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The Tisza Superunit Debate:
Introduction

by

M. Misik and H. Kazmer

It became very clear from the early meetings of the
Slovakian and Hungarian Working Groups that
there was a major divergence of opinion con­
cerning the original positions of units that form
part of what may be called the "Tisza Superunit."
This debate extended to the bordering countries
and, at the plenary meetings, there were useful
contributions from other groups, particularly the
Austrian Working Group.

There are two principal sources of divergence,
the lack of data and the differences in importance
placed on some of the available data. It was felt
that the most profitable manner of proceeding was
to fully develop the contrasting interpretations,
which are presented in the two articles that follow.
From these interpretations of Tisza, an attempt
was made to isolate the areas of general agree­
ment and the major points of disagreement as a
basis for establishing clear-cut research objectives.

At the final meeting in Pezenska Baba, agree­
ment was reached on the following points.
• During Jurassic and Early Cretaceous times,
the Tisza Superunit (including Mecsek and
Villany) was adjacent to the northern margin of
Tethys.
• The Zemplen sliver was an integral part of
Tisza during Mesozoic time.
• The Tisza-AlfOld Zone of the Tisza Superunit
displays considerable similarities with both the
East Carpathians and the South Carpathians
(Supragetic Zone); see alternative #2 in Kovacs et
al. (this volume, p. 71).
• The sedimentation areas of the High Tatric
and North Apuseni domains were at least 700 km
apart.
• The above statements indicate that the Tisza
unit was not a direct continuation of the West
Carpathians.

Differences in opinion centered on the follow­
ing points.
• The Hungarian Working Group expressed its
opinion that the Tisza Superunit was adjacent to
the European Platform during the Triassic ,based
on relationships of facies zones. The Slovakian
Working Group stressed the importance of micro-
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fossils characteristic of the southern domain in the
same unit.

The working groups disagree over some cor­
relations of the Tisza zones with those of the
Tatricum and the Pieniny Klippen Belt, and with
the substratum of the West Carpathian flysch belt.

To resolve these differences, the following
future activities have been proposed:
1. Paleontological description and analysis of
Triassic formations (especially sporomorphs, os­
tracods, conodonts, and holothurian sclerites).
2. Detailed study of some selected Lower J urassic
faunas and paleobiogeography ofJurassic faunas.
3. Comparative facies studies of selected Tri­
assic, J urassic, and Lower Cretaceous formations
in the West Carpathians, Tisza, and East and
South Carpathians. These studies should be per­
formed in close cooperation with Romanian specia­
lists.
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