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writes: “Yet, while violence is endemic in Tausug society, bellicosity is not a valued
trait of personality.” (Kiefer 1970: 587). This disagreement between actual use of force
and the attitude towards it can be explained by looking at the norms heavily emphasiz-
ing the taking of revenge. Kiefer goes on: “The hero is not the bully, but the man who
has been victimized and turns to violence to restore his lost shame.” The example
shows that norms and values of an ethnic group can affect conflict management in dif-

ferent ways. Violent conflict management among the Tausug seems to be less deter-
mined by the value they place on the use of physical force than by their norms of re-

venge taking (cf. Var. 7).
Differences in attitudes towards the use of physical force can be found in relation

to the group against which it might be directed. The variable is defined to measure 'ac-
ceptability of violence' by members of the local community against other members of
the local community, against members of the ethnic group, and against persons out-
side the ethnic group. Many authors do not distinguish between norms and values on
the one hand and actual behavior on the other. This is expected to cause difficulties in

coding, especially so when norms and values do not differ from the actual behavior.
The next two variables (4, 5) "Loyalty to the ethnic group’ and ‘Hostility towards

other ethnic groups’ touch on the problem of ethnicity. Values associated with a
strong feeling of group solidarity within the ethnic group are expected to prevent vio-
lent conflict management within this group. Values associated with feelings of hostil-
ity towards members of other ethnic groups should support the use of violent conflict
management. These variables refer to the values of loyalty or hostility and not to the
actual behavior.

So we have two groups of variables, one measuring the acceptability of violence,
the other the values of loyalty and hostility. If they point in the same direction they can
reinforce the use of violent conflict management. But it is also possible, that an ethnic

group has hostile feelings against another, and at the same time has norms of rejecting
the use of physical force, the two thus pointing in different directions. This might di-
minish the possibility of violent management.

The extraction of information about the conceptualization of ‘loyalty’ and ‘hostil-
ity” in ethnic groups from the monographs is extremely difficult. For the operationali-
sation of the variables I have recurred on some of the indicators of ethnicity developed

by LeVine and Campbell (1972). The first indicator is a positive selfesteem by the eth-
nic group, another the existence of norms like strict punishment for murder, also theft,
emphasizing the coherence and minimizing injuries within the ethnic group. If special
events like the unexpected death of a person or thunderstorms are attributed to witch-

craft or sorcery by other group members this is interpreted as an indicator of low in-

group solidarity.
Indicators for ‘hostility toward another ethnic groups’ are the use of members of

other ethnic groups as a deterrent example in child rearing as well as the absence of

norms that prohibit injuring members of other ethnic groups. An example could be the
lack of punishment for murder, the positive evaluation of theft, if the target 1s 2


