily time scale. Lastly, we tested the set-
tlement success of larvae on a cuescape where a cue
was available at every time step to simulate fish
responding to snapping shrimps, whose snaps were
observed multiple times in every minute of every
recording at all sites. We compared the settlement
success of fish responding to these cuescapes to a
null model of fish navigating with no cue use (i.e.
they are perpetually in Phase 2).

Our goal was to test how the temporal pattern of
cues in these cuescapes influences settlement suc-
cess. Thus, while we ran 1000 fish on each cuescape,
not all larvae entered the sensory zone and therefore
they never had an opportunity to be
exposed to acoustic cues. As such, we
analyzed results in 2 ways. First, we
calculated the percent of fish that set-
tled successfully out of all 1000 fish
tested in a simulation. Second, we cal-
culated the percent of fish that suc-
cessfully settled out of the subset that
entered the sensory zone, defined as
coming within 100 m of the reef (i.e.
within detection distance of the cues
regardless of whether a cue was pres-
ent). Using a Pearson’s chi-squared
test, we tested if the number of suc-
cessful fish (out of those that entered
the sensory zone) in each cuescape
tested was significantly different from
the number of fish successful in the
null model of no cue use. For the null
model, we also used the number of
fish successful out of those that en -
tered a radius of 100 m from the reef,
even though no cues were available at
any time. We made this comparison
for both when fish could and could not

resolve the direction of the cue. For each cuescape
tested, we also compared these 2 scenarios using a
Pearson’s chi-squared test. We are not attempting to
predict settlement success probabilities in nature,
but rather these results are relevant to only the model
environment.

RESULTS

Long-term data collection (2015)

Average power spectra (Fig. 2) show that the distri-
bution of acoustic power across frequencies was very
similar between sites. During the day and for fre-
quencies less than about 1500 Hz, the spectrum was
fairly flat with a slight rise in energy around 600 Hz,
which is the contribution by the unknown species
assemblage. At night, distinct peaks appeared in the
frequency range 100−500 Hz, which are the harmon-
ics of the calls produced by toadfish. Smaller peaks
from the fundamental frequency and second har-
monic were also present during the day due to iso-
lated daytime calls. There was an elevation at night
in the frequency band of the unnamed fish chorus,
which was most pronounced at Seagal and Finca.
Snaps from shrimp were observed between approxi-
mately 2 and 24 kHz; the amplitude of this band
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Fig. 2. Average (A) day and (B) night power spectra at the 4 primary reef sites.
Power spectra were created for the recordings taken during the long-term
sampling period (after the removal of boat and rain noise). To create a day and
night mean power spectrum for each site, we averaged all power spectra rep-
resenting recordings taken during the day (07:00 to 18:00 h), and all spectra 

for recordings taken during the night (18:20 to 06:40 h), respectively
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increased at night compared to day. While there
were no site differences in the shape of these spectra,
there were differences in amplitude, which were most
apparent at night. The feature appearing around
2 kHz was caused by boundary interference and was
not biologically produced.

Four frequency groups emerged as the highest-
amplitude content in the 4 soundscapes (Fig. 3), rela-
tive to the sounds in each 10 s subsample. The lowest
frequency group was produced by fish calls, prima-
rily toadfish, as reflected in the dominance of the
approximate fundamental frequency (117 Hz) and
second harmonic (230 Hz). This species occurred as
the highest-amplitude contributor in at least 1 sam-
ple in all time bins at all sites. The next grouping
going from low to high frequency was the assem-
blage of unknown species contributing to the noise
centered at 600 Hz. The activity of this group was
more prevalent at Seagal and Finca, and it occurred
most often as the highest-amplitude sound in a
 subsample during daytime hours, compared to the 2
low-coral-cover sites. The chorus of the unnamed fish

species elevated the frequencies greater than ap -
proximately 1250 Hz so that they occurred as the
highest-amplitude sounds around midnight at all
sites. Shrimp snaps were continuously present, and
the lower frequencies of these broadband snaps,
which occurred as the highest-amplitude content
greater than 1500 Hz, were the highest-amplitude
sounds in a subsample in nearly all time bins at all
sites. The time bins when shrimp snaps never oc -
curred as the highest-amplitude sounds in a subsam-
ple (with the exception of Casa Blanca) were in the
early night hours (approximately 19:40 to 21:40 h,
site dependent) when toadfish were the most active.

There was a consistent temporal pattern across
sites for each of the taxa groups tracked through time
using the sound-source signals. Here we show plots
for the 2 sites that best display the range of variability
in acoustic behaviors observed for each group, and
the plots for the other 2 sites can be found in Figs.
S2–S4 in the Supplement. While shrimp snaps were
observed to occur in every recording, there was a
peak of activity at dusk and dawn and higher ampli-
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Fig. 3. Highest-amplitude frequencies observed in the 4 reef soundscapes. The recordings taken during the long-term sam-
pling period (minus boat and rain noise) were divided into 10 s subsamples, a power spectrum was calculated for each sub-
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recorded during each of those periods is plotted on the y-axis. Four main taxa groupings emerged. Going from low to high fre-
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tudes at night compared to day (Fig. 4, Fig. S2). The
magnitude of this diel difference was site dependent
and the largest difference was observed at Finca
(Fig. 4A), a high-coral-cover site, and the smallest
difference was observed at Casa Blanca (Fig. 4B), a
low-coral-cover site. This group produced relatively
consistent peak levels from day to day with spatial
differences in maximum amplitude (Fig. 4C,D,
Fig. S2C,D). Vocalizations from the unnamed fish
species were absent during the hours outside their
nightly chorus, and they were more prevalent (con-
sidering relative amplitude) at the higher-coral-cover
sites of Seagal and Finca (Fig. 5 and Fig. S3) com-
pared to STRI Point and Casa Blanca (Fig. 5 and Fig.
S3), the low-coral-cover sites. Nightly peak ampli-
tude levels varied day to day (Fig. 5C,D, Fig. S3C,D),
but this variation did not appear to follow the lunar
cycle. This observation is contrary to that observed
for the toadfish vocalizations (Fig. 6C,D, Fig. S4C,D),

which reached peak levels at all sites around the full
moon. The strength of the lunar relationship and cho-
rus amplitude were site-dependent, with the strongest
lunar pattern and highest amplitudes occurring at
Seagal and the weakest pattern and lowest ampli-
tudes occurring at Finca. Toadfish began calling
around 19:00 h at all sites, shortly after which maxi-
mum amplitudes were reached (Fig. 6A,B, Fig. S4A,B).
Thereafter, calling declined through the remainder
of the night, and there was evidence of a weak pre-
dawn increase in call production at select sites.
 Isolated calls were observed during the day. For all
taxa groups, the peak of acoustic activity was out of
phase with the peak of small boat activity (Figs. 4−6,
Figs. S2−S4).

The recorded amplitudes of the maximum ampli-
tude events (Fig. 7) show that even sounds selected
as the highest amplitude in a 10 s subsample may not
have a high amplitude relative to other sound sour -
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ces when the entire soundscape is considered. The
sounds generated by the snapping shrimps and the
600 Hz species assemblage in general are low ampli-
tude relative to the toadfish-generated sounds. The
toadfish calls are the highest-amplitude events at all
sites except Finca, where the highest-amplitude con-
tent is generated by the unnamed fish chorus.

Short-term data collection (2013)

Moon-phase survey

The dominant soniferous species observed during
July 2013, toadfish and snapping shrimps, were the
same species observed during July 2015 for samples
taken at the same time of day. The 2013 power spec-
tra revealed similar patterns as seen in the 2015 long-
term data (Fig. S5). The site rank of toadfish activity
was consistent between years, with Seagal having
the highest, followed by STRI Point, Casa Blanca,
and lastly Finca. The shrimp activity was highest at
the 2 high-coral-cover sites in 2013 and clearly sepa-

rated from the 2 low-coral-cover sites in the relevant
frequencies in the power spectra. This was counter to
the observations in 2015, where the 2 coral-cover
classes did not group as clearly. In both years, Casa
Blanca had the lowest amplitude of the shrimp-
 generated frequencies.

Fifteen-reef snapshot

There was spatial consistency in the power spectra
of the soundscapes recorded at the 15 reefs (Fig. S6).
The same 2 taxa, snapping shrimp and toadfish, con-
tributed to the soundscapes at all sites; the only other
biogenic sound observed was produced by an un -
known fish at Crawl Caye, a site located in the outlet
between Almirante Bay and the Caribbean proper
that presumably has a larger species pool than the
reefs located in the bay. The mean amplitude of the
broadband shrimp snap noise at the 15 sites ranged
from 55.5 to 66.0 dB re 1 µPa2 Hz–1, and a median of
58.3 dB re 1 µPa2 Hz–1. The percent of time during the
2 min samples when a toadfish call was present
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ranged from 0 to 100% with a median of 14.2%.
There was no correlation between the shrimp signal
and the percent live coral cover (r = 0.047, p = 0.87),
dead coral cover (r = 0.36, p = 0.18), or sand (r = −0.20,
p = 0.48). Similarly, there was no correlation between
the toadfish signal and the percent live coral cover
(r = −0.035, p = 0.90), dead coral cover (r = −0.15, p =
0.60), or sand (r = 0.14, p = 0.61).

Individual-based simulation

The cuescapes tested in the individual-based
model are shown in Fig. 8. Toadfish at Seagal during
the full moon produced the highest rate of cues (not
counting the constantly available cues produced by
shrimp), at nearly 100% for the entire simulation (i.e.
there was a cue present in almost every minute). This
is counter to the other cuescapes, in which generally
more cues were available during the night versus the
day. While the average amplitude of the toadfish
sounds at Finca was low relative to the other sites
due to fewer fish calls in total (Fig. 6B), the presence
of at least 1 call min−1 in many of the samples pro-

duced a higher-rate cuescape on average during the
full moon than observed at either site during the new
moon. The unnamed fish chorus produced the low-
est-rate cuescape considering a 24 h time period,
with cues available for a few hours around midnight
each night and never present during the day hours.

We tested how these cuescapes influenced the set-
tlement success of larval fish using an individual-
based model. Out of all 1000 fish and across cue -
scapes, 15.4−33.8% were successful (settled on the
reef) across the simulations where fish could resolve
the direction of the cue. For the fish that had 180°
ambiguity in direction, 12.1−24.9% were successful.
This is compared to a 9.4% success rate of the fish
without exposure to cues (null model). Differences
observed between cuescapes are significant both
when fish had the ability to resolve direction (Pear-
son’s χ2 = 271.94, df = 6, p < 0.0001) and when they
did not (χ2 = 166.31, df = 6, p < 0.0001). Across cue -
scapes, approximately one-third of the fish entered
the sensory zone and had the potential to be exposed
to an acoustic cue. Of these fish, 51−100% were suc-
cessful when they could resolve the direction of the
cue (Fig. 9). For the fish that had 180° ambiguity in
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direction, 39.8−83.7% were successful (Fig. 9). The
number of successful fish of those entering the sen-
sory zone was significantly different between the
cue scapes tested for both fish that could resolve
direction (χ2 = 557.02, df = 5, p < 0.0001) and simula-
tions with directional ambiguity (χ2 = 222.54, df = 5,
p < 0.0001). All cuescapes enabled more fish to settle
successfully compared to the null model in pairwise
comparisons (Tables S1 & S2), regardless of the abil-
ity to resolve direction (Fig. 9). However, the inability
to resolve whether the cue source was in front or
behind resulted in a significant decline in success
across the cuescapes tested (Table S3).

DISCUSSION

As has been observed across the Caribbean, the
reefs in Almiarante Bay have experienced anthro-
pogenic disturbances that have altered the species

composition and health of coral and the diversity
and abundance of reef biota. Given that the biolog-
ical soundscape is produced by fishes and inverte-
brates, our goal was to consider if, despite this
degradation, there still existed sounds that could
be possible acoustic cues for larval fishes during
settlement. Further, we wanted to know if these
potential cues varied across the reefs given the
range of coral cover observed in the study area. We
were not only interested in the presence/absence
of these potential cues, but also how their intermit-
tent nature and temporal pattern could influence
successful navigation if they were used for reef
localization. We found the same primary contribu-
tors to both the soundscapes and the predicted
cuescapes despite the range in habitat quality
across these sites. These sounds represented both
high and low frequencies in the range of frequen-
cies fishes can detect. The temporal pattern of these
cues did vary between reefs, but all cuescapes
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in the highest frequencies are the snapping shrimps. (A) Seagal, (B) Finca, (C) STRI Point, and (D) Casa Blanca
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allowed more settlement than predicted by a null
model in the individual-based simulation. This sug-
gests that, in this region, the acoustic cue scape
may be resilient to habitat degradation. Here we
first discuss the observed soundscapes, followed
by our rationale in predicting the relative ability
of these sounds to be used as potential cues. We
lastly discuss how the observed temporal variation
in the production of these potential cues influ-
ences reef localization by fish larvae in a model
environment.

Reef soundscapes in Almirante Bay

We observed very similar sound-
scapes at the 4 primary reef sites,
despite the fact that Seagal and Finca
represent 2 of the best-quality reefs in
the bay and STRI Point and Casa
Blanca 2 of the most degraded. Com-
parisons to recordings taken in 2013
suggest that the 4 primary sites may
be representative of the region and
the summer soundscape was tempo-
rally consistent across years. The lack
of a relationship between sound sour -
ces and habitat quality, counter to
other studies (Kennedy et al. 2010,
Piercy et al. 2014), was also reflected
in both sample years.

Our soundscape comparisons are
largely focused on the contributions of
individual species and species groups.
Outside of some variation in the com-
position of sounds present in the
600 Hz species assemblage, we ob -
served the same dominant soniferous
taxa at the 4 primary reefs and evi-
dence of this consistency across all 15
sites despite the wide range in coral
condition. It is unlikely that these reef
communities have not been affected
by the sources of degradation the
region has suffered given documented
effects to the biological community
(Cramer et al. 2012, Seemann et al.
2014, Altieri et al. 2017). We suggest
that overfishing may have equalized
the soundscapes despite the differ-
ences in habitat. This hypothesis is
supported by Seemann et al. (2014),
who predicted overfishing to have led
to depauperate fish communities at
both high- and low-quality reefs in

this region. This prediction was supported by the
higher abundance of both herbivorous and carnivo-
rous fishes at a site protected from fishing for tourist
diving. Considering the contributions of fishes to
soundscapes (McCauley & Cato 2000, Amorim 2006,
Tricas & Boyle 2014), overfishing may limit the ability
of sound scapes to indicate habitat quality.

The majority of the sounds we observed at the
4 sites fell into 4 taxa groupings, and we were able to
identify the source of just 2 of these. We can consider
the life history requirements of these groups, snapping
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Fig. 8. Cuescapes tested in the individual-based model. The occurrence of the
toadfish calls was quantified for the 10 d surrounding the full and new moons
in the Seagal and Finca recordings, and the occurrence of the unnamed fish
calls was quantified for the 10 d surrounding the new moon in the Finca
recording. The hourly average cue rate is plotted here (number of minutes
with a cue divided by 60) for simplicity, but note that the cues used in the sim-
ulation were informed by data at a higher temporal resolution. Cuescapes
were generated by toadfish at Seagal during the (A) full moon and (B) new
moon, toadfish at Finca during the (C) full moon and (D) new moon, and (E)
the unnamed fish chorus at Finca during the new moon. The sixth cuescape
treatment is not shown here and is the shrimp-generated cuescape (a cue
available every minute). A null model of no environmental cues present was 

used as a comparison to these 6 treatments
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shrimps and toadfish, to predict if we would expect a
relationship with habitat quality. We ob served almost
continuous snapping activity from shrimps with dis-
tinct dawn and dusk peaks and elevated levels at
night, which was also observed by Lammers et al.
(2008). When we compared the amplitude of the
shrimp-generated frequencies across the 15 sites, we
did not observe a correlation with percent live coral
cover (as in Kaplan et al. 2015, Nedelec et al. 2015).
The results of the 15-site snapshot survey are sup-
ported in the long-term sampling where STRI Point,
a low-coral-cover site, had on average similar ampli-
tudes of the shrimp-generated frequencies as at the
2 higher-coral-cover sites. Live coral cover is not likely
a habitat requirement for the shrimps in this  region,
likely a species assemblage of Synalpheus, which are
eusocial and form colonies in sponges (Macdonald et
al. 2006, Rios & Duffy 2007). Sponge density is high in
this region (Seemann et al. 2014), and the overfishing
of herbivorous fishes allows the overgrowth of palat-
able species (Loh et al. 2015), which can include hosts
of Synalpheus shrimps (Macdonald et al. 2006). It
seems unlikely that these shrimps have a reliance on
live coral, and their acoustic activity may not neces-
sarily be an indicator of habitat quality.

The second group for which we can consider the re-
lationship between acoustic activity and habitat con-

dition in light of predicted habitat requirements is the
toadfish Amphichthys cryptocentrus. This species
produced the highest-amplitude sounds ob ser ved on
the reef, and was also observed by Staaterman et al.
(2017) to be a dominant contributor to the sound-
scapes in this region. Similar to the other taxa groups,
we observed a strong temporal pattern; peak ampli-
tudes occurred after dusk with elevated levels
throughout the night compared to the day, and
calling behavior was at its maximum around the full
moon. Lunar patterns have been observed in other
toadfish species (Maruska & Mensinger 2009, Rice &
Bass 2009). We observed spatial variability in the
temporal pattern of calling behavior, which differs
from the other groups which showed site-specific am-
plitudes but temporal consistency across sites. Toad-
fish species typically call in response to neighbors
(Fish 1972, Remage-Healey & Bass 2005, Salas et al.
2018), and spatial differences in abundance and
 distribution may produce site-specific differences in
calling behavior. This species likely takes advantage
of the reef for its hard structure for burrow construc-
tion (Hoffman & Robertson 1983) and the availability
of prey. Evidence of prey flexibility (Robertson 1987)
suggests that A. crypto centrus may be capable of
maintaining population size despite shifts in the reef
community. Therefore, for this species we would not
predict a relationship between its acoustic signal and
reef condition, and this is indeed what we observed
when we compared coral condition to both measures
of toadfish acoustic activity. Thus, both A. cryptocen-
trus and snapping shrimps are examples of species
whose acoustic presence may not indicate the under-
lying condition of the habitat, despite being dominant
components of the reef soundscapes. Both toadfishes
(Greenfield et al. 2008) and snapping shrimps (Au &
Banks 1998, Freeman et al. 2014 and references
within, Bohnenstiehl et al. 2016) are common in -
habitants of coastal environments, so these results
have implications for both soundscape monitoring
and habitat selection by larval fishes if they use these
sounds as cues.

The other 2 taxa groups remain unidentified, limit-
ing our ability to place their acoustic presence in an
ecological context. The call characteristics and cho-
rusing behavior of the fish that produced the chorus
around midnight suggest it may be a Sciaenidae spe-
cies (Ramcharitar et al. 2006). We observed higher
amplitudes at the 2 higher-coral-cover sites com-
pared to the 2 low-coral-cover sites, suggesting this
species may be sensitive to reef condition. We cannot
compare the 2015 observations to those in 2013
because the timing of the 2013 sampling did not suf-
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Fig. 9. Settlement success of model fish exposed to cue -
scapes predicted from the observed soundscapes. Here we
considered only those fish that entered the sensory zone
(defined as getting within 100 m of the reef). The black bars
represent the fish that had the ability to determine the direc-
tion of the acoustic cue’s source, and the gray bars represent
those fish that had 180° ambiguity in determining cue direc-
tion (i.e. the fish could not determine if the source was loca -
ted in front or behind). The treatments match the cuescape
time series in Fig. 8 and are defined by the taxa that pro-
duced the sound, the site at which the potential cue was
recorded, and the moon phase (new or full) at the time of 

the recording



Mar Ecol Prog Ser 605: 173–193, 2018

ficiently overlap with the time window of acoustic
activity for this species. However, we did observe the
presence of this species in recordings taken during
the time of its activity in 2013 for another objective.
These 3 species groups (shrimp, toadfish, and un -
named fish chorus) were most active acoustically at
night and therefore out of phase with the peak of
noise from small boat traffic, the only source of
anthropogenic sound we recorded in this region.
This suggests that the acoustic communication be -
tween these species may not be severely impacted by
boating activity. The second taxa group that remains
unidentified is the assemblage that contributed to the
sounds in the 400−800 Hz frequency range with
maxi mum amplitude around 600 Hz. We observed 3
or 4 distinct sounds across sites that occurred in this
group, and these events typically occurred in isola-
tion and not as chorusing behavior. This group may
also be sensitive to reef condition because it was
observed as the highest-amplitude sound during
more time bins during the 24 h period at the 2 higher-
coral-cover sites. However, not knowing the identity
of these species limits our ability to interpret what
their presence might indicate in an ecological context,
highlighting the importance of improving our knowl-
edge base of underwater biological sound sources
(e.g. Tricas & Boyle 2014).

Predicting the function of sounds 
in the acoustic cuescape

We predicted the cuescapes by selecting from the
soundscapes the highest-amplitude sounds in the
frequency range to which fishes are most sensitive.
Our goal was 2-fold: with knowledge of which
sounds may be most likely to act as cues, we could (1)
ask if these potential cues varied by reef condition,
and (2) convert the recorded soundscapes into time
series of cues for input into the simulation model to
predict how different components of the cuescapes
may differentially act as navigational cues, assuming
positive phonotaxis. Larval reef fishes are generally
most sensitive to frequencies between 100 and 300 Hz
using either pressure or particle motion audiograms
(Wright et al. 2005, 2010, 2011), and the louder the
sound relative to a fish’s perception, the higher the
chance of detectability. As such, we conservatively
predict the sounds most likely to be useful at dis-
tances relevant to navigation are the calls of the toad-
fish and the species that generates the midnight cho-
rus. The lower-frequency harmonics of the toadfish
calls are within the optimal sensitivity range for lar-

val fish hearing, and will have less transmission loss
compared to higher frequencies, making them more
likely to be heard at some distance. Further, they
occur mostly at night when larval fishes are most
likely to settle (Robertson et al. 1988, Stobutzki &
Bellwood 1998) and at high amplitudes relative to the
ambient noise; the amplitude of the fundamental fre-
quency can reach over 130 dB re 1 µPa2 Hz–1 (Salas et
al. 2018). The unknown fish chorus is also produced
at night, and while the frequencies of these calls are
outside of the range to which fishes are most sensi-
tive, the relatively high chorus amplitudes may
increase the likelihood of this sound playing a role in
the cuescape. Whereas toadfish try to avoid call over-
lap with neighboring fish (Fish 1972, Thorson & Fine
2002, Salas et al. 2018), we observed no such behav-
ior for this chorusing species. Calls produced at the
same time are more likely to increase the amplitude
of these frequencies at distance, versus calls pro-
duced independently, allowing sounds that may be
lower in amplitude in isolation to serve as a stronger
cue when overlapping in chorus. Thus, the acoustic
communication behavior of soniferous species is also
important when considering the role they may play
in the cuescape.

We predict that the relatively lower-amplitude
sounds produced by the snapping shrimps and the
unidentified 600 Hz assemblage are less likely to act
as navigational cues for larval fishes, although they
may still be detectable (Brumm & Slabbekoorn 2005,
Lugli 2010) and used for other functions such as
 habitat selection (Simpson et al. 2008b). Snapping
shrimps produce broadband snaps and occurred
above approximately 1750 Hz within the frequency
range we used to identify the high-amplitude con-
tent. These are frequencies to which larval fishes
have low sensitivity, so high amplitude is required for
these sounds to be detectable, especially at distance
from the reef. While an individual shrimp snap has a
high source level, the peak occurs at 2 kHz (Au &
Banks 1998), well above the frequencies to which lar-
val fishes are most sensitive. The low amplitudes at
which we observed these sounds supports that these
shrimp snaps would be unlikely to act as long-dis-
tance cues. This is also supported by their behavior;
snaps occur in isolation, and Synalpheus shrimps
typically occupy sponges and other crevices so their
sounds will be reduced due to absorption or reflec-
tion by these materials. Lastly, we hypothesize that
the 600 Hz species assemblage is unlikely to be a
source of navigational cues due to this group’s rela-
tively low amplitudes at frequencies higher than
those to which fishes are most sensitive.

188



Salas et al.: Predicting the reef acoustic cuescape

In summary, we hypothesize that the high-ampli-
tude, low-frequency fish-generated sounds are most
likely to serve as navigational cues in the acoustic
cuescape produced by the soniferous organisms on
these reefs. These same cue sources were present at
all 4 reef sites despite the variation in habitat quality,
and these predicted cues improved settlement suc-
cess in the simulation model. Thus, while arguably a
greater diversity of acoustic cues was available be -
fore anthropogenic disturbance, we predict that even
in present-day conditions, there remain sounds from
which larval fishes may benefit. The availability of
sounds spanning the range of frequencies that fishes
can detect at both high- and low-condition reefs sug-
gests that some components of the acoustic cuescape
may be resilient to degradation in this region. Behav-
ioral tests using larvae from this region would be
required to assess if the sounds available in these
soundscapes aid in either habitat location and/or
selection. We will next consider how the spatiotem-
poral variation we observed in the potential cue
sources may impact successful settlement under the
assumption that they are used for orientation to reef
habitat.

Modeled settlement in response 
to the acoustic cuescape

We used a simplified movement model to investi-
gate how acoustic cues may influence settlement
success. However, we acknowledge that several fac-
tors influence settlement and that fishes most likely
use a combination of different cue types (Atema et al.
2015). Of the 1000 fish we tested in each simulation,
about one-third were successful for most treatments
and we attribute this success rate to the specific para -
meters of the model, namely detection distance rela-
tive to ‘dispersal’ (distance started from the reef).
However, our treatments are related to the cuescape,
so it is most informative to calculate percent success
out of those fish that actually entered the sensory
zone. Here we focus on results from the simulations
where the fish had the ability to determine cue direc-
tion. Out of those fish that entered the sensory zone
and had a cue available at all times (e.g. the shrimp
cuescape), 100% experienced successful settlement.
When we consider the cuescape to be made of inter-
mittent cues composed of the high-amplitude events,
we predicted a decrease in settlement because a fish
could either (1) enter and leave the sensory zone dur-
ing a period with no cue production, or (2) lose orien-
tation towards the reef in the interval between cues.

We saw evidence of this occurring since the percent
settlement fell below 100% for all cuescapes tested
that provided less than constantly available cues.
However, the magnitude of this decline depended on
the species generating the cues, the reef, and the
moon phase. For both Seagal and Finca, fish exposed
to the toadfish-generated cue had greater settlement
during the full moon because of a higher cue rate.
Similarly, fish navigating in the cuescape produced
by Seagal had greater settlement than those at Finca
because the Seagal soundscape produced a higher
rate of cues. A more significant decline in settlement
success was seen for fish using the cuescape gener-
ated by the unnamed fish chorus, where only 51% of
fish that entered the sensory zone were successful.
When all cuescape treatments were compared to the
null model of no cues, however, it is clear that having
some cue enabled higher settlement, even if inter-
mittent or present for only a few hours during a 24 h
period. This remained true even if fish were unable
to tell the direction of the cue. Regardless of the cue -
scape tested or the ability to orient, most fish failed
because they did not encounter the sensory zone.
This finding highlights the importance of un der -
standing the distance at which cues (of any type) may
operate and how this distance may change with reef
degradation. It also suggests that even with ambigu-
ity in determining cue direction, acoustic cues still
could improve settlement success.

The different taxa groups created cuescapes that
varied in their ability to orient larvae to the reef. If we
assume that larvae respond with equal positive pho -
no taxis to all of the observed cue sources tested in
the model, the snapping shrimp cue enables the
greatest settlement success, followed by the toadfish,
and lastly the unnamed fish chorus. The shrimp cue
was constantly available at all sites, and the lack of a
relationship between cue rate and habitat condition
suggests that if fishes used this cue they would be
equally likely to settle on low- or high-quality habi-
tat. The acoustic behavior of the unnamed fish  species
did not vary temporally across the 4 sites, although
higher amplitudes were observed at the 2 higher
coral cover sites. Given the chorusing behavior of this
species, it is possible that the detection distance of
this cue may be greater at these sites, potentially
increasing settlement at the higher-quality sites com-
pared to the lower-quality sites. The potential acoustic
cue created by toadfish did show temporal variation
across the sites, and when we tested the 2 most dis-
similar sites, we observed a small, but significant, dif-
ference in settlement success. The pattern of toadfish
activity we observed showed that this potential cue
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was at its weakest around the new moon, which is
the preferred settlement period for larval fishes
(Robertson et al. 1988, Robertson 1992). However,
the cue available during the new moon still enabled
significantly more settlement compared to the null
model. We observed the identity of the cue producers
to be identical across sites, and all temporal patterns
of these cues allowed more fish to settle successfully
compared to the null model, regardless of the ability
of fish to determine cue direction. These results sug-
gests that the acoustic cuescape in this region has
maintained biological sources of sound that could
serve the function of guiding larval fishes to reef
sites, despite a loss of coral cover and widespread
overfishing. It is important not to discount the poten-
tial impact of the anthropogenic soundscape, namely
here the presence of small boat noise. This interfer-
ence was primarily present during the day, and reef
fishes generally settle at night (Robertson et al. 1988,
Stobutzki & Bellwood 1998). However, they are con-
stantly navigating their environment, and the engine
noise could interfere with the use of daytime cues
and their overall ability to orient (Holles et al. 2013,
but see Jung & Swearer 2011).

CONCLUSION

Our results suggest that even short-distance reef-
based cues, acoustic or otherwise, could serve a valu-
able function of attracting fishes to settlement habitat
once they get within distance by chance or through
the use of another cue type that may operate over
larger spatial scales. When we consider acoustic cues
as intermittent — as we observed in the recorded
soundscapes — we introduce cue rate as an impor-
tant cue characteristic to consider. Our results sug-
gest that these acoustic cues need not be constantly
present in order to be beneficial to settling larvae. All
temporal patterns of these cues enabled improved
settlement rates in the movement model. However,
the predicted cuescapes are composed of sounds dif-
fering in frequency and amplitude, suggesting de -
tectability at different spatial scales and different
functions (e.g. navigation to the reef or selection of a
settlement site after arriving). Further, different cue
sources will likely be differently affected by human
impacts. If larval fishes use as cues sounds from
organisms that are sensitive to changes in habitat
(e.g. potentially the unnamed fish chorus), then
soundscapes from poor-quality habitat may limit
recruitment of fishes and prevent larvae from falling
into a habitat trap (Battin 2004). The habitat trap con-

cept will apply only to species whose fitness is
dependent directly or indirectly on live coral cover.
On the other hand, such a mechanism could limit
post-disturbance recovery (Gordon et al. 2018) of
populations for species with more flexible habitat
requirements. If the primary acoustic cue sources are
not sensitive to changes in habitat (e.g. shrimps or
toadfish), reefs representing a broader range of habi-
tat conditions may be equally advertised by their
acoustic cuescapes. In this study, we support that
acoustic cues can be valuable components of the total
cuescape fishes experience, even if detection dis-
tances are short and the cues are available only inter-
mittently. This broadens the conditions under which
acoustic cues may be relevant and important compo-
nents of a fish’s sensory world.

Acknowledgements. We thank the following funding
sources for partial support: The University of Texas at Austin
Integrative Biology Department’s Zoology Scholarship
Endowment for Excellence award (A.K.S.), Smithsonian
Tropical Research Institute Short-term Fellowship (A.K.S.),
and the Office of Naval Research (P.S.W.). We thank P. Gon-
dola, S. Harrison, S. Picq, J. Seeman, and J. Liester for field
assistance, and K. Huebert for discussions that improved the
simulation model. We also thank 2 anonymous reviewers for
comments improving the manuscript.

LITERATURE CITED

Altieri AH, Harrison SB, Seemann J, Collin R, Diaz RJ,
Knowlton N (2017) Tropical dead zones and mass mortal-
ities on coral reefs. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 114: 3660−3665

Amorim MCP (2006) Diversity of sound production in fish.
In:  Ladich F, Collin SP, Moller P, Kapoor BG (eds) Com-
munication in fishes. Science Publishers, Enfield, NH,
p 71−105

Armsworth PR (2000) Modelling the swimming response of
late stage larval reef fish to different stimuli. Mar Ecol
Prog Ser 195: 231−247

Aronson RB, Macintyre IG, Wapnick CM, O’Neill MW
(2004) Phase shifts, alternative states, and the unprece-
dented convergence of two reef systems. Ecology 85: 
1876−1891

Atema J, Gerlach G, Paris CB (2015) Sensory biology and
navigation behavior of reef fish larvae. In:  Mora C (ed)
Ecology of fishes on coral reefs. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, p 3−15

Au WWL, Banks K (1998) The acoustics of the snapping
shrimp Synalpheus parneomeris in Kaneohe Bay.
J Acoust Soc Am 103: 41−47

Battin J (2004) When good animals love bad habitats:  eco-
logical traps and the conservation of animal populations.
Conserv Biol 18: 1482−1491

Berenshtein I, Paris CB, Gildor H, Fredj E, Amitai Y, Lapidot
O, Kiflawi M (2018) Auto-correlated directional swim-
ming can enhance settlement success and connectivity in
fish larvae. J Theor Biol 439: 76−85

Bertucci F, Parmentier E, Berten L, Brooker RM, Lecchini D
(2015) Temporal and spatial comparisons of underwater

190

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1621517114
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps195231
https://doi.org/10.1890/03-0108
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0135733
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jtbi.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2004.00417.x
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.423234


Salas et al.: Predicting the reef acoustic cuescape

sound signatures of different reef habitats in Moorea
Island, French Polynesia. PLOS ONE 10: e0135733

Bohnenstiehl DR, Lillis A, Eggleston DB (2016) The curious
acoustic behavior of estuarine snapping shrimp:  tempo-
ral patterns of snapping shrimp sound in sub-tidal oyster
reef habitat. PLOS ONE 11: e0143691

Bottesch M, Gerlach G, Halbach M, Bally A, Kingsford MJ,
Mouritsen H (2016) A magnetic compass that might help
coral reef fish larvae return to their natal reef. Curr Biol
26: R1266−R1267

Brothers EB, Thresher RE (1985) Pelagic duration, dispersal,
and the distribution of Indopacific coral-reef fishes. In: 
Leaka ML (ed) The ecology of coral reefs. NOAA Sym-
posia Series for Undersea Research 3(1). National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, United States
Department of Commerce, Washington, DC, p 53−69

Brumm H, Slabbekoorn H (2005) Acoustic communication in
noise. Adv Stud Behav 35: 151−209

Codling EA, Hill NA, Pitchford JW, Simpson SD (2004) Ran-
dom walk models for the movement and recruitment of
reef fish larvae. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 279: 215−224

Cramer KL, Jackson JBC, Angioletti CV, Leonard-Pingel J,
Guilderson TP (2012) Anthropogenic mortality on coral
reefs in Caribbean Panama predates coral disease and
bleaching. Ecol Lett 15: 561−567

Dixson DL, Jones GP, Munday PL, Pratchett MS, Srinivasan
M, Planes S, Thorrold SR (2011) Terrestrial chemical
cues help coral reef fish larvae locate settlement habitat
surrounding islands. Ecol Evol 1: 586−595

Dominici-Arosemena A, Wolff M (2005) Reef fish community
structure in Bocas del Toro (Caribbean, Panama):  gradi-
ents in habitat complexity and exposure. Caribb J Sci 41: 
613−637

Fay RR (1984) The goldfish ear codes the axis of acoustic
particle motion in three dimensions. Science 225: 951−954

Fay RR (2005) Sound source localization by fishes. In:  Popper
AN, Fay RR (eds) Sound source localization. Springer,
New York, NY, p 36−66

Fish JF (1972) The effect of sound playback on the toadfish.
In:  Winn HE, Olla BL (eds) Behavior of marine animals,
Vol 2. Plenum Press, New York, NY, p 386−434

Fisher R, Bellwood DR, Job SD (2000) Development of swim-
ming abilities in reef fish larvae. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 202: 
163−173

Freeman SE, Rohwer FL, D’Spain GL, Friedlander AM,
Gregg AK, Sandin SA, Buckingham MJ (2014) The ori-
gins of ambient biological sound from coral reef ecosys-
tems in the Line Islands archipelago. J Acoust Soc Am
135: 1775−1788

Gardner TA, Côté IM, Gill JA, Grant A, Watkinson AR
(2003) Long-term region-wide declines in Caribbean
corals. Science 301: 958−960

Gerlach G, Atema J, Kingsford MJ, Black KP, Miller-Sims V
(2007) Smelling home can prevent dispersal of reef fish
larvae. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 104: 858−863

Gordon TAC, Harding HR, Wong KE, Merchant ND and
 others (2018) Habitat degradation negatively affects
auditory settlement behavior of coral reef fishes. Proc
Natl Acad Sci USA 115: 5193−5198

Greenfield D, Winterbottom R, Collette BB (2008) Review of
the toadfish genera (Teleostei:  Batrachoididae). Proc
Calif Acad Sci 59: 665−710

Grimm V, Berger U, DeAngelis DL, Polhill JG, Giske J,
Railsback SF (2010) The ODD protocol:  a review and first
update. Ecol Model 221: 2760−2768

Guzmán HM, Barnes PAG, Lovelock CE, Feller IC (2005) A
site description of the CARICOMP mangrove, seagrass
and coral reef sites in Bocas del Toro, Panama. Caribb J
Sci 41: 430−440

Hawkins JP, Roberts CM, Hof TV, De Meyer K, Tratalos J,
Aldam C (1999) Effects of recreational scuba diving on
Caribbean coral and fish communities. Conserv Biol 13: 
888−897

Hoffman SG, Robertson DR (1983) Foraging and reproduc-
tion of two Caribbean reef toadfishes (Batrachoididae).
Bull Mar Sci 33: 919−927

Holles S, Simpson SD, Radord AN, Berten L, Lecchini D
(2013) Boat noise disrupts orientation behaviour in a
coral reef fish. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 485: 295−300

Huebert KB, Sponaugle S (2009) Observed and simulated
swimming trajectories of late-stage coral reef fish larvae
off the Florida Keys. Aquat Biol 7: 207−216

Hughes TP (1994) Catastrophes, phase shifts, and large-
scale degradation of a Caribbean coral reef. Science 265: 
1547−1551

Huijbers CM, Nagelkerken I, Lössbroek PAC, Schulten IE,
Siegenthaler A, Holderied MW, Simpson SD (2012) A
test of the senses:  Fish select novel habitats by respond-
ing to multiple cues. Ecology 93: 46−55

Jovani R, Grimm V (2008) Breeding synchrony in colonial
birds:  from local stress to global harmony. Proc R Soc B
275: 1557−1563

Jung CA, Swearer SE (2011) Reactions of temperate reef fish
larvae to boat sound. Aquat Conserv 21: 389−396

Kaplan MB, Mooney TA, Parton J, Solow AR (2015) Coral
reef species assemblages are associated with ambient
soundscapes. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 533: 93−107

Kennedy EV, Holderied MW, Mair JM, Guzman HM, Simp-
son SD (2010) Spatial patterns in reef-generated noise
relate to habitats and communities:  evidence from a
Panamanian case study. J Exp Mar Biol Ecol 395: 85−92

Lammers MO, Brainard RE, Au WWL, Mooney TA, Wong
KB (2008) An ecological acoustic recorder (EAR) for
long-term monitoring of biological and anthropogenic
sounds on coral reefs and other marine habitats. J Acoust
Soc Am 123: 1720−1728

Lecchini D, Shima J, Banaigs B, Galzin R (2005) Larval sen-
sory abilities and mechanisms of habitat selection of a
coral reef fish during settlement. Oecologia 143: 326−334

Leis JM (2004) Vertical distribution behaviour and its spatial
variation in late-stage larvae of coral-reef fishes during
the day. Mar Freshw Behav Physiol 37: 65−88

Leis JM, Carson-Ewart BM (1997) In situ swimming speeds
of the late pelagic larvae of some Indo-Pacific coral-reef
fishes. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 159: 165−174

Leis JM, Carson-Ewart BM, Cato DH (2002) Sound detection
in situ by the larvae of a coral-reef damselfish (Pomacen-
tridae). Mar Ecol Prog Ser 232: 259−268

Lillis A, Eggleston DB, Bohnenstiehl DR (2013) Oyster larvae
settle in response to habitat-associated underwater
sounds. PLOS ONE 8: e79337

Lillis A, Eggleston DB, Bohnenstiehl DR (2014) Estuarine
soundscapes:  distinct acoustic characteristics of oyster
reefs compared to soft-bottom habitats. Mar Ecol Prog
Ser 505: 1−17

Loh TL, McMurray SE, Henkel TP, Vicente J, Pawlik JR
(2015) Indirect effects of overfishing on Caribbean reefs: 
sponges overgrow reef-building corals. PeerJ 3: e901

Lugli M (2010) Sounds of shallow water fishes pitch within
the quiet window of the habitat ambient noise. J Comp

191

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0143691
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2016.10.051
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-3454(05)35004-2
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps279215
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1461-0248.2012.01768.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/ece3.53
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.6474161
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps202163
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.4865922
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1086050
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0606777104
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1719291115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolmodel.2010.08.019
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1523-1739.1999.97447.x
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10346
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00359-010-0528-2
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.901
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10805
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0079337
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps232259
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps159165
https://doi.org/10.1080/10236240410001705761
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00442-004-1805-y
https://doi.org/10.1121/1.2836780
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jembe.2010.08.017
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11382
https://doi.org/10.1002/aqc.1190
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2008.0125
https://doi.org/10.1890/10-2236.1
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.265.5178.1547
https://doi.org/10.3354/ab00200


Mar Ecol Prog Ser 605: 173–193, 2018

Physiol A Neuroethol Sens Neural Behav Physiol 196: 
439−451

Macdonald KS III, Rios R, Duffy JE (2006) Biodiversity, host
specificity, and dominance by eusocial species among
sponge-dwelling alpheid shrimp on the Belize Barrier
Reef. Divers Distrib 12: 165−178

Mann DA, Brandon MC, Boyle KS, Tricas TC (2007) On the
attraction of larval fishes to reef sounds. Mar Ecol Prog
Ser 338:307–310

Maruska KP, Mensinger AF (2009) Acoustic characteristics
and variation in grunt vocalization in the oyster toadfish
Opsanus tau. Environ Biol Fishes 84: 325−337

McCauley RD, Cato DH (2000) Patterns of fish calling in a
nearshore environment in the Great Barrier Reef. Philos
Trans R Soc B 355: 1289−1293

McWilliam JN, McCauley RD, Erbe C, Parsons MJG (2017)
Patterns of biophonic periodicity on coral reefs in the
Great Barrier Reef. Sci Rep 7: 17459

Montgomery JC, Jeffs A, Simpson SD, Meekan M, Tindle C
(2006) Sound as an orientation cue for the pelagic larvae
of reef fishes and decapod crustaceans. Adv Mar Biol 51: 
143−196

Mouritsen H, Atema J, Kingsford MJ, Gerlach G (2013) Sun
compass orientation helps coral reef fish larvae return to
their natal reef. PLOS ONE 8: e66039

Myrberg AA, Fuiman LA (2002) The sensory world of coral
reef fishes. In:  Sale PF (ed) Coral reef fishes. Academic
Press, San Diego, CA, p 123−148

Nedelec SL, Simpson SD, Holderied M, Radford AN, Lecel-
lier G, Radford C, Lecchini D (2015) Soundscapes and
living communities in coral reefs:  temporal and spatial
variation. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 524: 125−135

Nedelec SL, Campbell J, Radford AN, Simpson SD, Merchant
ND (2016) Particle motion:  the missing link in under -
water acoustic ecology. Methods Ecol Evol 7: 836−842

Nelson HR, Kuempel CD, Altieri AH (2016) The resilience of
reef invertebrate biodiversity to coral mortality. Eco-
sphere 7: e01399

O’Connor J, Muheim R (2017) Pre-settlement coral-reef fish
larvae respond to magnetic field changes during the day.
J Exp Biol 220: 2874−2877

Paris CB, Atema J, Irisson JO, Kingsford M, Gerlach G,
Guigand CM (2013) Reef odor:  a wake up call for naviga-
tion in reef fish larvae. PLOS ONE 8: e72808

Parmentier E, Berten L, Rigo P, Aubrun F, Nedelec SL,
Simpson SD, Lecchini D (2015) The influence of various
reef sounds on coral-reef fish larvae behaviour. J Fish
Biol 86: 1507−1518

Piercy JJB, Codling EA, Hill AJ, Smith DJ, Simpson SD (2014)
Habitat quality affects sound production and likely dis-
tance of detection on coral reefs. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 516: 
35−47

Pijanowski BC, Villanueva-Rivera LJ, Dumyahn SL, Farina
A and others (2011) Soundscape ecology:  the science of
sound in the landscape. Bioscience 61: 203−216

Popper AN, Lu Z (2000) Structure−function relationships in
fish otolith organ. Fish Res 46: 15−25

Radford CA, Jeffs AG, Montgomery JC (2007) Directional
swimming behavior by five species of crab postlarvae in
response to reef sound. Bull Mar Sci 80: 369−378

Radford C, Jeffs A, Tindle C, Montgomery JC (2008) Reso -
nating sea urchin skeletons create coastal choruses. Mar
Ecol Prog Ser 362: 37−43

Radford CA, Stanley JA, Tindle CT, Montgomery JC, Jeffs
AG (2010) Localised coastal habitats have distinct under-

water sound signatures. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 401: 21−29
Radford CA, Stanley JA, Simpson SD, Jeffs AG (2011) Juve-

nile coral reef fish use sound to locate habitats. Coral
Reefs 30: 295−305

Radford CA, Stanley JA, Jeffs AG (2014) Adjacent coral reef
habitats produce different underwater sound signatures.
Mar Ecol Prog Ser 505: 19−28

Ramcharitar J, Gannon DP, Popper AN (2006) Bioacoustics
of fishes of the family Sciaenidae (Croakers and Drums).
Trans Am Fish Soc 135: 1409−1431

Remage-Healey L, Bass AH (2005) Rapid elevations in both
steroid hormones and vocal signaling during playback
challenge:  a field experiment in Gulf toadfish. Horm
Behav 47: 297−305

Rice AN, Bass AH (2009) Novel vocal repertoire and paired
swimbladders of the three-spined toadfish, Batra-
chomoeus trispinosus:  insights into the diversity of the
Batrachoididae. J Exp Biol 212: 1377−1391

Rios R, Duffy JE (2007) A review of the sponge-dwelling
snapping shrimp from Carrie Bow Cay, Belize, with
description of Zuzalpheus, new genus, and six new spe-
cies (Crustacea:  Decapoda:  Alpheidae). Zootaxa 1602: 
3−89

Robertson DR (1987) Responses of two coral reef toadfishes
(Batrachoididae) to the demise of their primary prey, the
sea urchin Diadema antillarum. Copeia 1987: 637−642

Robertson DR (1990) Differences in the seasonalities of
spawning and recruitment of some small neotropical reef
fishes. J Exp Mar Biol Ecol 144: 49−62

Robertson DR (1992) Patterns of lunar settlement and early
recruitment in Caribbean reef fishes at Panama. Mar Biol
114: 527−537

Robertson DR, Green DG, Victor BC (1988) Temporal coup -
ling of production and recruitment of larvae of a Carib-
bean reef fish. Ecology 69: 370−381

Salas AK, Wilson PS, Ryan MJ (2018) Acoustic communica-
tion in the Bocon toadfish (Amphichthys cryptocentrus).
Environ Biol Fishes 101: 1175−1193

Schuijf A, Hawkins AD (1983) Acoustic distance discrimina-
tion by the cod. Nature 302: 143−144

Seemann J, González CT, Carballo-Bolaños R, Berry K,
Heiss GA, Struck U, Leinfelder RR (2014) Assessing the
ecological effects of human impacts on coral reefs in
Bocas del Toro, Panama. Environ Monit Assess 186: 
1747−1763

Simpson SD, Meekan M, Montgomery J, McCauley R, Jeffs
A (2005) Homeward sound. Science 308: 221

Simpson SD, Jeffs A, Montgomery JC, McCauley RD,
Meekan MG (2008a) Nocturnal relocation of adult and
juvenile coral reef fishes in response to reef noise. Coral
Reefs 27: 97−104

Simpson SD, Meekan MG, Jeffs A, Montgomery JC, Mc -
Cauley RD (2008b) Settlement-stage reef fish prefer the
higher frequency invertebrate-generated audible com-
ponent of reef noise. Anim Behav 75: 1861−1868

Staaterman E, Rice AN, Mann DA, Paris CB (2013) Sound-
scapes from a tropical Eastern Pacific reef and a Carib-
bean Sea reef. Coral Reefs 32: 553−557

Staaterman E, Paris CB, DeFerrari HA, Mann DA, Rice AN,
D’Alessandro EK (2014) Celestial patterns in marine
soundscapes. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 508: 17−32

Staaterman E, Ogburn MB, Altieri AH, Brandl SJ and others
(2017) Bioacoustic measurements complement visual
biodiversity surveys:  preliminary evidence from four
shallow marine habitats. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 575: 207−215

192

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1366-9516.2005.00213.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10641-009-9446-y
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2000.0686
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-15838-z
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2881(06)51003-X
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0066039
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps11175
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12544
https://doi.org/10.1002/ecs2.1399
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.159491
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0072808
https://doi.org/10.1111/jfb.12651
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10986
https://doi.org/10.1525/bio.2011.61.3.6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-7836(00)00129-6
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps07444
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps08451
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps12188
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10911
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-012-1007-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.anbehav.2007.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-007-0294-y
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1107406
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10661-013-3490-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/302143a0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10641-018-0767-6
https://doi.org/10.2307/1940435
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00357250
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0981(90)90019-9
https://doi.org/10.2307/1445655
https://doi.org/10.1242/jeb.028506
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yhbeh.2004.11.017
https://doi.org/10.1577/T05-207.1
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10782
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-010-0710-6


Salas et al.: Predicting the reef acoustic cuescape 193

Stanley JA, Radford CA, Jeffs AG (2010) Induction of settle-
ment in crab megalopae by ambient underwater reef
sound. Behav Ecol 21: 113−120

Stobutzki IC, Bellwood DR (1998) Nocturnal orientation to
reefs by late pelagic stage coral reef fishes. Coral Reefs
17: 103−110

Thorson RF, Fine ML (2002) Crepuscular changes in emis-
sion rate and parameters of the boatwhistle advertise-
ment call of the gulf toadfish, Opsanus beta. Environ Biol
Fishes 63: 321−331

Tolimieri N, Jeffs A, Montgomery JC (2000) Ambient sound
as a cue for navigation by the pelagic larvae of reef
fishes. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 207: 219−224

Tolimieri N, Haine O, Jeffs A, McCauley R, Montgomery J
(2004) Directional orientation of pomacentrid larvae to
ambient reef sound. Coral Reefs 23: 184−191

Tricas TC, Boyle KS (2014) Acoustic behaviors in Hawaiian

coral reef fish communities. Mar Ecol Prog Ser 511: 1−16
Vermeij MJA, Marhaver KL, Huijbers CM, Nagelkerken I,

Simpson SD (2010) Coral larvae move toward reef
sounds. PLOS ONE 5: e10660

Versluis M, Schmitz B, van der Heydt A, Lohse D (2000)
How snapping shrimp snap:  through cavitating bubbles.
Science 289: 2114−2117

Wright KJ, Higgs DM, Belanger AJ, Leis JM (2005) Auditory
and olfactory abilities of pre-settlement larvae and post-
settlement juveniles of a coral reef damselfish (Pisces: 
Pomacentridae). Mar Biol 147: 1425−1434

Wright KJ, Higgs DM, Cato DH, Leis JM (2010) Auditory
sensitivity in settlement-stage larvae of coral reef fishes.
Coral Reefs 29: 235−243

Wright KJ, Higgs DM, Leis JM (2011) Ontogenetic and inter-
specific variation in hearing ability in marine fish larvae.
Mar Ecol Prog Ser 424: 1−13

Editorial responsibility: Steven Morgan, 
Bodega Bay, California, USA 

Submitted: April 13, 2018; Accepted: August 25, 2018
Proofs received from author(s): October 8, 2018

https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/arp159
https://doi.org/10.1007/s003380050103
https://doi.org/10.1023/A%3A1014334425821
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps207219
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-004-0383-0
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps09004
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00338-009-0572-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00227-005-0028-z
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.289.5487.2114
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0010660
https://doi.org/10.3354/meps10930



