Quaternary Ballot #1


Definition of the term “Quaternary”


[Ballots tabulated on 10 June, 2005]

Quaternary Task Group Members:

Chair: James Gehling, Australia  (jgehling@ozemail.com.au)
Vice-Chair: Brad Pillans, Australia  (brad.pillans@anu.edu.au)
Secretary: James Ogg, USA  (jogg@purdue.edu)

Members:


John van Couvering (vanc@micropress.org) 


Phil Gibbard (plg1@cus.cam.ac.uk)


Frits Hilgen fhilgen@geo.uu.nl)


Leszek Marks (leszek.marks@pgi.gov.pl) 


Jan Piotrowski (Jan.Piotrowski@geo.au.dk), 


Nicholas Shackleton (njs5@cam.ac.uk)
(1)  Definition.   [Note that this is a 2-part question.]

(a)  Should there be a formal definition of the term “Quaternary”?


[Yes = 6 votes],   [No = 1 vote],   [Undecided/Abstain = 1 vote]

James Gehling
No reply received by due date
Brad Pillans
YES
James Ogg
NO -- “Quaternary” is currently used in varying ways by field-geologists (e.g., reworked unconsolidated alluvium and soil cover, similar to the original Quaternary definition of Arduino 1759), by land-based stratigraphers (North American glacial episodes and loess), and by national stratigraphy commissions and geological surveys (synonymous with or a period-level grouping for Pleistocene-Holocene, e.g. by USGS and in Italy; but is extended to 2.6 Ma by official usage in China and some other North-Hemisphere nations).  Insisting on an official definition for such diverse groups may be more divisive, rather than unifying.
John van Couvering 
YES

Phil Gibbard
YES -- INQUA has already said unequivocally that the Quaternary must be retained, and that it must be a full, formal chronostratigraphical unit.  PRECEDENCE of over 150 years of usage reinforces this point.  Anything else would be confusing in the extreme.

Frits Hilgen
ABSTAIN -- I do not see how this question can be separated from the different options available. For me, a formal definition as a global chronstratigraphic term would be OK but only for a limited of options.  However, most of the SNS (Subcommission on Neogene Stratigraphy) members that responded to my questionnaire did not see the necessity to have the Q formally defined, hence my vote.
Leszek Marks 
YES
Jan Piotrowski 
YES

Nicholas Shackleton
YES
(b)  And, what is the appropriate span of “Quaternary” time and the associated stratigraphic record that adequately satisfies the modern usage, concepts and needs of global “Quaternary” workers?

The two primary candidates are (briefly):


[0.0-1.8 Ma; beginning at the influx of cold-water marine fauna to the Mediterranean]


[0.0-2.6 Ma; beginning at the significant onset of global cooling and first glacial evidence = 8 votes = unanimous]

James Gehling
No reply received by due date
Brad Pillans
2.6 Ma
James Ogg
2.6 Ma -- Because most people who routinely apply “Quaternary” in a research-sense in publications (e.g., INQUA-type stratigraphers) are referring to the interval of major climatic oscillations and North-Hemisphere glacial episodes.  Those who use “Quaternary” as equivalent to Pleistocene-Holocene do not necessarily require this terminology.
John van Couvering 
2.6 Ma (approximately) -- note that the precise age does not depend on this rationale, but on the age of the stratigraphic level that is used for a physical reference point according to the rationale.

Phil Gibbard
2.6 Ma

Frits Hilgen
2.6 Ma -- I have no problem with the 2.6 Ma option also because the argument that the first influxes of cold-water marine occurred is not exactly true. The first influx of the planktonic foraminifer Neogloboquadrina atlantica is associated with MIS110 (“Marine Isotope Stage” 110) and major influxes are recorded in the Mediterranean in MIS100, 98 and 96 after which the species becomes extinct.  However the climatostratigraphic definition might be considered less welcome, and the boundary would rather arbitrarily fall within MIS1003, an extreme interglacial during sapropel A5 (the Nicola key bed) of the Gelasian GSSP was formed.
Leszek Marks 
2.6 Ma
Jan Piotrowski 
2.6 Ma -- Beginning at the Gelasian GSSP
Nicholas Shackleton
2.6 Ma -- I will “vote” for 0 – 2.6 Ma because I believe that this is what the majority of “Quaternary” workers would prefer.  I do not believe that this is a “burning issue” and as far as my personal research is concerned I am happy with the Status Quo.


Based on the majority decision –Quaternary is formally defined as spanning the past 2.6 myr (approximately), we will distribute and/or post at the Quaternary Subcommission web site (www.quaternary.stratigraphy.org.uk ) statements about options for the chronostratigraphic rank.  Current proposals include (1) Sub-Era, (2) Period, (3) Sub-Period, and (4) non-hierarchical.  It should be noted that the chair and vice-chair of the ICS Subcommission on Stratigraphic Classification has indicated that none of the chronostratigraphic ranks is appropriate for a “Quaternary” that begins at 2.6 Ma; therefore, alternate 


This next ballot will be distributed, as originally scheduled, on 20 June.  In case that none of the options receives a majority vote or that stratigraphic-usage roadblocks inhibit the main choice, then an additional ballot round might be required.

