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Abstract

Multimethod analysis of earthquakes’ effects in two enduring rivalries demonstrates that natural disaster can promote 
rapprochement, political steps toward warmer relations that make it difficult for interstate rivalry to continue. Public 
expression of compassion and support for rapprochement create audience costs for leaders who otherwise would 
maintain hostile policies toward the rival state. However, routine violence, including communal violence, discourages 
public support for postdisaster cooperation and rapprochement. Content analysis and time-series analysis of rivalry 
change in two cases, India–Pakistan and Greece–Turkey, demonstrate these phenomena, and comparative case study 
analysis shows that communal violence helps account for divergent outcomes between the two cases.
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Can natural disasters promote rapprochement between 
rival states? Advocates of “disaster diplomacy” argue 
that while earthquakes, floods, windstorms, and tsunami 
result in human tragedies, these events also generate 
opportunities for international cooperation, even between 
enemies. Case studies of individual disasters substantiate 
the claim that natural disasters sometimes encourage 
diplomacy, but greater emphasis on systematic compari-
son of cases is needed for the building and testing of 
disaster diplomacy theories. We utilize multiple methods 
to analyze the effects of natural disasters resulting from 
two massive earthquakes on two enduring interstate 
rivalries to understand if, when, and how such disasters 
facilitate peacemaking. Combining statistical analysis of 
novel data with analytical case studies, the investigation 
demonstrates that while disaster diplomacy can catalyze 
peacemaking, it is also easily derailed by a lack of public 
support for rapprochement when the people in rival states 
are subjected to routine violence. The study draws atten-
tion to ordinary citizens’ influence on international 
rivalry dynamics—both as facilitator and spoiler of 
peacemaking—and its multimethod analysis of mass 
publics’ role in interstate rivalries in disasters’ wake con-
tributes to our understanding of both the domestic politics 
of rivalry and the effects of shocks on rivalries.

The study offers two contributions: first, it presents a 
systematic investigation of natural disasters’ impact on 
rivalry relations in two long-standing rivalries, and second, 
it builds toward a reliable understanding of how enemies 
might move from a disaster toward rapprochement, a 
warming of relations between rivals consisting of political 
steps that may be difficult to reverse in the future. To those 
ends, we provide both theory and evidence to help iden-
tify conditions under which disaster diplomacy is likely to 
emerge. First, we argue that a natural disaster can catalyze 
rapprochement between rivals by stimulating change in 
societal attitudes toward the rival state—and when public 
attitudes change, so do political incentives facing govern-
ment leaders of rival states. Newly created audience costs 
associated with continued rivalry give leaders reasons to 
deepen and strengthen an emergent rapprochement. Unlike 
most investigations of interstate rivalries that focus on 
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government officials to the relative exclusion of ordinary 
people, we explicitly highlight mass publics as a crucial 
link in the causal chain from disaster to rapprochement. 
Doing so helps both to expose some of the microfounda-
tions of rivalry persistence and to identify obstacles that 
hinder disaster diplomacy, including routine, rivalry-
related violence, especially institutionalized communal 
violence within rival states.

Empirically, we utilize content analysis of newspaper 
coverage of rival relations and time-series analysis to 
precisely determine whether natural disaster occasioned 
rivalry change in two widely recognized rival dyads, 
Greece–Turkey and India–Pakistan. The archetypal exam-
ple of disaster diplomacy is the “earthquake diplomacy” 
between Greece and Turkey, which in 1999 appears to 
coincide with a dramatic improvement in relations. A 
causal linkage between the earthquake and the rapproche-
ment is often assumed but rarely substantiated with 
evidence. Our novel empirical analysis of the 1999 Izmit 
earthquake’s effect on the Greece–Turkey rivalry demon-
strates that natural disasters can promote peacemaking 
through public support for rapprochement. We extend 
the analysis to a comparable disaster, the 2005 Kashmir 
earthquake, and its effect—or, more appropriately, relative 
lack thereof—on the India–Pakistan rivalry.

A multimethod investigation supports conjectures 
about the role of mass publics in rapprochement and how 
rivalry-related violence can spoil the potential for disaster-
induced peacemaking. After reviewing the literature on 
interstate rivalries and disaster diplomacy, we specify 
conditions under which disasters are likely to catalyze 
peace processes. The research design, our new data, and 
findings from time-series analysis are discussed, along 
with the two cases. The qualitative and quantitative anal-
yses substantiate our claims, and the case studies address 
alternative explanations. We discuss implications of our 
findings in the conclusion.

Rivalry, Disaster Diplomacy, 
and Peacemaking
Research has generated insight into the dynamics of 
interstate rivalries (e.g., Colaresi, Rasler, and Thompson 
2007; Diehl and Goertz 2000; Thompson 2001), but one 
of the processes scholars understand least is how inter-
state rivalries end. Bennett (1996) and Gibler (1997) 
point to the settlement of issue disputes, but such set-
tlements rarely emerge without being preceded by a 
protracted negotiation, outside intervention, or war. Wars, 
revolutions, and other dramatic changes in the political 
environment are thought by some to be necessary for 
rivalry termination because shocks challenge decision 
makers to overcome the inertia inherent in protracted 

conflicts (Diehl and Goertz 2000; Rasler 2000). Empirical 
findings show that rivalries often exhibit signs of such 
inertia; enduring rivalries can become “locked in” and tend 
to resist change, making termination less likely without 
some sort of shock (Diehl and Goertz 2000, chap. 9, 11). 
Among the shocks empirically associated with rivalry 
termination are systemic power shifts, domestic regime 
changes, and global war (e.g., Bennett 1996; Colaresi 
2001; Goertz and Diehl 1995; Diehl and Goertz 2000). 
Shocks precede the termination of enduring rivalries at 
least 77 percent of the time (Diehl and Goertz 2000, 236). 
Gradual change from within rival states is possible, but in 
enduring rivalries it may be difficult for leaders and pub-
lics alike to change their expectations and policies in the 
absence of a shock (Mor 1997; Rasler 2000; Thompson 
2001).1 Scholars agree that shocks matter, but just how 
shocks effectuate rivalry change remains an open question.

To better understand how shocks catalyze change in 
rivalries, we investigate a type of shock overlooked in 
many studies of enduring rivalries: natural disaster. 
Unlike most wars or regime changes, the natural hazards 
(e.g., tectonic shifts) that precipitate disasters are caused 
by forces unrelated to rivalry politics—and therefore 
generate shocks arguably exogenous to rivalry relation-
ships.2 Natural disaster shocks may counteract the inertia 
in interstate rivalries in a manner different from overtly 
political shocks such as wars and thereby deserve fur-
ther study as a special class of shocks that may catalyze 
peacemaking between rivals. By investigating earth-
quakes as natural disaster shocks, this study marks a 
departure from previous studies of enduring international 
rivalries, and by analyzing two rivalries that exhibit simi-
lar characteristics and that experience similarly massive 
earthquakes,3 the study offers purchase for researchers 
both of rivalry dynamics and of disaster diplomacy.

Disaster diplomacy scholarship, building loosely on 
studies linking disasters and politics (e.g., Abney and Hill 
1966; Quarantelli and Dynes 1976; Ember and Ember 
1992), is gaining traction in international relations (e.g., 
Kelman and Koukis 2000), yet studies that link disaster 
and diplomacy have drawn fire from skeptics who argue 
that natural disasters can lead to conflict rather than coop-
eration (e.g., Bhavnani 2006; Brancati 2007; Ker-Lindsay 
2000; Miguel, Satyanth, and Sergenti 2004; Nel and 
Righarts 2008). Recent analyses of natural disasters’ 
political consequences generally associate disasters with 
intensified conflict.4 Evidence for this phenomenon is, 
however, limited to violent conflict within, not between, 
states. For example, Brancati (2007) shows that natural 
disasters promote civil conflict because they create or 
exacerbate resource scarcities and because they attract 
international aid, which can be pilfered and used to 
strengthen combatants. Brancati’s findings suggest that 
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disaster relief methods in war-torn countries require 
rethinking but do not shed light on our central question 
about interstate rapprochement.

Our analysis differs from the aforementioned studies 
in at least two important ways. First, we seek to under-
stand rapprochement between rival states, not conflict 
resolution within a state. To avoid conflating interstate 
and intrastate reconciliation processes, we focus on the 
conditions under which interstate disaster diplomacy is 
likely to arise and what obstacles hinder its progress (also 
see Ker-Lindsay 2007). One such obstacle, violence, sug-
gests a second important difference. Brancati (2007) and 
others treat intrastate violence as a dependent variable to 
be explained, in part by earthquakes and other natural 
disasters; by contrast, we treat preexisting intrastate vio-
lence as a potential explanatory variable. As we discuss 
in sections to follow, violence interacts with public atti-
tudes to inhibit rapprochement between rivals.

One other notable development in the disaster diplo-
macy literature provides an important lead for our 
investigation: that the hypothesized causal relationship 
between natural disaster and peacemaking is not direct. 
Instead, disasters act as accelerants of ongoing interstate 
diplomacy, giving negotiations a boost by increasing the 
frequency of official contacts, inspiring solidarity through 
joint recovery projects, or fostering humanitarianism that 
challenges stereotypes and creates atmospheres conducive 
to cooperation between enemies (Quarantelli and Dynes 
1976; Ker-Lindsay 2000, 2007; Kelman 2003, 2006). 
According to most scholars, natural disasters thus serve 
either to alter the prospects of ongoing intergovernmental 
relations or as antecedent variables that trigger more proxi-
mate “causes” of diplomacy and, occasionally, peace.5 By 
highlighting the impact of mass publics’ responses to 
disasters, we challenge those who would argue that gov-
ernments alone take the lead in peacemaking. Societal 
attitudes in rival states, we argue, can facilitate rapproche-
ment and peaceful change in rivalries. Specifically, mass 
publics can push government officials to seek peace with a 
rival by creating audience costs that make continued 
rivalry a politically damaging policy (Mor 1997). When a 
shock such as a massive natural disaster evokes compas-
sion and changes public attitudes, an inversion of audience 
costs makes possible both initial rapprochement and cred-
ible commitments to a more lasting peace.

Popular Support for Rivalry Change
We argue that one key factor facilitating disaster diplo-
macy is popular support for the idea of rapprochement, 
in part because ordinary citizens are in a position to gen-
erate and signal a willingness to make peace with the 
rival and in part because shifts in public attitudes alter the 

domestic politics of rivalry. In the absence of willingness 
to make peace, windows of opportunity opened by shocks 
such as natural disasters will shrink and close without 
rapprochement because public willingness affects the 
political incentives for leaders to undertake foreign policy 
change.6 As noted earlier, the politics of enduring rivalry 
create inertia and discourage moves toward greater coop-
eration with a rival state. Even when security concerns 
have diminished and political leaders seek improvement 
in relations, such moves may be politically risky when 
the rivalry is “locked in.” History of negative interactions 
makes it difficult to take steps toward reconciliation 
because dovish leaders are often deterred or punished by 
publics who distrust the rival state (e.g., Diehl and Goertz 
2000; Hensel 1999; Colaresi 2005).

Natural disasters can disrupt the locked-in equilibrium 
of rivalries and thus provide opportunities for rivalry 
change, but not necessarily the willingness to commit to 
change. Several mechanisms have been proposed to con-
nect disaster-related activities and peacemaking between 
enemies through government action and people-led activ-
ities (Kelman 2006). Postdisaster cooperation may 
highlight the ability of the rival states’ government offi-
cials to work together in common cause; gestures of 
support in the wake of a disaster by one rival may inspire 
reciprocity on the part of the aid recipient, which in turn 
may initiate a virtuous cycle, known as “tit-for-tat disas-
ter diplomacy” (Kelman 2006), or individual political 
leaders who meet to discuss disaster relief might find that 
the meeting “breaks the ice” for high-level diplomacy. In 
such cases, disaster-related activities provide opportunity 
for peacemaking; however, none of them guarantee a 
willingness on the part of either rival to engage in 
rapprochement.

A focus on the people, we argue, is crucial for 
understanding the willingness of rivals to engage in 
rapprochement—namely, why policy makers make costly 
concessions to the rival and in doing so make it harder to 
return to rivalry in the future. Popular support for rap-
prochement is vital for two reasons related to the existence 
of audience costs (Fearon 1994). First, it signals improved 
prospects for bargaining and negotiation between rivals. 
Citizens’ support for peace signals to the rival that diplo-
matic overtures are not just cheap talk or attempts at 
exploitation and thus encourages movement toward 
peace before a window of opportunity closes. In this way, 
audience costs can be a mechanism of peacemaking 
rather than crisis escalation—leaders whose hands are 
tied by a willing public are less free to exploit a concilia-
tory rival, which in turn makes reciprocation of moves 
toward a rapprochement appear less risky.7

Second, emergent popular support for rapprochement 
reshapes the domestic politics of rivalry by altering the 
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audience costs associated with continuing hostile policies 
beyond an initial rapprochement. The public mood pushes 
and pulls government leaders—especially in regimes where 
leaders are accountable to the public—by creating incen-
tives (or disincentives) for consolidating peace with the 
enemy. The mass public acts as a gatekeeper: if the public 
opposes engagement and rapprochement, then leaders 
who seek peace risk political punishment, whereas if the 
public favors rapprochement, then leaders who seek con-
tinued rivalry risk political punishment. On the negative 
side, a public hostile to the rival can derail nascent 
attempts to cooperate by imposing ex post costs on con-
ciliatory officials. Anwar Sadat’s peace negotiations with 
Israel, for example, outraged anti-Israeli Egyptians and 
led to Sadat’s assassination. On the positive side, a shift 
toward popular support for rapprochement can legitimize 
official moves toward engagement when such costly 
overtures would not have been possible in the face of 
strong domestic opposition. Once the public accedes to 
making concessions, leaders are then in a position to pro-
pose political initiatives that move rival relations to a new 
level, one of credible commitments with a potential for 
long-term change. Commitments such as eliminating aid 
to a rebel group in a rival state or abstaining from 
blocking the enemy’s membership in an international 
organization represent tangible political steps that con-
strain future leaders’ choices, making it difficult to 
reignite the rivalry without imposing significant audience 
costs on leaders.

Compassion and humanitarianism are important ele-
ments in the process of attitudinal change in disaster’s 
wake. Disasters move people to experience feelings of 
empathy, and disaster-related activities can demonstrate 
the rival’s humanity. Enemy images may diminish most 
readily in cases where rescue efforts involve individuals 
from both states working side by side, such as the freeing 
of survivors from rubble or the reconstruction of a hospi-
tal or school. Indeed, experimental evidence shows that 
hostile groups will set aside resentment if they share a 
mutual interest in achieving a superordinate goal that 
requires the cooperation of both sides (Sherif 1966). By 
breaking down the perception of social-psychological 
opposition and creating in its place a more inclusive “us” 
(sans “them”), disaster-related activities may create not 
only an opportunity but also a willingness among the 
people to work toward a reduction of tensions.8

While it emphasizes human compassion in disaster’s 
wake, the argument advanced here differs from extant 
explanations of people-led disaster diplomacy for at least 
two reasons. First, it focuses on mass sentiments among a 
large portion of the population, not on direct interactions 
among a few ordinary citizens acting as emergency 
first responders or citizen diplomats. Second, we do not 

suggest that ordinary people take the lead in bringing 
about rapprochement. We acknowledge that government 
officials are generally responsible for negotiating conces-
sions and cooperative endeavors with the rival but 
emphasize that the public mood heavily conditions gov-
ernment leaders’ incentives to cooperate with the rival 
state or to maintain tensions.

Natural disaster may serve as a shock that creates an 
opportunity for reconciliation, but it is not a cure-all and 
does not guarantee that mass publics will express a desire 
for rivalry change. Citizens do not necessarily react to 
rival states’ natural disasters with humanitarianism, and 
domestic publics may remain indifferent to the suffering 
of their disaster-stricken counterparts. People may be 
underwhelmed by feelings of compassion when, at the 
same time, they feel threatened by violence against 
themselves and their families. When communal violence 
reflecting cross-border identity conflict between the rival 
states is exploited for political purposes (Brass 1997)—
and thus continues to recur in one’s neighborhood—enemy 
images are rarely put to rest.

Routine political violence, along with the fear and 
resentment it creates, interferes with both the signaling 
mechanism and the audience cost mechanism.9 A public 
threatened by routine violence not only will be reluctant 
to make concessions to the enemy but also its hostile 
stance means there will be no domestic political reward 
for choosing to cooperate with the rival—instead, leaders 
are likely to face domestic costs for accommodating the 
enemy. Routine, rivalry-related violence thus creates incen-
tives for rivalry maintenance with deleterious effects on 
the prospects for cooperation in disaster’s wake. We 
expect such effects to be particularly strong in societies 
suffering from identity-based communal violence associ-
ated with the rivals’ interstate conflict because feelings of 
threat and insecurity associated with the rival are mani-
fested closer to home.

The argument, then, is that a natural disaster provides 
an opportunity for rivals to cooperate and to move toward 
peaceful relations but will not become a catalyst of rap-
prochement if it fails to shift the domestic mood toward 
peace—a failure that we expect to occur in the presence 
of routine violence that endangers ordinary people. The 
reasons are twofold. First, because state leaders confront 
political costs and benefits associated with taking steps 
toward cooperation with the rival state, rivalry-related 
domestic politics plays a crucial role in shaping the incen-
tives and disincentives for rapprochement. A mobilized 
public that harbors enemy images will tend to be intoler-
ant of conciliatory moves and may punish leaders for 
engaging in what is perceived as appeasement (Colaresi 
2005). Leaders will be reluctant to proffer olive branches 
to enemies if they fear that conciliation will provoke 
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opposition and threaten their governmental positions. As 
such, even when militarized disputes are on the decline, it 
is often the case that rivalries remain “locked in” with no 
resolution of disputes. In such instances the possibility 
that armed conflict could be renewed is a tangible risk.10

Second, natural disasters can play an important role 
in shifting public attitudes. Even when militarized dis-
putes and violence remain low, public opinion is slow to 
change as years of enemy propaganda and absence of 
positive interactions have hardened people’s views. A 
major shock, such as a natural disaster that reveals suf-
fering close to one’s borders, is often needed to alter 
attitudes. Disasters have the potential to create tipping 
points in interstate rivalries by generating within rival 
states the opportunity—and, by virtue of public compas-
sion, the willingness—to seek peace. In the presence of 
rivalry-related violence, however, natural disasters are 
overshadowed by attacks and killings and consequently 
are not sufficient to trigger compassion for the enemy. 
We thus propose,

Hypothesis: In the absence of routine, rivalry-
related violence, natural disasters may elicit 
public compassion for the enemy, which in turn 
will likely encourage credible political moves 
toward rapprochement.

Research Design
To determine the extent to which a natural disaster affects 
rival relations, we selected two cases, the 2005 earth-
quake in Kashmir and the 1999 earthquake in Izmit, 
Turkey. Our selection captures variation in the dependent 
variable, a design appropriate for deriving causal infer-
ences (King, Keohane, and Verba 1994). Initial anecdotal 
evidence portrayed the Kashmir disaster as having lim-
ited impact on rival relations, while the opposite was 
noted in the case of the earthquake that struck Turkey 
(e.g., Yalcinkaya 2003). To assess the veracity of such 
claims, we assess the extent to which the disaster affected 
relations in the two rivalries. We then test our hypothesis, 
examining specific conditions under which natural disas-
ters facilitate improvement in rival relations.

We measure rivalry level, our dependent variable, by 
examining newspaper coverage of events involving the 
“enemy” before and after the occurrence of the shocks 
(the 2005 earthquake in Kashmir and the 1999 earth-
quake in Turkey). Change in rivalry, as we conceptualize 
it, captures improvement or deterioration of relations as 
reflected by societal, organizational, and political devel-
opments reported in one country that directly or 
indirectly involve the rival or rival relations. Such mea-
surement accounts for the short-term dynamics often 

missed by rivalry data sets but that are precisely the data 
needed to identify tipping points that lead to permanent 
changes in rivalries.

We employ content analysis of newspapers’ news and 
feature stories to generate an indicator of rivalry level. 
Content analysis is useful in capturing events reflecting 
change in the country’s approach to the enemy by explor-
ing events at the societal level as well as policies of 
organizations and political initiatives (Mutz and Soss 
1997; Gamson and Modigliani 1989). Our focus is on 
daily newspapers in India (Times of India), Pakistan 
(Dawn), Greece (Athens News), and Turkey (Hurriyet). 
By selecting independent newspapers, we minimize sub-
jective coverage that may bias the results. Turkish 
newspapers are censored on sensitive topics, such as the 
Kurdish issue, but reporting on domestic party politics 
and foreign policy is unrestricted (Tunc 2003). Hurriyet, 
the Turkish-language newspaper, appeals to mass centrist 
interests and boasts a circulation of over 600,000 (Ozkaya 
2006). Our choice of a Greek newspaper, the English-
language Athens News, features more independent 
reporting than ideologically driven dailies Ta Nea or 
Eleftherotypia, with leftist orientations, and Akropolis or 
Eleftheros, leaning to the right of the political spectrum 
(Press Reference 2008). The English-language Times of 
India has a circulation of over 2.4 million and has no 
explicit pro-Hindu or anti-Muslim interests, making it 
our choice to study rivalry relations from India’s perspec-
tive. Last, Dawn, a Pakistani English-language daily 
newspaper with a circulation of 138,000, is considered 
the most objective source of news in the country even by 
India’s leading journalists (Varadarajan 1999). While Paki-
stan’s government exerts influence on the media, Dawn 
has made strides toward independent reporting.

Our data capture the number of positive, negative, 
and neutral stories involving the rival for the period of 
six and a half months prior to and after the disaster 
shock.11 We randomly selected to trace the coverage 
every third day. A story was considered positive if its 
content placed the rival or rival relations in a good light, 
reflecting cooperation between the two populations at 
the societal, organizational, and political levels. A story 
reporting about Indians traveling to Pakistan on business 
and returning with pleasant memories would be coded as 
a positive story since it portrays the enemy in a friendly 
manner (Thanki 2005). Similarly, an article highlighting 
the meeting of the Pakistan-India Joint Working Group 
on the proposed Iran-Pakistan-India gas pipeline project 
suggests an opening for economic cooperation between 
the rivals and thus is coded as positive (Times of India 
July 11, 2005). Stories were considered negative if 
reported information reinforced stereotypes or focused 
on rival tensions. An article featuring a general reminiscing 
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about the Indo-Pakistan war, “1965 Indo-Pak War Was 
Too Short,” would be coded as negative since it calls to 
mind historical animosities (Singh 2005). Similarly, a 
story on Pakistan’s negotiations with China to buy 
nuclear power reactors would be considered negative 
because such an article may raise security concerns 
about the rival (Times of India January 4, 2006). Stories 
that stress neither positive nor negative information 
about the rival or rival relations are coded neutral. A 
news story reporting about flooding in the rival’s terri-
tory would be considered neutral (Times of India July 7, 
2005), as would one about the ousting of an archbishop 
in Istanbul (Athens News 1999).12

We relied on human coders to obtain data on newspa-
per coverage, with two individuals coding articles into 
three categories to increase reliability.13 While computer-
assisted content analysis has become popular because it 
aids in the interpretation of large volumes of text and 
avoids inconsistencies (Fish, Recksiek, and Fan 2002), 
its validity relies on correctly identifying phrases that 
represent concepts of interest. Using hand content analy-
sis is better suited for capturing rival depictions because 
moves toward rapprochement may be manifested in dif-
ferent ways, ranging from sports competitions to enhanced 
trade relations. The existence of multiple dimensions 
may compromise the validity of the analysis when infer-
ence relies on targeted terms as is the case in computer 
coding. Hand coding, on the other hand, allows interpre-
tation of each text separately, thereby maximizing 
information from news content.

We used an autoregressive integrated moving average 
(ARIMA) interrupted time-series technique to model the 
effect of natural disasters on the Turkey–Greece and 
India–Pakistan rivalries. Time-series data are often non-
stationary, and using ordinary least squares in the face of 
serial correlation makes estimation of the coefficients 
inefficient (Box, Jenkins, and Reinsel 1976). ARIMA 
models provide a means to estimate time-series data in the 
face of serial correlation. Our dependent variable, rivalry 
level, is measured by subtracting the number of negative 
articles about the rival from the number of positive ones, 
creating an indicator that approximates the net attitude 
toward the rival.14 This variable ranges from –8 to 16, 
with data covering 131 observations in each country 
(India, Pakistan, Turkey, and Greece), 65 preceding the 
disaster, 1 on the day of the disaster, and 65 following it. 
Change in rivalry is observed by comparing rivalry levels 
before and after the disaster. Disaster shocks, our inde-
pendent variable, are the 1999 Turkish earthquake in the 
Turkish–Greek case and the 2005 Kashmir earthquake in 
the India–Pakistan case, coded as 1 for t ≥17/08/1999 for 
the Turkish–Greek model (0 otherwise) and 1 for t ≥ 
8/10/2005 for the India–Pakistan model (0 otherwise).

We used the three-stage model selection suggested by 
Box, Jenkins, and Reinsel (1976) to identify and estimate 
the two models. In the first stage, we identified the model 
based on autocorrelation (ACF) and partial autocorrela-
tion functions. Based on the plots, Turkish views of the 
rivalry were identified as an ARMA(1,1) model, the 
Greek and Pakistani views were modeled as an AR(1) 
process, while the Indian perceptions were shown to be 
stationary with no autoregressive and moving average 
components. In the second stage, the parameter estima-
tion was done using the maximum likelihood method. In 
the last stage, we completed diagnostic checking for evi-
dence of remaining serial correlation. The Q Ljung Box 
statistics confirmed white noise residuals, and we also 
resorted to formal test procedures such as Augmented 
Dickey Fuller and Phillips Peron tests to conclude that all 
the series were stationary.

Results: Natural Disaster  
and Rivalry Change
Our data indicate a substantial change in newspaper cov-
erage of the rivalry in both Turkey and Greece after the 
1999 disaster in Izmit but not in India and Pakistan after 
the Kashmir earthquake. Positive coverage of the rival 
increased dramatically in Turkey and Greece after the 
August 17 earthquake, allowing us to conclude that some 
form of a shift in the rivalry had begun to occur (Table 1). 
For over six months before the disaster, positive stories in 
Turkey comprised 14 percent of the total number of rival-
related stories, while negative stories dominated at 69 
percent. The figures for Greece were 17 percent and 60 
percent, respectively. Yet in the six and a half months 
after the earthquake, negative coverage in both countries 
diminished substantially (to 0.04 percent in Turkey and 
13 percent in Greece), with 69 percent of rival-related 

Table 1. Change in Rivalry Level: Content Analysis of 
Newspaper Coverage

 Positive Negative Neutral 
 coverage coverage coverage Total

Case n % n % n % n

Turkey: Predisaster 16 14.0 79 69.0 20 17.0 115
Turkey: Postdisaster 84 69.0 5   0.04 33 27.0 122
Greece: Predisaster 8 17.0 28 60.0 11 23.0 47
Greece: Postdisaster 32 44.0 9 13.0 31 43.0 72
India: Predisaster 101 47.0 63 29.0 50 23.0 214
India: Postdisaster 58 25.0 83 35.0 95 40.0 236
Pakistan: Predisaster 89 46.0 52 27.0 53 27.0 194
Pakistan: Postdisaster 56 29.0 46 24.0 92 47.0 194

 



Akcinaroglu et al. 7

stories in Turkey and 44 percent in Greece reflecting a 
positive image of the rival. Our data demonstrate an ini-
tial shift in rival relations that appears to have persisted. 
Increased cooperation between rivals is reflected in the 
continuation of positive events at the societal, organiza-
tional, and political levels; specific examples cited in 
Appendix 1 illustrate positive interactions between the 
enemies that began within months of the disaster shock 
but continue through 2008,15 extending well beyond the 
six and a half months of coverage included in our analy-
sis (also see Öniş and Yilmaz 2008).16

Contrary to the findings in the Turkish–Greek case, 
the 2005 Kashmir earthquake failed to improve rival rela-
tions; the change was clearly negative in both countries. 
Talks by Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh and 
Pakistani President General Pervez Musharraf on the 
Kashmir dispute in April 2005 resulted in high positive 
coverage a few months before the disaster. Yet instead of 
increasing or sustaining the positive atmosphere, the 
earthquake seems to have occasioned a rise in the 

negative and neutral stories relative to positive ones. 
Before addressing this finding, we first examine the 
results from time-series analysis to see if these confirm 
initial descriptive statistics.

Time-series analysis supports our initial observations. 
Figures 1 and 2 show the level of rivalry between Turkey 
and Greece and between India and Pakistan over time. 
The exogenous shocks reflect the exact dates of natural 
disasters. While an increase in the level of net positive 
coverage for both the Turks and the Greeks in the 
Turkish–Greek case is noted, the shift in the Pakistan–
India rivalry is tilted toward the negative for both sides, 
with Indian coverage reflecting a more negative attitude 
than its Pakistani counterpart.

Table 2 shows the results of the time-series analysis. 
The ARMA(1,1) model is appropriate for the Turkish 
perceptions as the autoregressive and moving average 
components are statistically significant. The statistical 
significance of the shock variable demonstrates that the 
earthquake in Turkey did indeed change the level of 

Turkish Perceptions of Rivalry Change
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Figure 1. Perceptions of rivalry in Turkey–Greek dyad
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rivalry between the two countries. Visual depiction of the 
shock in Figure 1 indicates an abrupt change in the level 
of positive attitude toward the rival. The Greeks share the 
same positive change after the earthquake.

The India–Pakistan results, however, suggest that 
far from improving relations, the 2005 earthquake led 
to popular backlash against the leaders’ diplomatic ini-
tiatives (Figure 2). The coefficient of the shock variable 
is negative in both India and Pakistan and is statisti-
cally significant in the former—suggesting that the 
earthquake not only failed to improve rival relations 
but also actually made the situation worse. What 
accounts for this finding? The evaporation of the frag-
ile positive atmosphere before the disaster hit Kashmir 
can be attributed to the resurgence of terrorist activities 
in India. The earthquake, which mostly occurred in 
Pakistan-administered Kashmir, inflicted economic 
damage to an already impoverished region. When 
disasters exacerbate resource scarcities, conflict man-
agement may be impeded (Brancati 2007). Especially 
in Pakistan, the disaster contributed to scarcities and 
frustrations, factors that inspired violence and terrorist 
activities against the Indian government. In light of 
renewed violence, the opportunity for compassion 

Pakistani Perceptions of Rivalry Change
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Figure 2. Perceptions of rivalry in Pakistan–India dyad

Table 2. Natural Disaster Impact on Turkish–Greek and 
Indian–Pakistani Rivalry Levels

 Turkish Greek Indian Pakistani 
 perceptions perceptions perceptions perceptions

Constant -0.910* -0.312* 0.585* 0.566**
 (0.451) (0.156) (0.251) (0.208)
Rivalryt-1 0.775** 0.190*  0.244**
 (0.129) (0.095)  (0.098)
et-1 -0.499**   
 (0.159)   
Shock 2.051** 0.666** -0.963** -0.436
 (0.757) (0.245) (0.353) (0.341)
N 131 131 131 131

Note: Standard errors are given in parentheses.
*p < .05. **p < .01.
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vanished, and so did an opening for tangible political 
reconciliation.

Having demonstrated the earthquakes’ varying impacts 
on rivalry, we next examine conditions under which such 
a phenomenon creates an opportunity for change. Below 
we move toward causal inferences by comparing the cases 
on several dimensions to assess the plausibility of our 
main argument about the interaction of public attitudes 
and violence.

Case Selection: The 
Method of Difference
Our case selection follows Mill’s (1843/1970) method of 
difference design in which cases have similar characteris-
tics but different values on the dependent variable, a 
technique well suited for controlled comparison (Van 
Evera 1997) and for understanding causality. The rival-
ries are similar in many ways (see Appendix 2). Both 
have considerable longevity and similar duration, involve 
neighboring states that share a land border, involve at 
least two long-standing territorial disputes, and have 
averaged approximately one crisis every five years 
throughout the tenure of the rivalry. Both dyads are also 
mixed with respect to the rivals’ political regimes.

A notable difference between the two rivalries emerges 
in the context of violence. While war has occurred in both 
rivalries, India’s disputes with Pakistan over Kashmir 
continue to consume lives, whereas the violence between 
Greece and Turkey has disappeared since 1974. India, as 
we will show, is also plagued by communal violence, 
some of which is connected to violence in Kashmir. By 
contrast, Turkish–Greek disputes have not resulted in 
violence since 1974, possibly because NATO member-
ship has been a stabilizing factor (Weber 1992). Greece 
and Turkey also have little recent history of rivalry-
related communal violence.

Levels of violence are clearly an important part of the 
story of reconciliation. We demonstrate in our cases, how-
ever, that solely focusing on levels of violence is insufficient 
for explaining the change after the disaster in Turkey. The 
absence of routine, rivalry-related violence may reduce 
security concerns and create a willingness for the leaders 
to reconcile, but the right opportunity needs to be present 
to signal that doing so is politically acceptable.

Turkey–Greece: Natural  
Disaster and Rivalry Change
The 1999 earthquake in Turkey provided an opportunity to 
ease decades of hostilities in the Turkish–Greek rivalry.17 
Strained relations were set aside as aid from neighbors 
poured in, and enemy images began to vanish. Changes at 

the societal level have helped to solidify a series of political 
steps (see Appendix 1 available online at http://prq.sagepub 
.com/supplemental/) that have paved the road to reconcilia-
tion. Why did the disaster inspire change in public attitudes 
and facilitate political rapprochement? Our argument 
focuses on the absence of routine, rivalry-related violence 
as a factor that made it possible for humanitarianism to 
emerge and replace negative perceptions of the past. In the 
absence of security threats, especially domestically from a 
rival minority, ordinary Greeks and Turks could begin to 
perceive the enemy in a different light when the opportu-
nity, in this case the disaster, occurred. Positive 
developments at the people’s level then legitimized politi-
cal initiatives (Ker-Lindsay 2007).

Enmity between Greece and Turkey began with the 
birth of modern Greece from the struggle to gain inde-
pendence from the Ottoman Turks in 1832 and was 
reinforced by Turkey’s own struggle for national inde-
pendence, especially the defeat of Greek forces in 
Western Anatolia after World War I (Aydin 2004). Com-
peting claims in the Aegean Sea and the conflict over the 
future of Cyprus, home to Greeks and Turks, has further 
kindled the rivalry (Wilkinson 1999). A Greek government-
supported 1974 coup in Cyprus aimed at uniting Cyprus 
with Greece, and Turkey’s subsequent intervention have 
created a lasting impasse, as have the Aegean disputes. A 
war between Greece and Turkey could steer popular 
emotions toward further animosity, but despite crises 
during the 1990s, no violent confrontation has taken 
place since 1974.18

The Greek–Turkish rivalry is rooted in part in historical 
memories of the wars of liberation, yet beneath the veneer 
of animosity are memories of peaceful coexistence under 
the Ottoman Empire’s banner for four hundred years 
(Millas 2004). The assimilation of the populations was so 
extensive that when Athens and Ankara activated popula-
tion exchanges following the Greeks’ defeat in Anatolia, 
many communities’ fates were hard to decide. The 
exchange agreement of 1922, which excluded the Greeks 
residing in Istanbul, Imvros, and Tenedos and the Muslims 
of Thrace (Keyder 2005), sealed the fate of hundreds of 
thousands of Greeks and Muslim Turks and guaranteed 
small minority presences in the new states, diminishing a 
potential impediment of once being part of the same 
empire.19 The existence of rival minorities can stir violence 
among populations, but because the presence of a Greek 
minority in Turkey and the Turkish minority in Greece is 
limited, violence against rival minorities has been rare, and 
rarely exploited politically (Wilson 1984).

The relative absence of communal or interstate vio-
lence since 1974 along with mutual membership in 
NATO indicates that security concerns are lower in this 
dyad than in some other enduring rivalries. Yet despite 
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low security concerns, the rivalry has continued (Diehl 
and Goertz 2000), and unresolved issues in Cyprus and 
the Aegean Sea have kept intact the risk of violent con-
flict. The two countries even came to brink of war in 
1996 over the sovereignty of uninhabited rocks (Imia/
Kardak, off the Turkish coast) and in 1997 after Cypriots 
ordered Russian missiles (Wilkinson 1999). Fortunately, 
the crises ended without wars—yet the rivalry continued 
through the 1990s in the absence of an opportunity, and 
willingness, for rapprochement.

We argued that even when leaders seek opportunities 
to improve relations their efforts may be stymied by 
negative public opinion. Populist constraints and unsup-
portive publics have limited the policies of both Turkey 
and Greece (Evin 2004), often tying the hands of the 
leaders attempting to resolve conflicts (Ikonomaki and 
Orkun 2000). In 1988 Turkish Prime Minister Turgut 
Özal and his Greek counterpart, Andreas Papandreou, 
engaged in bilateral negotiations but stumbled under 
domestic pressure; talks collapsed in 1989, and both 
leaders faced electoral defeat in parliamentary and 
municipal elections (Heraclides 2004; Öniş and Yilmaz 
2008). The latest government-led initiative was taken in 
1999 when foreign ministers George Papandreou and 
İsmail Cem agreed to discuss issues of limited antago-
nism (Heraclides 2004). There is a good chance this 
modest undertaking would have failed too if not for the 
extraordinary change in public attitudes after the earth-
quake, which occurred seventeen days after the meeting. 
Ordinary Greeks’ outpouring of sympathy had a “pro-
found” effect in Turkey—a “watershed in their 
perceptions of their neighbors” (Ker-Lindsay 2007, 61). 
The crucial public support missing from earlier peace 
initiatives dramatically altered the previously “adverse 
political climate” reinforced by limited social contact 
and strong biases (Öniş and Yilmaz 2008).

Clear evidence exists that a shift in attitudes among 
Greeks and Turks in 1999 reversed the role of mass 
publics that prevailed in 1989 (Volkan and Itzkowitz 
1994; Theodossopoulos 2007). A relative lack of violence 
targeting the enemy, either through the treatment of 
minorities or by involvement in a territorial war, restrained 
people’s animosity. More importantly, Greek and Turkish 
memories were not tainted by images of recent violence. 
Thus, when the news of an earthquake in Turkey appeared 
on television, portraying the enemy as a “suffering human 
being,” the images ignited an unprecedented wave of ges-
tures on both sides (Aydin and Ifantis 2004). The mutual 
empathy evident in the Greek and Turkish media follow-
ing the earthquake indicated an intense bonding at the 
societal level (Gundogdu 2001). After the disaster the 
popular Greek newspaper Ta Nea declared, “We are all 
Turks” (cited in Gundogdu 2001), and a Turkish newspaper 

replied in Greek, “Thank You, Neighbor” (Hurriyet 
August 21, 1999).20

It was the change in the public’s perceptions, and 
hence the shift in audience costs, that finally provided the 
mandate for governmental elites to take positive steps 
toward reconciliation. As Greek Ambassador Ioannis 
Korantis noted in Ankara, any adverse change in bilateral 
relations threatening the emerging rapprochement “would 
be difficult to explain to the people.”21 Under the watch-
ful eye of ordinary citizens, the rapprochement gathered 
momentum. For the first time Greece acknowledged 
Turkey’s potential to join the European Union by with-
drawing its long-standing objection to Turkey’s candidacy. 
The level of exports–imports between the two countries 
nearly doubled, while investments increased by almost 
800 percent by 2000. Nine bilateral agreements were rati-
fied on issues such as economic cooperation, combating 
crime and terrorism, investments, tourism, and cultural 
cooperation (Aydin and Ifantis 2004), and new diplo-
matic initiatives were embraced to address the Cyprus 
problem (Bahceli 2004). Relations between the Turkish 
and Greek populaces have come a long way from over 80 
percent of Greeks mistrusting Turks in 1989 to 50 percent 
supporting their EU entry in 2004 (Volkan and Itzkowitz 
1994). Although the Greek–Turkish rivalry is not over 
yet, the earthquake has served as a catalyst for change, 
helping create “a real breakthrough in Turkish–Greek 
relations” that makes a repeat of the 1996 Imia-Kardak 
crisis difficult to imagine (Öniş and Yilmaz 2008). Even 
if positive perceptions wane in the future, positive politi-
cal and economic steps such as Greece’s support of 
Turkey’s EU candidacy have set into motion important 
and durable constraints to prevent future crisis.

India–Pakistan: Natural  
Disaster and Failed Reconciliation
Why is it that the 2005 Kashmir earthquake failed to 
transform Pakistan’s relations with India while a similar 
catastrophe inspired improvement in Turkish–Greek 
relations? Our theory suggests that popular support for 
rivalry change is conducive to improving relations 
between enduring rivals and that a natural disaster can 
serve as a catalyst in mobilizing positive public attitude 
toward the rival, making it acceptable for the leaders to 
begin and sustain the process of change. In Pakistan and 
India, however, such mobilization was difficult to 
muster because the two countries have experienced rou-
tine, rivalry-related violence, marked in particular by 
communal hostility, a phenomenon that is an obstacle to 
changing rival perceptions. This, in turn, sabotages the 
road to genuine political transformation even when the 
opportunity emerges.
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Pakistan and India have experienced high levels of 
rivalry-related violence since the British Indian Empire 
was partitioned in 1947, and underlying Muslim–Hindu 
divisions date back to the sixteenth century (Kapur 2005). 
The countries have fought four wars (in 1947–48, 1965, 
1971, and 1999), including three over Kashmir, a terri-
tory divided among India, Pakistan, and China, and 
militant attacks in the region are common to this day. 
India has accused its rival of engaging in a proxy war by 
supporting insurgents in Indian-administered Kashmir. 
The insurgents, whose goals range from autonomy to 
independence to incorporation within Pakistan, have 
been joined by Islamist militants in perpetrating terrorist 
acts and heightening security concerns. In the summer of 
2000, for example, nearly 1,000 people died from violent 
clashes between militants and Indian security forces, and 
during the summer of 2008 some 500 people were injured 
in the largest protest in the Kashmir region in two 
decades, threatening India and Pakistan’s fragile peace 
talks (Bowers 2004; Ridge 2008). In total, over 65,000 
civilian lives have been taken since 1989. Given that 
insurgents have received moral and some logistical sup-
port from Pakistan, violence has made it difficult to foster 
compassion for the enemy even when the catastrophic 
disaster, which devastated parts of Pakistani-administered 
Kashmir and killed over 79,000, might have created an 
opportunity for change.

In addition to violence in Kashmir, India has experi-
enced routine communal violence in various parts of the 
country, often before local and national elections. Such 
violence has further increased insecurity among ordinary 
citizens, making it a challenge for national leaders to 
pursue reconciliation. Part of the demographic legacy of 
India and Pakistan’s violent state formation is that Mus-
lims compose a sizable minority in India (~13 percent of 
India’s population), making India home to the third-largest 
Muslim population in the world (Demographic and Statis-
tical Sources for India 2001). Both populations have a 
strong rival consciousness, and historical memories of ani-
mosity run deep. Whether it involves the historical memory 
of violence by Muslim kings or the memory of Pakistan’s 
creation, history and discourse keep myths alive and 
demonize the enemy (Kakar 1996).

The role of myths and stereotypes in the India–
Pakistan rivalry cannot be underestimated. Rumors 
portraying the rival as inhumane—for example, Muslim 
men as rapists of Hindu women or contaminators of milk 
and water—have been a salient part of communal riots 
in postindependence India (Brass 1997) and have been 
obstacles to seeing the enemy in a positive light (Das 1998). 
Because such inflammatory, dehumanizing rhetoric 
accompanies and often triggers Muslim–Hindu violence 
in India, the image of the rival is further associated with 

a threat, making it difficult to initiate a bottom-up change 
in rivalry.

Not only are enemy myths deeply embedded in the 
society, but they are also repeatedly reinforced for political 
purposes. When unemployment and implementation of 
reforms prove daunting for political parties, many rely on 
Muslim–Hindu tensions to divert attention from the coun-
try’s problems. Some benefit from violence, especially in 
local elections (Chakravarty 1994). Parties such as the BJP, 
Shiv Sena, Jana Sangha, Congress, and Jamaat-e-Islami 
have created an institutionalized system of riots that exists 
precisely because it consistently devalues the rival and 
infuses a sense of fear among the population (Brass 1997). 
The number of Muslim–Hindu riots per 100,000 popula-
tion for Uttar Pradesh has ranged anywhere from four to 
twenty-seven every year since 1948 (Brass 1997).22 Other 
states in the country experience similar levels of commu-
nal violence with religion and collective memory often 
utilized in episodes of rioting (Gizewski and Homer-Dixon 
1995). The regularity of riots demonstrates that unlike in 
the case of the Greece–Turkey rivalry, routine violence, 
especially communal violence, may sabotage rapproche-
ment as our theory would predict. Even when a natural 
disaster hits a rival country, the level of compassion cannot 
develop and inspire people to initiate change in rival per-
ceptions. In other words, the opportunity is present but the 
willingness is missing.

Why is it that political rapprochement failed to mate-
rialize because of limited change in public perceptions 
and not as a result of national leaders’ reluctance to begin 
peace talks? We argue that an elite-driven explanation, 
particularly at the national level, provides little under-
standing for the failure in rivalry change when the 
opportunity surfaced. Evidence suggests that instead of 
bashing the rival, India’s national elites pursued limited 
peaceful interactions with Pakistani elites as evidenced 
by talks about economic initiatives, such as building of 
railroads, before and after the disaster (Times of India 
June 26, 2005–January 22, 2006). In addition, newspaper 
coverage did not indicate an increase in negative stories 
involving Pakistani and Indian elites. As a result, such 
elites are less likely to be blamed for sabotaging the 
opportunity for change in the wake of the disaster. Even 
though progress on resolving the issue of Kashmir has 
been slow, India’s leaders have made attempts to address 
the thorny issue (Ridge 2008).

The story becomes problematic, however, when we 
focus on local elites. Local politicians have an interest in 
maintaining the riot system that exploits rival tensions 
and makes it difficult for people to change their percep-
tions and put pressure on national leadership to move 
toward rapprochement. Ultimately, local politicians are 
an integral component of rival tensions, but their role 
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cannot fully explain why reconciliation could not take 
place. Many communities, while to an extent being vic-
tims of political manipulation, have done little to combat 
stereotypes. After the earthquake a majority of the Indian 
population still associated Muslims with negative traits, 
including selfishness (64 percent) and violence (67 per-
cent), and only 31 percent saw them as generous (Wike 
and Grim 2007). Although public opinions in India and 
Pakistan have ostensibly favored peace talks between the 
two countries (Parikh 2006), the existence of Hindu–
Muslim violence and the prevalence of negative 
perceptions have made it costly for the leaders to engage 
in a compromise substantive enough to herald a new 
phase in rival relations. While the Kashmir insurgency is 
a tangible security concern, the institutionalized riot 
system has manufactured a perception of a much wider 
and more immediate threat among the people, which in 
turn has inhibited a change in attitudes and has resulted in 
missed opportunities for peacemaking.

Conclusion
Rivalry research shows that dramatic events can open 
windows of opportunity for changes in rivalry, including 
rapprochement and rivalry termination. Unclear are the 
conditions under which governments of rival states 
choose to jump through such open windows and extend 
olive branches to sworn enemies. Theoretically explicit 
and empirically concrete treatment of willingness to 
engage in rapprochement is needed as a complement to 
studies of opportunities for rivalry change. Scholarly 
treatments of rivalry rapprochement and termination tend 
to focus on elites to the relative exclusion of ordinary citi-
zens. By contrast, this study addresses the role of ordinary 
citizens as a pivotal source of willingness to support a 
warming of relations—and as a source of audience costs 
that reinforce rapprochement once it has begun, making 
government officials’ political steps toward warmer rela-
tions increasingly costly to reverse.

We have examined one type of dramatic event, natural 
disaster, as a potential trigger of public compassion and a 
catalyst of peacemaking. Natural disasters have properties 
they do not share with other dramatic events, such as 
wars: unlike most wars, disasters are arguably exogenous 
to rivalry relationships, and they occur more frequently 
than wars (Brancati 2007). Given their frequency and ten-
dency to evoke popular empathy, they should be treated as 
opportunities for change in rivalries. Our analysis of novel 
data from newspaper coverage, which differs from previ-
ous studies in that it precisely measures whether rivalry 
sentiment has changed, shows that this is what happened 
in Greece and Turkey. If rivals experiencing decades of 
competition punctuated with armed confrontations and 
seemingly intractable disputes can experience a shift in 

public attitude, then disaster diplomacy’s potential should 
be even greater for less mature rivalries.

Unfortunately, public support for rapprochement may 
fail to develop, foundering on obstacles that inhibit the 
development and expression of compassion. Findings 
from our case studies suggest that routine, rivalry-related 
violence—especially communal violence—poses an obsta-
cle to attitudinal change. When a natural disaster occurs 
in the presence of routine violence, audience costs do not 
“flip”—rather than becoming an engine for rapproche-
ment, citizens continue to impose costs on leaders who 
would seek a warming of relations, reducing incentives 
for conciliation. In the India–Pakistan case, routine vio-
lence plays this unfortunate role. Yet in the absence of 
routine, rivalry-related violence, as seen in the case of 
Turkey–Greece rivalry, a disaster with massive casualties 
can appeal to common aspects of humanity, activate posi-
tive attitudes toward the enemy, and serve as a catalyst 
for rapprochement.

One implication of our study is that ordinary citizens’ 
attitudes matter for rivalry politics. When enduring rival-
ries are “locked in,” constituents impose audience costs 
on state leaders considered too conciliatory to the rival 
state—but once cooperation begins and popular attitudes 
shift, momentum changes and so do the audience costs. 
In this manner, a “shock” can alter audience costs and, 
consequently, rivals’ prospects for successful rapproche-
ment. The key, however, is not the shock itself but the 
people of the rival states who react to it. In a world of 
states increasingly characterized by representative gov-
ernments, the potential influence of the public gives us 
reason for optimism concerning the prospects for peace 
between long-term rivals.

The preceding study suggests avenues for future 
research. First is the exploration of the role of political 
institutions on rival rapprochement in the wake of a natu-
ral disaster: our controlled comparison minimizes the 
potential effects of institutional variation, but the ongoing 
debate about regime types and audience costs suggests 
that the role of institutions in shaping the people’s role as 
“audience” requires further investigation (e.g., Bueno de 
Mesquita et al. 2003; Weeks 2008). Future research could 
explore how audience costs operate in other regime types. 
Given that institutional variation could produce variation 
in audience costs, such arrangements could have large 
implications for how leaders respond to a rival state after 
the disaster. Finally, as a means of corroborating our find-
ings and moving closer to a generalizable theory of the 
effects of disaster shocks on rivalries, an expansion of the 
research to a large-N analysis of interstate rivals and 
disaster shocks is warranted. Here, a comparison of 
shocks’ impact in enduring versus other, less mature 
rivalries might also shed light on the ways in which 
shocks help terminate conflicts.
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Notes

 1. Shocks arise endogenously (e.g., civil war or regime 
change) or exogenously from the external environment. 
Findings suggest that exogenous shocks tend to be more 
reliable predictors of rivalry termination than endogenous 
ones (Diehl and Goertz 2000, 237-38).

 2. Some argue that natural disasters are not exogenous to 
sociopolitical processes because acts of nature do not nec-
essarily result in disasters. Disasters happen when nature 
affects vulnerable communities, and vulnerability is a 
sociopolitical phenomenon shaped in part by governments’ 
public policies (e.g., Wisner et al. 2004). In this sense, “nat-
ural” disasters are not completely exogenous to politics—but 
since the onset of earthquake disasters inheres in tectonic 
shifts unrelated to rivalry relations, we conceptualize such 
disasters as exogenous shocks.

 3. The earthquake that struck western Turkey on August 17, 
1999, and the earthquake that occurred in Kashmir on October 
8, 2005, resulted in disasters claiming over 17,000 and 80,000 
fatalities, respectively (Disaster Database Project 2009).

 4. The case of Aceh, in which a tsunami disaster facilitated 
peace talks between the Indonesian government and the 
Free Aceh Movement, is an exception (Gaillard, Clavé, and 
Kelman 2008).

 5. Under different circumstances disasters might push belliger-
ents toward conflict (e.g., Brancati 2007). Ker-Lindsay (2000, 
227) explains how disaster might jeopardize rapprochement.

 6. We adopt the language of “opportunity and willingness” 
(Most and Starr 1989).

 7. For analyses that link audience costs to cooperation, see, 
for example, Leeds (1999) and Mor (1997).

 8. By improving understanding among individuals who would 
otherwise revert to existing enemy images, people-led 
disaster diplomacy (Kelman 2006) is thought to work in a 
manner similar to “track II” or citizen diplomacy.

 9. We conceptualize routine violence as recurring violence. 
Such violence could involve militarized conflicts, localized 
riots, and so on. This form of violence differs from sporadic 
violence associated with events such as revolutions or 
regime transitions because it often constitutes an element 
of everyday life (Murshed and Tadjoeddin 2008).

10. Rivalries may exist even in the absence of violent conflict, 
provided that a significant risk of such conflict exists. The 
Enduring Rivalries data (Klein, Goertz, and Diehl 2006) 
include rivalries that have not experienced militarized dis-
putes in years but have not reached a threshold of peaceful 
dyad–years that would qualify them for rivalry termination, 
and Thompson’s (2001) Strategic Rivalries data include 
rivalries that have never experienced war but are coded as 
having a perceived risk of war. The rivalries analyzed here 
appear in both data sets.

11. We do not focus on editorials as they reflect the media’s 
opinions and publishers’ interests rather than reportage of 
actual developments. Because news and feature stories 
report on events, they are better equipped than editorials 
to capture change in rival relations.

12. Neutral value is also assigned to stories that contain both nega-
tive and positive information about the rival but stress neither.

13. We used percentage agreement to measure intercoder reli-
ability. Codings in all countries have a measure higher than 
75, including a slightly higher number (> 80) for the Turkish–
Greek dyad.

14. Because they include uninformative or indecisive news 
about the rival, “neutral” stories are not included in our 
measure of net rivalry change. As a robustness check, we 
merged the neutral category with the positive category and 
reran the analysis but the results did not change.

15. Appendices 1 and 2 appear in the supplemental materials 
available at http://prq.sagepub.com/supplemental/.

16. We ran the analysis with an alternative measure for rivalry 
change. Instead of the aggregate measure of positive, neu-
tral, and negative developments, we disaggregated the cod-
ing for societal, organizational, and political events. Each 
story was coded as reflecting positive, neutral, or negative 
events at the three levels. Adopting the alternative measure 
did not change our results.

17. The Kosovo conflict also yielded an opportunity for Greek–
Turkish cooperation (Ker-Lindsay 2007, 39-43, 112), but 
that crisis spurred only elite negotiations—not a popular 
outpouring of empathy, which we argue is important for 
successful rapprochement.

18. Although no full-fledged battle has taken place between the 
two rivals since 1922, Turkish troops and air forces confronted 
the Greek troops in Cyprus in support of their ethnic kin.

19. By 1934, 130,000 Muslim Turks and 110,000 Orthodox 
Greeks lived as minorities in Greece and Turkey, respec-
tively. Over the years, the minorities in Istanbul decreased 
into thousands.
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20. Turkey returned the favor when an earthquake struck Ath-
ens on September 7, 1999. The scale of the disaster follow-
ing the Greek earthquake was smaller (roughly 140 deaths, 
compared to 17,000 in Turkey three weeks earlier). While 
the Athens earthquake might have added to the momentum, 
our results demonstrate clear effects immediately following 
the Izmit earthquake, thereby demonstrating that the Izmit 
disaster was pivotal in generating initial change.

21. The remarks, appearing in Turkish in Milliyet on September 
10, 1999, are paraphrased by Ker-Lindsay (2007, 70).

22. Our discussion focuses on communal violence in India. 
Given that over 96 percent of Pakistan’s population is Muslim, 
Hindu-Muslim riots are a rare occurrence.
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