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Source: authors’ own calculations.

1. Marginal effects of control variables
In this section, we describe the average marginal effects of control variables on the likelihood and the magnitude of non-partisan appointments based on Table 3 (Model II) in the main text.
The likelihood of non-partisan appointments increases by some 14 percentage points for a minority cabinet and by 24 percentage points if the cabinet has caretaker status (Figure A2). The age of the democracy (= new democracies) has the largest increasing average effect on the likelihood of non-partisan appointments (approximately 44 percentage points). Proportional electoral systems decrease the likelihood of non-partisan appointments by some 23 percentage points, while bicameralism, party institutionalization, and cohabitation have no substantial effect at all.

Figure A2: Average marginal effects of the control variables on the likelihood of non-partisan appointments (in percentage points)
[image: ]
Note: based on Table 3 (Model II, Binary part)

Finally, as expected, the effects of party-system and cabinet fractionalization on the likelihood of non-partisan appointments take different directions. While more party-system fractionalization has no effect on the likelihood that non-partisans will be appointed to European cabinets, cabinet fractionalization increases it (Figure A3).

Figure A3: The marginal effects of party system fractionalization and cabinet fractionalization on the likelihood of non-partisan appointments
[image: ]
Note: based on Table 3 (Model II, Binary part).


For the magnitude of non-partisan appointments (Table 3, Model II, fractional part), we see that the mean proportion of non-partisan appointments increases by some 33 percentage points if the cabinet has caretaker status. The age of the democracy also has a positive effect on the mean proportion of non-partisans, increasing it by 11 percentage points if democracies are new (Figure A4). Many of other control factors do not have any significant effect on the magnitude of non-partisan appointments.

Figure A4: Average effects of control variables on the magnitude of non-partisan appointments (in percentage points)
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Note: based on Model II (Table 3, fractional part).

The marginal effects of cabinet and party-system fractionalization show that the magnitude of non-partisan appointments substantially increases with growing parliamentary fractionalization and decreases with growing cabinet fractionalization (Figure A5). 

Figure A5: Marginal effects of party system and cabinet fractionalization on the magnitude of non-partisan appointments
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Note: based on Model II (Table 3, fractional part).


2. Robustness

We tested robustness of our results in different ways.
a) Additional control variables
We tested the effects of the major explanatory variables by including additional control variables. Among others, we added the variable Decade, which contains the information about the decade when the cabinet was formed, to account for time-varying developments in cabinet formation and party and electoral system developments that may affect the presence and the magnitude of non-partisan appointments. The results of our two-step fractional response regressions remain unchanged (full results are not reported here). The variable Decade has no significant effect on the likelihood of appointing any non-partisan ministers (Figure A6).

Figure A6: The marginal effects of the Decade on the likelihood of having at least one non-partisan minister
[image: ]
Note: Based on Model II (Table 3).

However, there is a small positive effect on the magnitude of non-partisan appointments (p< 0.1) since the 2000s. If the predictive mean of non-partisan appointments was as high as 16% in the 1940s, it became 25% in the 2000s and increased to 28% in the early 2020s (Figure A7).

Figure A7: The marginal effects of Decade on the magnitude of non-partisan ministerial appointments
[image: ]

We also tested whether the likelihood and magnitude of non-partisan appointments are influenced by the cabinet’s ideological orientation, starting from the assumption that left-wing parties might be more averse toward non-partisans than their right-wing counterparts. We used two types of variables for this hypothesis: the mean ideological orientation of the cabinet and the mean ideological orientation of the cabinet weighted by the number of coalition party’s seats. The source of this information was the left/right variable from the ParlGov dataset (Döring et al. 2023). In both cases, the likelihood and magnitude of non-partisan appointments are not affected by the cabinet’s ideological orientation (full results are not reported here).

b) Interaction between semi-presidentialism and the parliamentary dissolution power
As some European constitutions grant the presidential dissolution power to their parliamentary elected presidents (most prominently, Italy), we also estimated a model with an interaction between the mode of presidential elections and the president’s parliamentary dissolution power. We assumed that if popularly elected presidents have dissolution power, this will amplify their effect on their bargaining power to appoint non-partisan ministers. The results show the interaction between the mode of elections and dissolution power does not have any effect on the likelihood of non-partisan appointments but has a small negative effect on the magnitude of these appointments. In other words, the parliamentary dissolution power has an amplifying effect for parliamentary elected presidents only. This effect is entirely driven by Italy, though. Once this country is removed from the sample, the effect disappears (full results are not reported here).

c) Alternative operationalization of presidential powers
We tested whether our results change if we use an index of presidential powers instead of individual presidential powers and the mode of presidential elections. Instead of using additive indices (e.g., the Shugart/Carey indexes of non-legislative and legislative powers; Shugart and Carey 1992), we used the most recent index of presidential powers proposed by Doyle and Elgie (2016), which employs principal component analysis, together with the expectation maximization algorithm and maximum likelihood estimation, and produces a set of presidential power scores for a larger set of countries and country time periods than currently exists. Doyle and Elgie propose two versions of this index: the prespow1 (which is a normalized score for presidential powers across 35 different measures of presidential power in the literature) and the prespow2 index (which is a linear construct of all existing presidential power variables weighted by their rotated component scores).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  For more details, see Doyle and Elgie (2016).] 

We used the normalized prespow2 index scores of presidential powers because for European countries, this index has smaller standard errors than the prespow1 index scores. Because Doyle and Elgie’s index covers systems with presidents only, we estimated two models using this index. The first included semi-presidential and parliamentary systems covered by Doyle and Elgie (Table A1, Model I) and the second also includes constitutional monarchies, for which we imputed value 0 for presidential power (Table A1, Model II).
Our results are largely supported by both models. The strength of presidential power substantially increases the likelihood of non-partisan appointments but not the magnitude of those appointments. We would like to emphasize that using the presidential power index (as is usual in previous studies) conceals the effect of presidential dissolution power on the magnitude of non-partisan appointment.  The dissolution power of presidents is concealed because it is overshadowed by an insignificant effect of semi-presidentialism. These factors are bundled up in the presidential power indices.
Using presidential power indices also neglects the effects of PM’s power to control cabinet formation through parliamentary dissolution power, thereby discarding preferences for non-partisan appointments of one of the most powerful actors in the political system.  

Table A1: The effects of presidential power index on the likelihood and magnitude of non-partisan appointments, 1945 - now
	Determinants
	Model I
(without imputed data)
	Model II
(with imputed data)

	
	Presence
(Binary part)
	Magnitude
(Fractional part)
	Presence
(Binary part)
	Magnitude
(Fractional part)

	Presidential power index
	1.61
(0.40)
	–0.03
(0.33)
	2.56*
(1.29)
	0.26
(0.19)

	Control variables
	
	
	
	

	Minority cabinet

	0.72
(0.37)
	0.03
(0.05)
	0.71**
(0.27)
	0.01
(0.06)

	Caretaker cabinet

	1.83*
(0.79)
	1.44**
(0.44)
	1.39*
(0.55)
	1.32***
(0.37)

	Cohabitation

	0.16
(0.41)
	–0.002
(0.07)
	0.20
(0.37)
	0.01
(0.07)

	Party–system fractionalization
	0.11
(0.08)
	0.06**
(0.02)
	–0.02
(0.10)
	0.06*
(0.02)

	Number of coalition partners
	0.14
(0.15)
	–0.10
(0.06)
	0.14
(0.13)
	–0.10
(0.05)

	Proportional electoral system
	–1.54
(0.82)
	–0.07
(0.10)
	–1.29*
(0.66)
	–0.10
(0.09)

	Party institutionalization
	3.85
(3.28)
	0.83
(0.88)
	4.23
(2.58)
	0.42
(0.74)

	Bicameralism
	0.14
(0.49)
	–0.07
(0.12)
	0.21
(0.39)
	–0.04
(0.11)

	Age of democracy (=third-wave democracy)
	2.15***
(0.60)
	0.21
(0.12)
	2.68***
(0.50)
	0.23*
(0.09)

	N of countries
	21
	20
	30
	26

	N observations
	597
	335
	887
	385

	Log pseudolikelihood
	–327.41
	–121.23
	–448.29
	–137.43


Note: robust standard errors cluster by country are in parentheses.
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05
Source: authors’ calculation.

Another operationalization of presidential power we used was the types of semi-presidentialism developed by Shugart and Carey (1992). Based on this and subsequent work (Samuels and Shugart 2010), there are two subtypes of semi-presidentialism. The first is President-parliamentarism, where the prime minister and cabinet are collectively responsible to both the legislature and the president. The second is Premier-presidentialism, where the prime minister and cabinet are collectively responsible to the legislature only. Our results show that premier-presidentialism has a strong positive effect on the magnitude of non-partisan appointments, while the effect of president-parliamentarism is nonsignificant (Figures A8-A9). The effect of the PM’s dissolution power remains the same (Table A2, Model I). 

Table A2: The effects of subtypes of semi-presidentialism and the PM’s power to dissolve the parliament on the likelihood and magnitude of non-partisan ministerial appointments
	Determinants
	Model I


	
	Presence
(Binary part)
	Magnitude
(Fractional part)

	President-parliamentarism
	1.30
(0.82)
	-0.10†
(0.10)

	Premier-presidentialism
	1.42***
(0.31)
	-0.003
(0.09)

	PM’s dissolution power
	-0.88
(0.59)
	-0.26*
(0.10)

	Control variables
	
	

	Minority cabinet

	0.91***
(0.22)
	0.02
(0.07)

	Caretaker cabinet

	1.50**
(0.54)
	1.15***
(0.31)

	Cohabitation

	0.63*
(0.28)
	-0.04
(0.08)

	Party–system fractionalization
	-0.12
(0.09)
	0.06**
(0.02)

	Number of coalition partners
	0.24*
(0.11)
	-0.12*
(0.05)

	Proportional electoral system
	-1.51**
(0.55)
	-0.14
(0.09)

	Party institutionalization
	3.32
(2.40)
	0.62
(0.61)

	Bicameralism
	0.25
(0.32)
	-0.03
(0.09)

	Age of democracy
	2.35***
(0.49)
	0.25**
(0.08)

	N observations
	975
	435

	N of countries
	30
	26

	Log pseudolikelihood
	-479.58
	-156.64


Robust standard errors clustered by countries
*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05, † p < 0.5

Figure A8: Marginal effects of the types of semi-presidentialism and the PM’s dissolution power on the likelihood of non-partisan ministerial appointments
[image: ]
Based on Table 7 (Model V, binary part)

Figure A9: Marginal effects of the types of semi-presidentialism and the PM’s dissolution power on the magnitude of non-partisan ministerial appointments
[image: ]
Based on Table 7 (Model V, fractional part)

Finally, we tested the effects of the president’s power to dismiss cabinets on non-partisan ministerial appointments. Such power is granted to presidents in Austria, Iceland, and (with different qualifications at different times) Portugal, for example. Again, Austrian presidents have never used this power in our observation period. In Portugal, the 1976 constitution granted the president the power to force the cabinet to resign by withdrawing his confidence (Neto and 
Costa Lobo 2009, 238); that power was tempered in 1982, allowing presidential dismissal of the government only “to ensure the normal functioning of the democratic institutions and after first consulting the Council of State” (Portugal, Constitution, Article 195.2) (Neto and Costa Lobo 2009, 240; Grimaldi 2023b, 176).
Using the president’s power to dismiss cabinets supports our finding. The effect of the president’s dissolution powers becomes even more significant than in our models without this power (Table A3, Figure A10-A11). The presidential power to dismiss the PM and cabinet has no effect on the likelihood of non-partisan appointments (Schleiter and Morgan-Jones 2010 also found no effect). It goes into the expected direction for magnitude but fails the marginality test. In general, this constitutional power is rare in European democracies (Table 1) and, in all cases, is granted in those systems where presidents also have discretionary dissolution power. The power to dissolve the parliament outweighs the effect of dismissing the cabinet. These two variables are able to jointly capture the effect that previous, less complex, models attributed to semi-presidentialism (for example, Tavits 2009, 51).


Table A3: The effects of constitutional and institutional factors on the likelihood and magnitude of non-partisan appointments
	Determinants
	Model II

	
	Presence
(Binary part)
	Magnitude (Fractional part)

	Popularly elected president
	1.14***
(0.30)
	-0.08
(0.09)

	PM’s dissolution power
	-0.52
(0.58)
	-0.23*
(0.09)

	President’s dissolution power 
	1.05*
(0.48)
	0.26*
(0.12)

	President’s cabinet dismissal power
	-0.55
(0.87)
	-0.22
(0.11)

	Control variables
	
	

	Minority cabinet

	0.84***
(0.23)
	0.01
(0.06)

	Caretaker cabinet

	1.46**
(0.54)
	1.12***
(0.30)

	Cohabitation

	0.50
(0.28)
	-0.08
(0.06)

	Party-system fractionalization
	-0.08
(0.10)
	0.06**
(0.02)

	Number of coalition partners
	0.23*
(0.11)
	-0.12**
(0.04)

	Proportional electoral system
	-1.32*
(0.57)
	-0.08
(0.08)

	Party institutionalization
	3.72
(2.58)
	0.35
(0.66)

	Bicameralism
	0.29
(0.29)
	0.01
(0.09)

	Age of democracy
(=third wave)
	2.75***
(0.51)
	0.38***
(0.11)

	N observations
	975
	435

	N of countries
	30
	26

	Log pseudolikelihood
	-470.22
	-155.88




Figure A10: Average marginal effects of constitutional rules on the likelihood of non-partisan appointments (in percentage points, with 95% CIs)
[image: ]


Figure A11: Average marginal effects of constitutional rules on the magnitude of non-partisan appointments (in percentage points, with 95% CIs)
[image: ]
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