In up to 1000 words, compare and contrast different conceptions of the environment.
It is the interaction between humanity and our environment that seems most instrumental in the shaping of our understanding, relationship and conception of environment. Whether or not there is a separation of culture and nature is a difficult question that many an anthropologist has tried to understand but in my opinion it is Tim Ingold who has put forward the most convincing theory on the subject in his book The Perception of the Environment. 
In “Chapter Three - Hunting and gathering as ways of perceiving the environment” Ingold explains the key differences between the way that we as Westerners perceive ourselves as separate from nature in the same way that we see our minds as independent from our bodies. Whereas hunter gatherers such as the Mbuti for instance see no division between themselves and the forest within which they reside. I believe it is this difference in perception which has caused Western Anthropologist to agonise over the terms and language used to define the relationship between different societies and their unique and varied habitats. 
From here on in this essay I will endeavour to describe and analyse the differences in conception of the environment held by the !Kung San of Botswana and the Nuer people of Southern Sudan. 
The !Kung San are a people much more akin to the Mbuti in terms of the conception of their environment they see themselves as part of nature and not separate to it. None of their day to day practices involve the desire to control their environment, perceiving themselves as part of a whole means that they live in balance with their surroundings and have no adverse impact on it. They do not have the same concept of ownership that we are familiar with and work together in a kind of simplistic communism with every member of the tribe bringing some type of foraged or hunted food to the communal food pile at the end of each day and the fact that almost all foods are consumed within 48 hours of being brought to the camp means that the San have formed a society of immediate return use of resources. Maybe because of their understanding that they themselves are all equal in being of nature and part of a larger ecosystem the San are an incredibly egalitarian people and have many social mechanisms to support this ideology such as mocking the meat brought in by any successful hunter as Lee (1984:49-50) describes. They also encourage generosity and admire nonviolent attitudes in men, traits which are sought after in young men hoping to find a wife. An interesting example of the San peoples attitude to their environment is despite the reliance of the San on the Mongongo tree and the fruit and nuts that it provides, when asked by Lee (1979:204) why they didn’t attempt to plant and grow Mongongo trees the response was “You could do that if you wanted to but by the time the trees bore fruit you would long be dead” and went on to explain that there are already plenty of Mongongo trees. I think this gives some insight into the fact that the San had no interest in forcing into action what nature had already quite expertly done. 
The Nuer people however have a very different societal structure and I believe that their conception of the environment is a very different one indeed than that of the San. For the Nuer life revolves around their Cattle and they believe pastoralism is the best and most respectable way for them to live and they value it above all other ways of living. Despite this they are forced to practice horticulture as they simply cannot sustain their way of life purely through pastoralism because of the damaging impact that grazing of cattle year after year has on the land. It is this that forces them to be nomadic following the new growth of grasses even relocating the village every 10 or so years to ensure that their livestock has enough food to eat in order to sustain the herd and then in turn the Nuer. It seems to me that the fact that the Nuer unlike the San rely on an investment based return system for example investing time and energy into the maintenance of their herds, means they have a much more familiar concept of ownership, work and hierarchy. The Nuer have to try and dominate their environment in order to survive and because the resources needed to support the cattle are scarce they take a very aggressive stance to acquiring those resources including going to war over land and raiding neighbouring peoples such as the Dinka. Due to this mentality young men and boys of the Nuer are encouraged to settle disputes by fighting one another, men often challenge each other to duels when they disagree and fighting and being skill in fighting is respected and admired throughout their community. Cattle are the defining theme in every aspect of Nuer existence from the names they use, the design of buildings, ritual practices and their marriage and justice systems. The Nuer sole focus on raising cattle seems to me to have divorced them from viewing themselves as a part of nature and their environment and instead replacing it with a view that there is a pyramid of worth and value with themselves at the top supported with their cattle who rely on the resources of the land which has simply become a means to an end. 
In conclusion I believe that it is the difference in reliance on either immediate use subsistence or investment and return based subsistence that brings about the biggest difference In both the conception of environment and the structure of culture and society.
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