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Background
I have some experience to do with soil classification systems of different countries. 
	In 2001-2002 I participated in the Fulbright program. Being in NSSC-NRCS-USDA for 7 months I was focused on the precise correlation of US-WRB-Canadian-Russian classification systems and the development of Northern Circumpolar Soil database. In Lincoln I started to learn and analyze Soil Taxonomy, Canadian system, as WRB and Russian system I knew not bad before. I’ve found out that there are large differences in approaches in all four classification systems. There could be similarity of classifications in one matter, but dissimilarity in the other one. However, I paid the most attention to the problems of Soil Taxonomy. 

My vision of the Universal Soil Classification
	The USA is the country with the most diverse soils in the world as it stretches from Alaska to Hawaii and Puerto-Rico. Therefore, it is a great temptation to believe that we could get some data from other countries, change Soil Taxonomy a little and turn it into the real world soil taxonomic system. I have analyzed several soil classification systems (Eswaran et al., 2003; Krasilnikov et al., 2009) and concluded that basically all contemporary national soil classification systems are based on the scientific paradigm (not applied one) and principles of US Soil Taxonomy. And the scientific paradigm of Soil Taxonomy can be taken as a basis for the Universal Soil Classification (USC). At the same time the Soil Taxonomy itself cannot be considered as the World Soil classification system as it is very biased by the experience in conterminous (even not all) United States. For the USC development we need to take into consideration the following points. 
	1. Last decades there are many discussions if soil science is basic or applied science. Approaches in Soil Taxonomy and other soil classification systems show that they are strongly biased by practical interest. Contrary to such basic sciences as biology and chemistry soil science discriminates a large group of different soils having small areas. However, these soils could have a principal significance for understanding of soil genesis and its ecological role. So, the USC should be the basic scientific classification of all soils.
2. Soil Taxonomy is the most elaborated soil classification in the world, especially in diagnostics, and the principle of its diagnostics can be used for the USC. 
3. Contemporary soil classification systems (including Soil Taxonomy) are very poor for topsoil assessments. Ochric horizon is a “garbage can” for different topsoil types. There is only one attempt to classify of topsoils (FAO, 1998) and the need of their re-estimation in modern soil science is realized (Broll et al., 2006). So, the USC should take into account the real diversity of topsoils of the world.
4. In Soil Taxonomy and many other classification systems there exist contradictions between i) archaic designation of master horizons and layers (A, B, C, W, L) and subordinate distinctions and features (suffixes h, s, w, etc.) from one side and ii) progressive concept on diagnostic horizons and properties from another side. However, there is experience of using capital letters for diagnostic horizons – that makes possible to have “horizon formulas” for every soil classification unit, as every diagnostic horizon has specific combination of letters (Shishov et al., 2001). So, it is possible to use capital letters for designation of diagnostic horizons in the USC and therefore have formulas for every soil classification unit.
5. Soil Taxonomy has only 12 orders while in most countries of less soil diversity this number is used to be 15-18. For example, in almost all classification systems of large countries of the world the alkaline texture-differentiated soils are distinguished on the highest level (Solonetz, Solods, Sodosols), as these soils are problem ones, which need special amelioration approaches for their use. But in Soil Taxonomy these soils are distinguished only on the third taxonomic level of great groups. The cold soils are poorly elaborated in Soil Taxonomy, and Alaska soil map is very monotonous even on the level of subgroup (Fig. 1). In comparison with other classification systems Soil Taxonomy underestimates the role of parent material (e.g. no soil order for shallow or calcareous soils). So, it is necessary to revise the number and character of soil orders of Soil Taxonomy for the USC, taking into account the experiences of national classification systems. The revision of intra-order taxonomy of several orders of Soil Taxonomy is also needed for the USC. 
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Fig. 1. Soil maps of Alaska in different classification systems – Soil Taxonomy and Russian

6. The system of temperature and moisture regimes of Soil Taxonomy was elaborated for North America – a small continent in comparison with Eurasia. That is why climatic criteria of Soil Taxonomy do not work at least in the areas of high continentality (Mongolia, Siberia, etc.). These criteria are mostly based on agricultural use of soil and, sensus stricto, they do not fit the classification of basic science. So, it is reasonable to eliminate agriculture-based climatic criteria from the USC. 

Conclusion
1)Soil Taxonomy is the most elaborated soil classification in the world, especially in diagnostics, 2) it cannot be considered itself as the World Soil classification system as its basis is very biased by the experience in conterminous (even not all) US, and 3) it is possible to create the Universal soil classification system using the scientific paradigm and approach of Soil Taxonomy but it is hard and time-consuming work.
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