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Votum informativum on the PhD-thesis of Martina Aubrechtova 
“Selected cephalopods from the Ordovician of the Prague Bain (Bohemia) and Baltica (Estonia 
and Sweden): taxonomy, palaeobiogeography and palaeoecology” 
 
I have met Martina Aubrechtova several times and was impressed by her enthusiasm for Palaeozoic nautiloids. 
Although Palaeozoic nautiloids have a reasonably high diversity and a remarkable morphological disparity, this 
group is very poorly studied. This is even more surprising since the single group that survived is the Nautilida, 
which is represented today by only two genera (Nautilus and Allonautilus); these genera, however, are widely 
known for their beautiful white shells with brown stripes, which are often (ab-)used for decorative purposes. In 
any case, there are only a handful of active palaeontologists who devoted their work to Palaeozoic nautiloids and 
thus, our knowledge of this group is still quite poor. Many taxa await their discovery and both their evolution and 
their overall palaeobiology are hardly known. Therefore, young hopeful palaeontologists like her who develop an 
in-depth expertise in nautiloid palaeobiology are more than welcome. In addition to that, Martina Aubrechtova is a 
highly motivated, careful and productive palaeontologist.  
 

Her thesis is subdivided into an introductive part followed by an appendix of her publications. In my eyes, it is 
this appendix that represents the heart of her thesis because these provide her scientific achievements.  

 
With almost 60 pages, the introduction is quite comprehensive and yields important basic information to put 

her publications into their larger context. In this part, she first portrayed all cephalopod orders that are known 
from the Ordovician. Then she explains the geological settings of the localities of her study objects, i.e. of the 
Prague Basin, Estonia and Siljan in Sweden. This is quite interesting because the geological settings are quite 
diverse and accordingly, the palaeoecological contexts and sedimentary facies are also diverse. The last part of 
the introduction is devoted to a summary of her five publications.  

Looking at Fig. 3, I was wondering about the function of the strange structures in lituitid phragmocones. How 
did these form? In general, how did intracameral deposits form? Did they grow syn vivo or post mortem? 

In Fig. 5, endocerids are placed in the diagram at an apical angle of over 10°, is this correct? Also, on page 
14, it is suggested that endocerids were fast swimmers. In which direction? Based on which evidence? 

On page 18, the term “design” is used. Rhetorical question: Was there somebody who designed these 
organisms?  

In her first paper (Appendix 1), she discusses a remarkable Ordovician cephalopod genus, namely 
Bactroceras. This genus resembles the (much younger) members of the Bactritida quite strongly (especially in its 
ventral siphuncle), which lead to some confusion among earlier workers (the Bactritidaa are of great importance 
because they are the stemgroup of both Coleoidea and Ammonoidea). In this paper, Martina Aubrechtova 
carefully described and illustrated the species of this interesting genus. Moreover, she put the occurrences into 
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their palaeogeographic context. In my opinion, it shows maturity of a researcher when she or he begins putting 
her or his materials into a broader context, which she did very well in this case. Nevertheless, she stated that the 
ventral lobe has no systematic value. Why is it so important for bactritids then? Wouldn’t it have an influence on 
the mode of life of orthoconic cephalopods? 

 
In the second paper (Appendix 2), Martina Aubrechtova describes the first record of an ascocerid from 

Estonia. Although the preservation of the material she presents is not the best, she convincingly showed that this 
is indeed an ascocerid. In my eyes, this is also a great quality when a researcher manages to extract important 
information even from poorly preserved specimens. The Ascocerida are a bizarre group, which apparently shed 
their juvenile shell parts and usually, on the adult shell is found. Again, she put her discovery into a broader 
context, in this case a stratigraphic and evolutionary one. This group, however, is still poorly understood. How did 
these animals carry out the autotomy of the juvenile conch? What were the transformations in soft part anatomy 
to form the chambers in a completely different position and form?  

 
The third paper (Appendix 3) is a monograph co-authored with Björn Kröger. Therein, they describe beautiful, 

diverse, and very interesting materials. The material is exciting with respect to the great morphological disparity, 
the excellent preservation of shell ornament and siphuncles, and also diversity. The paper ends with interesting 
paragraphs discussing the taphonomy, diversity, and palaeogeography of these Estonian materials. This is an 
excellent monograph in which the fauna is really professionally presented. 

 
The fourth paper (Appendix 4) is dedicated to cephalopods from the Ordovician of Sweden. Like the third 

paper, it is a monograph co-authored with Björn Kröger. Technically, it is well comparable to the preceding one. 
Again, the material is highly interesting with respect to the great morphological disparity, the occasional colour 
preservation (very rare!), and also the diversity. 

 
In the last paper (Appendix 5), Martina Aubrechtova described lituitids from Bohemia jointly with Vojtech 

Turek. Therein, she again proofs her keenness in palaeobiogeography. Although it is a short paper, it is a very 
nice palaeontological contribution. 

 
To sum up, Martina Aubrechtova produced an impressive PhD-thesis, which is far more than sufficient to 

receive her doctor's degree. I particularly appreciate her extremely thorough, down to earth approach to these 
highly interesting fossils and I really hope that she will find a steady employment in order to delight the 
palaeontological community with many more of her interesting publications. Therefore, I do not hesitate to 
recommend that the PhD-title shall be granted to her. I don’t know if you are giving grades to theses; if you do, I 
find her thesis is very good and belongs to the best 30% of theses I have evaluated.  

 
Best regards 

Christian Klug                               


