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	Deutsche Stratigraphische Kommission
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Prof. Stanley C. Finney
Potsdam, 21 August 2008

Chair

International Stratigraphic Commission
Dear Stan,

as announced herewith I send my statement on rank and base of the Quaternary which I have had to give in a very short time in Oslo, August 9, on the 33th IGC.  I add a remark on the Tertiary.
1. In most Geological Time Scales the Quaternary has the same status as Cretaceous, Jurassic, Triassic etc. (compare my compilation of 20 time scales 1917–1986; Episodes 12, 1: 3–5, inserted chart).  Not only our generation has learned the geological history by these scales.  We should not change a succession of stratigraphic terms which is used worldwide.

2. Moreover, Quaternary is the most used stratigraphic term.  Therefore, it should have a high status.  It should not be classified as an informal unit.  It should not be inserted in the Neogen.

3. Stratigraphy and geological mapping are very close to each the other.  All geological maps which I know present the Quaternary as the youngest unit, no one shows the Neogen as the youngest unit.  How many geological maps do show the Neogen as the youngest unit?  Why should we create chaos on geological maps?  The Quaternary is the most widespread unit on many of it.

4. When we classify the Quaternary (“ice age”) as a period/system its base should be the best marker available on the world.  The best and most natural marker of the last 5 myr is at 2.7–2.6 Ma.  As Gerald Haug from Zurich has shown in his impressive lecture on August 8, the cooling of the northern hemisphere took place at ~2.7 Ma.  This event can be detected in all oceans, that means on 70% of the Earth.  It is very close to the base of the Gelasian Stage (2.588 Ma).  Therefore, the Quaternary should start there.  On land, the base of the Gelasian is a) close to the boundary between the Red Clay and the huge succession of loess in China, b) the base of the Praetiglian in Central and West Europe, the Verkhodonian on the Russian Platform, and d) it coincides with the Gauss-Matuyama boundary.  Thus, it is well detectable on large parts of the world and in different facies.
5. The statement of Dr. Orstrum (USGS) “The colour of loess is not a good marker for correlation” is a misunderstanding because the base of the Gelasian is not within the loess but close to its base!  Instead, the base of the Calabrian at 1.806 Ma is within the loess.
6. Frits Hilgen mentioned that we should not reduce the Pliocene in favour of the Quaternary.  This is really a problem.  However, there are several examples from the Phanerozoic were boundaries were changed to get a better definition and correlation e.g.: a) The Devonian-Carboniferous boundary is now defined with the FOD of the conodont Siphonodella sulcata.  By that part of the Tournaisian (Tn1a) shifted from the Carboniferous to the Devonian.  b) The Carboniferous-Permian boundary is now defined with the FOD of the conodont Streptognathodus isolatus.  By that significant parts of the Permian of Russia, China, and the United States shifted to the Carboniferous.  c) The Permian-Triassic boundary is now defined with the FOD of the conodont Hindeodus parvus.  By that part of the Triassic (Otoceras beds, lower Griesbachian) shifted from the Triassic into the Permian.  d) The Anisian-Ladinian boundary is now defined with the FOD of the ammonoid Eoprotrachyceras curionii.  By that significant parts of the Ladinian shifted to the Anisian, at least ~1.5 myr.
7. Gian Battista Vai is correctly fighting for the GSSP of the Calabrian in Vrica as the base of the Quaternary and for the stability of boundaries and decisions.  However, nowadays the procedure to select a GSSP is totally different to the process which was initiated on the IGC in London 1948 to select a base for the Quaternary.  1948 was made a predecision by the purpose: a) search in Italy and b) look for the first cool immigrants from the north.  Nowadays, the selection of a GSSP is open: all areas and each time marker can be proposed.  In so far it is fine that there is the possibility in our rules to search for an alternative GSSP/boundary ten years after the first decision.
8. The board of the German Stratigraphic Commission has discussed on the Quaternary on its annual meeting 2008 in March in Potsdam.  As the chair of this commission additionally I contacted numerous geoscientists from different fields to discuss the problem.  More than 95% of these persons would like to classify the Quaternary as period/system starting at the base of the Gelasian.

9. Concerning the Tertiary the colleagues from Argentina made the decision to classify it for their use as period/system instead of Neogen and Paleogene (Riccardi 2007).  In Germany there are comparable problems like in Argentina.  We have a German “Subcommission on Tertiary Stratigraphy” (www.stratigraphie.de/struktur/index.html) and nobody will change it.  In Central Europe it is difficult to draw a boundary between the Paleogene and the Neogene however it is easy the distinguish rocks from the Cretaceous and Tertiary (www.stratigraphie.de/std2002/download/STD2002_large.pdf/).  Thus, a forum in the internet may be organized in Germany to discuss the problem.

With my best regards

Manfred
P.S.

Riccardi, A. C. (2007): Terciario y Cuaternario: definición y posición. – Revista de la Asociación Geológica Argentina, 62: 485–487; Buenos Aires.

Personally I am working on magnetostratigraphy, time analysis and time scale calibration in Carboniferous to Triassic times.
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