
L I NGU I ST I C  ASPECTS OF ETHNOBOTAN I CAL RESEARCH 

P et e r  S ut t o n  

1 .  L A N G U A G E  AS  AN  E S S E N T I A L  P A R T  O F  E T H N O B O T A N Y  ( N O T  J U S T  A T O O L ) 

Ethnobotany , as I understand it , start s from t hree kinds of phys ical 

evidence ( the choice of whi c h ,  in any case , is  constrained by some sort s 

of prior as sumpt ions about knowledge ) :  

the plants ; 

observations of plant use , non-use � select ion , re cognit ion et c . ; and 

records of mediation of bot anical ( et c . ) knowledge and belief  through 
spoken ( and sung ) language , ceremony , gesture and other convention­
alised systems . 

This paper discusses only one part of the evidence - records of language 

- and rest s on rather minimal direct e xperience . l 

My own view is  t hat linguistics  has its  primary p lace in a more 
comprehens ive discipline such as anthropology . One of the pract ical 

consequences o f  adopt ing this view is  that people with primarily lin­
guistic  intere sts  may well be prepared to look on investigation of t he 
plant domain as important to  the ir own work and be willing to  co-operate 
with other specialists  to  e xp lore it . They do not neces sarily see 
t hemselves simply as techni cal assistant s at the level of t rans criber/ 
interpret ers , in interdisciplinary work . 

A sophist icated ethnobotany depends heavily on the availability of 
a sophist icated linguistics . It is  not enough j ust to have that kind 

of linguistics  available as an analytical tool . One also needs people 
availab le with a good prac t i s ing knowledge of part i cular languages and 
Aboriginal regional subcultures . There are only a handful of t rained 
linguists in Australia with the ability to discuss something like plant s 
in an Aboriginal language at a level of real sophist icat ion . But t his  

is t he opt imum kind of semant ic  e xp lorat ion that can lead  to  an  analys i s  

3 0 3  

Sutton, P. "Linguistic Aspects of Ethnobotanical Research". In Rigsby, B. and Sutton, P. editors, Papers in Australian Linguistics No. 13: Contributions to Australian Linguistics. 
A-59:303-327. Pacific Linguistics, The Australian National University, 1980.   DOI:10.15144/PL-A59.303 
©1980 Pacific Linguistics and/or the author(s).  Online edition licensed 2015 CC BY-SA 4.0, with permission of PL.  A sealang.net/CRCL initiative.



3 0 4  PETER SUTTON 

linking the so-called botanical domain to  all t he other domains , while 

e xpos ing general and specific princ iples of cognit ive organisat ion . 

Actually , a lot o f  those principles can be exposed without nat ive-like 
command of local languages ,  but it  still means knowing a great deal 

about them and having at least some spoken command .  

Language s are symbolic and pragmat ic SYSTEMS , ful l  o f  cros s-refe rences 
and mult iple reve rberat ions of meaning, so that while  individual elements 
of two different language s may be in some sense ' trans lat ion-equivalent s '  

( e . g .  ' tree ' and y u ku ) ,  they play non-equivalent roles in their respe ct­

ive semant ic systems and are thus not happily trans�osable . By using a 
semant ic  metalanguage , one can presumably describe the different meaning­
syst ems of part icular language s ,  and when ' t ranslat ions ' of part icular 
words or sentences are placed against the background of such des crip­

t ions they can be  understood ( e ven though it is  clear t hat many or most 
can never be commut ab le with their ' t rans lat ion-equivalent s '  in radically 
di fferent language s ) .  Since cultural and grammatical de script ions are 
always part ial , we probably have to accept the fact that all t rans lat ions 

are at best  part ial . 
My ideal of the way to  begin an ethnobotanical study , based on a 

cert ain amount o f  e xperience in recent field work in the Cape Keerweer 
region , Cape York Peninsula , is  to start learning the language and wait 
for botanical subj ects  to arise naturally and note what people say . At 
a lat e r  st age I ask what I have earlier observed to be t he culturally 

relevant que st ions one can ask about plant s ,  and also make it known that 

I would appreciate help in collect ing and learning to recognise  and 
name p lant s .  

I f  you fail t o  show an increasing grasp of their language , people 

soon get t ired o f  telling you things ; conversely , if  you show you can 
ab sorb such knowledge , they will blossom as t eachers of great initiative . 
Aboriginal people generally show a lot of intere st in plant s and wil l  
discus s t hem freely , except perhaps where there are cert ain good 
Aboriginal reasons for not doing so . There can be a lot of enthusiasm 
for finding and ident i fying specie s , and an infal lible memory for what 

spe cies  have already been collecte d .  The se tendencies can make fie ld 
ethnobotany a pleasure for everyone concerne d .  The way these 
Aboriginal int erests  are expressed and structured is  all part of t he 
e s s ent ial dat a .  By suppres sing the de s ire to  imme diately ask his own 
list o f  preconceived quest ions , and by pat ient ly observing,  t he 
ethnobotanist has a good chance of gett ing t he salient cognit ive struc­
tures and proc e s s e s  handed to him on a plate . The se ob servat ions can 
form t he basis o f  future ques t ions . I consider it axiomat ic  that one 

does not really know what are the right questions to ask until the 
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culture has taught you what they are . That i s  why it i s  important to  
know about kinship , animals and mythology ( e t c . ) ,  as we ll as plant s ,  in 

order to do ethnobot any . 
Sections 3-5 of this paper list  que stions that can be  asked about 

the data once obtaine d ,  so in that sense they suggest subj e c t s  which 
could be invest igat ed with Aboriginal inst ructors . However , such a 

list cannot be used as an ' elicit at ion sheet ' for work in the fie l d .  
Field techniques vary great ly betwe en investigat ors , but I would like 
to  make a couple of sugge st ions from a linguist ' s  point o f  view : 

Use a tape-recorder ,  especially in the early stage s . Far too 
much ' informat ion ' gathered in the field actually cons i s t s  solely 
of field workers ' interpretation of the meaning of t hings said by 
Aborigines .  Without some obj e ct ive record o f  conversations , there 
i s  no check on t he degeneracy of this ' informat ion ' .  An obj ective 

re cord enables inve st igat ors to  subsequent ly corre ct and re fine 
int erpretations , and also find valuable information they had not 
bothered to writ e down in the first· place . Obviously the nat ive­
language mat erials should be  tape-recorde d ,  espec ially where t he 
inve st igator i s  not t rained in linguisti c s . 

Early investigat ions should be  as wide and unst ructured ( by the 
inve stigat o r )  as possible , to  al low people the freedom to  struc­

t ure things out for themselves . The way people select species 
for collect ion , and t he order in which they deal with name s , 
at tribut ions , classificat ions , environmental associat ions et c .  
are not random ; nor are t heir s ide-comment s o r  t heir disput e s  
among themselves over t he proper name or clas s i ficat ion of a 
spe cimen.  My own e xperience with Aboriginal people shows that 
anything can ult imat ely turn out to be relevant if it is said 
during t he discuss ion o f  a topic , no matter how much it seems 
to be a change of subj ect or a false lead . 

2 .  P L A N T  NAM I N G ,  D E S C R I PT I O N  A N D  C L A S S I F I CAT I ON A S  A S P E CT S  O F  

S P E E C H  A C T S  

The bulk of t h i s  paper deals with three subj e ct s ,  names , attributions 

and classifications . Naming and attributing are speech act s ,  and a 
look at many p lant name s will immediately reveal t hat they are often 
derived from att ributions and s t i ll somet imes have att ributive force in 
addition t o  act ing as nomenc lat ure - so the distinction I make i s  a b i t  
art i ficial , i f  useful . By ' names ' I mean the t ags given to all t axa , 
not j ust those on the lowe st or most spe c i fic level . Thus the re are 
spe c i fic  and generic names , but actually the se two only diffe r  by degree , 
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s ince plant s are always named in classe s ,  never normally as individuals .  

So plant names are not names in the s ame sense as those o f  individual 

people or their pet s .  Attributions are also class-based,  i n  a sense , 
as they at least contain reverberationi from the class of things one 

has heard them used of b e fore , and generat e their  own c lasse s .  Naming 

and at tribut ion as speech act s  reveal intersect ing but distinguishable 

total domain classificat ions whi ch may never be made e xplicit within a 
part i cular culture . These classificat i ons may not always be re ducible 

t o  rigid , unambi guous t axonomic ( or othe r )  arrangement s .  
Both part icular speech act s and the speech event s they comprise have 

structure . There is  interplay between these structure s and the wider 
cognit ive domains that form the cont e xts  of speech event s ( not to  

ment ion phy s iography of the  environment et c . ;  but such physical 
realities  are a further step removed again and do not come into a 
linguistic/cognit ive discus s ion at this level ) .  A sophist i cated 
ethnobotany should apprec iat e the finer point s o f  ( in this case ) 
Aboriginal botani cal discourse . 

Bot anically-related speech act s can be  divided up along subj ect  
line s , but o ften with difficult y ,  since , in real conte xts , people 

wander from naming to describing physiology to  stat ing plant use to 
discussing environmental charact erist i c s , etc . Howeve r ,  we can assume 

t hat this behaviour i s  not random and " i s wort h inve s t i gat ing .  People 

I have worked with in east ern Cape York Peninsula have resort ed to the 
following kinds of sal ient categories in both elicited and unelicited 
comment s about plant s .  ( Note t hat the order of the cate gories as  

listed here i s  based on my recollect ion of typical tendencies , and 
should not itself  be taken too seriously . )  

2 . 1 .  NOMENC LATURE 

Name/alternate names/got no name/no special name , j ust an X/b ig 
name , small name/that ' s  a tree/shrub/vine/grass/weed/epiphyte/seawee d/ 
fungus etc . 

2 . 2 .  EVI 8 I L I T Y  

We eat it ( be s t  food/good food/hard-time food/rubbish food ) /only 
kids e at it/too small/only for b i g  people/old people used to  eat /no 
good/poisonous/not allowed to eat i t / ( +/- only ) pigs/emus/possums , et c .  
eat it . b i g  food/little food//restrict ed/unrestrict e d .  sweet/strong/ 
bitt er/cheeky/scrat ches your throat/makes you vomit . eat it raw/scrat ch 
it/smash it  up/soak in water/cook in ashes , etc . 
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2 . 3 .  PH YS I C A L  ATT R I BUTES 2 

Got fruit/no fruit//got long yam/round yam .  got flower ( colour o f  
flowe r ) //bees  ne st i n  it . got prickles/wi ld one/pretty leaf . big  tree/ 

small t ree//big- leaf variety/small-leaf variety . 

2 . 4 .  NON- PH YS I CA L  ATTRI BUTES 

That one be longs ( t ot emically ) t o  so-and-so ( o r  t he family 
de signat ion ) .  that one is a story-yam . st rong/weak//safe/dangerous 

(et c . ) .  

2 . 5 .  US E 

Food ( see EDIBILITY ) .  technology ( for woomeras , wet season firewood , 
insect repellant et c . ) .  good medic ine , rub/drink/inhale smoke from it 
et c .  sex magic , for man/for woman . fish poi son . good for blanket s/ 

beads/toys et c .  no good for anything . 

2 . 6 .  EN V I RONMENT ANV L OCAT I ON 

Some/p lenty around/here//none here/p lenty at X/X proper shot with 
them . you find them anywhere there i s  an X ( extra-class  association ) . 

belongs inside ( inland ) /on l itt oral/scrub-edge/scarp/seafront . belongs 
to mainland/islands/re efs . be longs to impenet rab le s c rubs/thick s c rub s/ 
fore st/open count ry . belongs to hills/steep places/flat plains/river­
banks/swamp s/sandridge s .  belongs to soft/sandy/hard/stony/wet et c .  
places . 

2 . 7 .  INTER / I NTRA - C LASS R E LA T I ONS ( 6 ee ai6 0 NOMENC LATU R E ) 

Main pne/proper one/real one . only one kind/X kinds/another kind of 
Y/this X i s  a Y .  X i s  mate for Y/those three are mates/close or distant 
mat e s 3 . same as X/similar to X/di fferent from X .  

2 . 8 .  S EASONA L I TY 

You find it at turt le mating t ime , et c .  

The above list i s  only partial , but still  certain important facts  
emerge : for e xample , the re are traditional repertoires of verbal 
strat egy in such a domain , in addit ion to  the normal invent ive powers 
of the language ( for e xample : ' X  is " mat e "  of Y ' , ' it ' s  got X ' , ' it ' s  

good for X ' , ' it belongs to X ' , probably rate as rough t rans lations o f  

such strategies ) .  Another point i s  that it i s  important to record t he s e  
locut ions a s  ac curat ely as pos s ible , even though it i s  tempt ing to  
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translate them into one ' s  own notebook Engli sh and to  precis  t hem down 

to a word or two . 

So in addit ion to  the s imply re ferent ial aspe cts  of botanical 
ut terances  there are important les sons to be  learned from t heir formal 

structures ( this is dealt with in more detail below ) , as well as from 

their pragmat ic  role in social behaviour , e specially non-refe rent ial 
communi cat ion ( for e xample , obscene V4 . polite V4 . secret/sacred names 
for the same plant are alt ernat ive s selected according to non-re ferent ial 
norms ) ,  and as element s of discourse . 

3 .  M O R P H O L O G Y  A N D  S EMAN T I C S O F  NAMES  

In t his and t he following two sections , I put the topics  in  the  form 
of questions about re corded dat a .  Some of these  quest ions were suggested  

by  my reading of Berlin , Breedlove and Raven ( 1974 ) .  
In the generic and specific naming of plant s ,  what met hods o f  com­

pounding,  redupli cat ion , derivat ional affi xing,  metaphoric e xtens ion 
et c .  are used? What proport ion of plant -naming stems ut ilise  the se 
devices , and what proport ion are morphologically ' unanalysab le ' ?  

Where taxa are covert , in the sense of lacking a name , what are the 
formal devices  o f  grammar which reveal them ( e . g . noun clas ses  as 

revealed by prefixe s ,  pronominal cross -re ferencing or free markers ) ?  
What kinds of att ribut ional choices  have been made in those cases 

where plant name s are semantically analysable or their noun class 
membership criteria non-arbit rary? 

What do e xplicit definit ions or analyses o f  plant name s or the ir 
convent ional attribut ions tell  you about the relat ive cognit ive salience 
of phys iologi cal characterist ics , environmental assoc iations , t e chno­
logical use s , soc io-religious s igni ficance etc . within the botanical 
domain ? 

Is there a lingui stic  register other than the everyday ' unmarked ' 
language which throws light on the semant ics  o f  plant terminology -

for e xample , a typically hyponymous kin avoidance-re gister like Dyirbal ' s  
O y a l n g u y ,  or an ant onymous init iat ion regi ster like Walbiri ' s  t j i l  i w i r i ?  

What semantic or other principles are employed ( hyponymy , antonymy , 
diale ct -switching, et c . ) ?  

Are plant names di fferent in songs , rit ual context s ,  et c .  compared 
with ordinary speech? 

Is  t here a developed gestural system, and what botanical terms does 
it pos s e s s ?  Do they typically subsume large sets of spoken-language 
t e rms ? 
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4 .  AT T R I B U T I ON S  

4 . 1 . PHYS I O LO G I C A L  ATTR I BUT I ONS 

What are the re cognised stages of growth ( development o f  shoot , 

stem, flowe r ,  fruit , seed et c . ) ,  as we ll as of death and de cay ( e . g . 

dead but gre en ,  hal f-cure d ,  cure d ,  half-rotten , rott en ) ?  
What are t he plant part names ?  ( In Australian languages the re t end 

to  be a set o f  non-metaphoric s imple terms covering part s such as 
shoot , leaf,  root , flowe r ,  burr , fork , twi g ,  plus a set of more or less  
metaphorical or very general terms which can be applied in turn to  any 
plant part where appropriate ( e . g . the ' nose ' of a leaf/twig/root , 
' belly ' o f  a leaf/stem/trunk ) . ) . 

What attribut ive s  are used of plant s ,  covering e . g . colour ( basic 
terms , sub-c lassifiable se condary or metaphoric t e rms , nonce-des crip­
tions ) ,  size , t e xture (bumpy , grooved ,  hairy , smooth ,  rough , loose , 
spiny , shrive lled,  sti cky , et c . ) shape ( long yam/round yam, et c . ) ,  
taste , edibilit y ,  moi sture cont ent , sme l l , strengt h ,  pliancy , e t c . ?  

4 . 2 . NON- PHYS I O LO G I C A L  ATTR I BUTI ONS 

Are plant s associated with different moiet ies , clans , cult lodges 
et c ?  Are the re cover-t erms for such assoc iated species?  

Which are the p lant s ment ioned in  or re lated to  part icular narratives , 
songs , ritual s ,  etc . ?  Is  there an overt way o f  describing this relation­

ship? 
Are plant s des c ribed in terms of safet y/danger ,  relat ive toxicity , 

et c .  in a way that i s  e ssent ially indi st ingui shable from their physical 
propert i e s ?  

What kinds of environment s are convent ionally characterised by a 
re ference to  a plant type or class typically associated with them ( e . g . 
rain scrub s ,  box ridge s ,  mangrove swamps , mulga copses ) ?  What does 
that tell  you about the cognitive salience of those plant s when you 
compare the chosen species with i t s  re lative frequency in that type o f  
environment ( e . g . whi ch of t h e  mangroves i s  selected as a cover-term for 
mangrove complexe s ? ) ?  

Which plant names oc cur in p lace-names ,  personal and dog name s etc . ,  
and what i s  the explicable connect ion between them ( i f  any ) ?  

5 .  C L A S S I F I CAT I ON S  

5 . 1 . TAXONOM I ES ( H ypo nymic o� V o minance R eiatio n4 b etwe e n  Te�m4 ) 

Are there e xplicit terms or formal grammat ical devices  which provide 
unique beginners4 ( i . e .  such as p lant s/animals/human beings/ab s t ract 
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entities ) ,  and what i s  the range of the se categories ( e . g . are 1 i c h e n s  

' p Lants ' ,  o r  out side any such categorie s ,  o r  amb iguous with re spect to 
them? ) ?  

What are the basic life-form taxa dominated by a unique beginner such 
as ' plant s '  ( i . e .  such as trees/shrubs/vines/gras ses/fungi/seaweeds/ 
re sidue ) ?  Are there generics ( see next level  below ) which are not fitted 

into - or are ambi guous with re spect to  - these  bas i c  l i fe-form taxa? 
What percentage of generic s  are t hus unaffiliated or ambi guous ? 

What percentage of generic taxa are monot YPic 5 and what percentage 
polytyp i c ?  Of those that are polytypic , how many recognised ( named or 
un-named )  specific classes are subsumed by each? 

How many and what spe c i fic classes  are un-named but convent ionally 
recogni sed and classi fied? How are they typically dist inguished? Are 
the s e  distingui shing criteria at all general and convent ionalised in 
de s c ript i ons o f  recognised un-name d spe cific clas s e s ?  

What are t h e  clas s i ficatory criteria implied by the structure of the 
t axonomy , and by the observed application of the taxonomy in di fferent 
cases of recognit ion and clas s i ficat ion by informant s ?  By what lin­
gui s t i c  means , and with how much uni formity , can people make the se  
taxonomic c riteria e xplicit ? 

Are there mult iple levels of generic taxa? Which terms appear at 
different leve l s  in the taxonomy in the same form but with diffe rent 
funct ions ? 

5 . 2 .  NON- TAXONOM I C  C LASS I F I CATI O N  

The way plant names take t heir place i n  a taxonomy commonly re s t s  on 
the logically prior applicat ion of clas s i ficatory criteria which normally 
remain implicit , at least to  a degree . The criteria for the inclusion 

o f  some it ems in a part i cular taxonomic box may not be  e xplicab le ( one 
as sume s they must have been once ) ;  frequent ly this is be cause some 

mythi co-re ligious association has lost its  currency . On the other hand , 

the grammar and lexi con of attributions ( and also analysable  name s ) 
provide e xposed criteria which generate sets  of implicit paradigms for 
t he plant domain . It should be  highly int erest ing to  compare t he 
paradi gms you can set up by sorting plant s into salient at tribut ional 
classes  with the t axonomie s  set up by the sorting of plant s int o  t axa 
at the various levels . Clearly , people have a range of alternate 
clas s i ficat ions of the same t hings which they can use when it  suits 
them, and we should not j ust chase Aboriginal taxonomie s  because we 

think t hat sort of structure i s  important . A taxonomi c arrangement may 
s imply be a weak grid superimposed on a far more prominent set of 
classe s . 
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It i s  possible , for e xample , to pre sent a taxonomy which includes 
only s ingle clas sificatory dimensions each mult iply applied on some 

rows , whi le other rows consist  o f  nodes whe re each clas s i ficatory 

dimension i s  unique ly appli e d .  But whether the taxonomy i s  mixe d ,  a s  
j ust described , o r  cons i s t s  purely of either uniquely o r  non-uniquely 
applied dimensions , it is still  an abstract ion whi c h ,  in its entirety , 

may be of no part icular importance in the cult ure . Maybe t here i s  no 
one ' t axonomy for all seasons ' for that culture . Taxa rest on the 

principle of minimal dist inctne s s  and the terminological ( or covert ) 
hyponymy which that implie s . Ent ities  can be minimally distinct in 

one context and non-minimally dist inct in another . This part icularly 
applies  to the morphological , sociological and environmental dimens ions , 
which may use quite radically different c riteria for classification . 
Ent ities  are not only found in different classes on different occas ions , 
but also may be amb iguous with re spect to hierarchically-relate d  classes  
in  the  same tree , or may be long to  un-segmentab le gradient s ,  or may be  
unaffi liated at  one or more levels  in a hierarchy . One o f  the  basic 
human skills o f  manipulat ing the environment , it seems to me , i s  j ust 

thi s ability to manipulate  the int ermeshing o f  different classi ficatory 
and grading mode s ,  taxonomic and othe rwise . The ' syntax ' of how the se  

different related modes are manipulated i s  surely the  most inte re s t ing 
aspect of et hnobot any as a cognit ive domain . Nat ive botanical com­
petence consi s t s  of positive abilities and act s  rather t han static 
arrays o f  clas s i ficatory knowledge o f  a given unive rse . 

It i s  relevant here to  quote part of Hale ' s  report ( 1971 ) on 
t j i l  i w i r i , which is bas ically a lingui stic  tradit ion connected wit h  
advanced initiat ion rituals of Walbiri men , and whose  b a s i c  principle 

i s  ant onymy ( t urning ordinary language ' up side down ' ) .  (Please note 

that there are severe restrictions on the discussion of this knowledge 

( Hale 1971 : 4 72 ) ) . Wherever possible , the antonymy principle produces  
polar opposites  ( e . g . instead of ' Give me  water ' one says  ' I  am with­
holding fire from him ' j for ' I  am short ' ,  one says ' You are tall ' ) .  
Lexical items whose semant ic inte rre lationships are ' t ypically taxonomi c '  
are unsuitable for generat ing polar opposites . Instead , "members o f  a 
given class  of obj e c t s  are opposed to other members o f  the same 
immediate class  - a large macropod is opposed to another large macropod 
( kangaroo!euro ) ,  a eucalypt is opposed to  another aucalypt ( red gum! 
ghos t  gum ) , and so on . A great deal o f  variabi lity can be  obs e rved in 
lexical domains whose structure is  t axonomic , s ince cons iderabl� lat itude 
is  permitted in the hierarchical arrangement of opposit ions within we ll 
de fined clas ses . Accordingly , on a given oc casion , a t j i l  i w i r i  speaker 
may oppose macropods acc ording to  hab itat , leaving s i ze and other 
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attribute s  constant inso far as it i s  possible to  do so ; on another 

occasion , he may oppose  them on the basis of s i ze , leaving constant the 

other at tribut e s . In general , however , an e ffort i s  made to  oppose 
ent it ie s  which are minimally distinct " .  

As a technique for e xploring the semant ics  of botanical lexicon , t he 
antonymy principle appears to  be very product ive , at least in this c ase . 
So long as one kept it ent irely as a secular game and used it in areas 

far from Walbiri contact , I b elieve this princ iple could be  t aught to 
people and used for ethnobotanical and other cognit ive studie s ,  without 
it being linked to secret ritual . Note that Dixon used a s imilar 
technique in semant ic studies with t he Dyirbalngan ( Dixon 1968 : 376 ) .  
It i s  j ust this kind of act ive manipulat ion o f  different clas s i ficat ory 

(and grading ) ab ilities that i s  most readily analysable  through language , 
and which also is of basic anthropological interest . 
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N O T  E S 

1 .  I was involved in ethnobot anical work with David Harri s and Jet 

Harris for a few days in the Flinders Is lands area ( Cape York Peninsula , 
Queens land ) in 1974 , and for two months with Chase , von st urme r ,  Rigsby 
and Thomp son in t he Lockhart Reserve ( also C . Y . P . ) during the 1975-76 
wet season . In both  cases  it was peripheral t o  t he other field work . 
Thi s paper i s  specifical ly aimed at others engaged in ethnobot anical 
work in the Aust ralian Aboriginal field . 

2 .  The dist inction here between ' phys ical ' and ' non-physical ' at tribute s  
may not be  relevant to  a part icular culture , o r  may have t o  be carefully 

e stab li shed . 

3 . Note that where ' X  is mate of Y ' , they are often minimally distinct 

p lant specie s ,  but in some cases one i s  a p lant whi le the other belongs 
to  another life-form, is an environmental feature et c . , with a close 
non-botanical connect ion to  the named plant . (I  am indebted to  Athol 
Chase for this observat ion . )  

4 .  Unique beginners are taxa not c lassified at a more inclusive leve l . 

5 .  Monotypic generics subsume s ingle re cognised spec ific classes ; 
polytypic generic s  subsume more than one . 
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