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This study examines the way non-state actor involvement affects the
outcome of international crises. This was tested by looking at a set of
international crises from 1987 through 2017, with the use of a multinomial
logit regression model. We find that the involvement of a non-state actor
in an international crisis is associated with a greater likelihood of the crisis
terminating via agreement or unilateral act, and a reduced likelihood of a
crisis fading away. Additionally, we find that non-state actors who engage
in direct fighting as a part of the crisis are further associated with
negotiated and unilaterally-imposed outcomes, but those non-state
actors who control territory are less associated with a reduction in the
likelihood of a crisis fading away indecisively than other non-state actors.

Hypothesis 1A: The involvement of a non-state actor in an international
crisis would increase the likelihood of that crisis terminating via agreement
rather than by fading away.
Hypothesis 1B: The involvement of a non-state actor in an international
crisis would increase the likelihood of that crisis terminating via unilateral
act rather than by fading away.
Hypothesis 2A: The involvement of a non-state actor in an international
crisis would decrease the likelihood of that crisis terminating via
agreement rather than by fading away.
Hypothesis 2B: The involvement of a non-state actor in an international
crisis would decrease the likelihood of that crisis terminating via unilateral
act rather than by fading away.

.Figure 3: Non-State Actors Involved in Crises by Outcome, 1987-2017

The universe of cases used in the models below is all the international
crises from 1987-2017. We also did an additional model and the universe of
cases for that is all non-war crises from 1987-2017. The outcome of
international crises that escalated into a full-scale war was inevitable, it
was overly determinative of an outcome, and it never resulted in a crisis
fading away, only in an agreement or a unilateral act. These variables came
from the Non-state Actor ICB codebook.
- I used a Multinomial Logit Regression for my findings.

- Dependent Variables
- How a crisis was terminated; (1) agreement, (2)

unilaterally, and (3) fading away

- Independent Variable
- Non=state actor involvement

- Control Variables
- Minor Clashes
- Serious Clashes
- Full-scale War
- Contiguous States
- Protracted Conflicts
- Irredentist/Secessionist Conflict
- Mediation
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