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Figure 7. Second-order drivers of candidate choice in the 2024 Icelandic presi-
dential election. Data from the Online Election survey
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Figure 8. Drivers of candidate choice in the 2024 Icelandic presidential election,
full model. Data from the Online Election survey
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Figure 8 presents results from models which include all of these variables together, in
order to tease out which of them might be confounding the others and which factors
stand out as the most robustly associated with candidate choice. Here, the strongest
associations (by some margin) are that those who trusted the national government (and
those who supported the Left Greens, which are only about 3.7% of respondents) were
much more likely to vote for Jakobsdéttir and much less likely to vote for Témasdéttir
(the coefficient for emphasizing a candidate’s spouse is larger but based on very few
respondents). Some views about roles and traits particular to the presidency are still sig-
nificant and substantively important — especially the division between voters of Témas-
déttir and Jakobsdottir in terms of theirs views about the criteria for a president refusing
countersignatures and on the importance of honesty on one hand and knowledge on the
other (as well as the characteristic of education being an asset for Logadéttir) — but the
size of these effects pale in comparison.

4.1 The role of strategic voting

Turning to the potential role of strategic voting in driving the elections results, Figure
9 presents the weighted proportion of respondents who said they most wanted each
candidate to be president (i.c., their sincere preference or favourite), comparing this with
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Figure 9. Proportion of respondents in the Online Election who said they would
most like each of the six major candidates to be president, that they would vote
for them in the FPTP system, rank them in 1% place in the AV system and rank
them in 1% place in the Borda count (weighted)
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their vote under FPTP (these are the election results, since the data are weighted on this
variable) and which candidate they would rank in first place in AV on one hand and the
Borda count on the other. This shows that 27% said they would most like Témasdottir
as president, compared with 34% who voted for her."” The difference is smaller for
Jakobsdottir (23% and 25%) and Logadéttir (13% and 16%) and the reverse is true for
Gnarr, Pérhallsson and Jénsson. Based on this, it seems that the former three (who
were leading in the polls) benefited from strategic voting and the latter three lost votes
because of it — but Témasdottir was still the favourite candidate of a plurality of voters.
Notably, practically no strategic voting is apparent under the AV and Borda systems
when it comes to the candidates ranked first.

Figure 10 sheds more light on how the electoral system might have affected the re-
sults of the elections, by showing the proportion of votes (or points) received by each
candidate under FPTP, Borda and approval voting' in the Online Election. This again
suggests that Témasdottir profited considerably from strategic voting but would still
have won under any of the systems considered. Notably, support for Gnarr and bPor-
hallsson is stronger under the Borda count and approval voting systems than support
for Jakobsdéttir and Logadéttir — in contrast to the actual election results: Porhallsson
would have come second in both of these systems, according to these figures, while he
came fifth in the election. Figure 11 shows the results of the AV count in the Online
Election: this again suggests that Témasdottir would have won in this system, beating
Jakobsdottir in the final round with 64% of the vote against 36%.

FPTP Borda count Approval vote

Arnar pér Jénsson
Baldur bérhallsson

Jon Gnarr

H
Katrin Jakobsdéttir
0% 20% 40% 6

Halla Hrund Logadéttir

Halla Témasdottir

0% 0% 20% 40% 60% 0% 20% 40% 60%

Figure 10. Results of the Online Election. Proportion of votes or points received
by each candidate in three electoral systems (weighted)
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Figure 11. Results of the Online Election. Proportion of votes received by each
candidate under subsequent counting rounds of the Alternative Vote system
(weighted)

Turning to our other survey data sources, Figure C4 and Figure C5 in Appendix C show
that using respondents’ ranked preferences over candidates in the Maskina and Présent
surveys (not explicitly asking them to vote using AV) produces almost exactly the same
results as in Figure 11, except that there, Gnarr gets eliminated from the count before
Logadoéttir. Similarly, when asked whether they would be “content with” (1. “satt(ur)
med”) each candidate as president, 71% of respondents in the Maskina said this of
Toémasdottir, 53% of Pérhallsson, 48% of Logadoéttir, 47% of Jakobsdottir, 45% of
Gnarr and 18% of Jénsson - these numbers are very similar to those in the approval
vote in the Online Election, and the rank-order of candidates is the same.!*

Our survey data also provide other ways to explore the role of strategic voting in
the election. In the immediate aftermath of the election (on June 3'), the SSRI asked
respondents whether they had voted strategically themselves. Around one in eight re-
spondents (13%) reported doing so and an interesting picture emerges when examining
this by candidate: this phenomenon is almost exclusively reported by voters of the three
candidates who received the most votes, as seen in Table 1. Notably, a full quarter (25%)
of respondents who cast their vote for Témasdottir self-report having voted for her for
strategic reasons; compared with 7% for Jakobsdéttir. Thus, the rate of strategic voting
for the election winner is neatly double that of the full sample. This again suggests that
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Témasdottir benefited from strategic voting but would likely have won regardless; the
margin of her victory (9 percentage points) exceeds the point estimate for the share of
the overall sample that self-reported voting strategically for her (8.5%), although this is
within the margin of error (£1.4%). In the same survey, 22% of respondents said they
approved of strategic voting in general, and 32% said they believed “a large share” of
voters voted strategically in this election."

Table 1. Did respondents vote strategically in the elections? Results from the SSRI
survey

Yes, | voted for a candidate that |

believed was likely to win despite No, | voted for the candi-
not being the candidate I believed date I believed would be
would be best suited to be president best suited to be president
Total 193 (13%) 1277 (87%)
Halla Tomasdéttir 122 (25%) 371 (75%)
Katrin Jakobsdottir 24 (7%) 349 (93%)
5 Halla Hrund Logadéttir 39 (17%) 192 (83%)
E 16n Gnarr 2 (2%) 148 (98%)
)
= Baldur bérhallsson 3 (3%) 122 (97%)
Arnar Por Jénsson 1(2%) 75 (98%)
Other 0 (0%) 21 (100%)

Note: Respondents were asked: “Did you vote strategically in the presidential election on June 1st, 2024?”
p<0.001 (chi-squared test with Rao & Scott’s second-order correction). Respondents were weighted to reflect the vote
shares obtained in the presidential election.

In the Maskina survey, respondents were asked to rank candidates by how likely they
were to vote for them. In Table 2, we use this information to infer which candidate the
respondents might have voted for in a two-way contest (e.g, a second round in a run-
off election), for all possible pairs of the six major candidates — with the caveat that this
these are hypothetical comparisons which respondents were not asked directly about.
Here, we see that Jakobsdottir was ranked below all of these candidates except Jénsson
by a majority of respondents, whereas Témasdottir was ranked above all other candi-
dates by a majority.'® Similatly, when respondents in the Maskina survey wete asked who
they would vote for if polls on election day showed that Jakobsdoéttir and each of three
main competitors (Témasdottir, Logadéttir and Pérhallsson) were the frontrunners, 42-
53% said they would switch to her competitor but only 10-22% said they would switch
to Jakobsdottir. When asked about their second preference, respondents in both the
Maskina and Présent surveys were more likely to mention Témasdéttir, Porhallsson or
Logadéttir than Jakobsdéttir."”



Table 2. Which candidates were “preferred” by more voters? Results from the
Maskina survey

Pairwise “opponent” (%)

Candidate (%) vs AbJ vs Bp vs HHL vs HT vs JG vs KJ
Arnar bér Jénsson 27 26 15 29 39
Baldur pérhallsson 73 49 28 53 52
Halla Hrund Logadéttir 74 51 31 53 51
Halla Tomasdéttir 85 72 69 70 65
Jén Gnarr 71 47 47 30 53
Katrin Jakobsdottir 61 48 49 35 47

Note: Respondents were asked to rank candidates in order of how likely they were to vote for them. Here, we treat this as a
measure of respondents’ preferences over the candidates and use their ranking to infer how each pair of candidates might
have fared against each other in a two-way contest, with the caveat that this is a hypothetical case based on a question that
did not directly ask about this.

5. Discussion

What factors are most important in explaining voting behaviour in the 2024 presidential
election in Iceland? We have shown that the strongest predictors of vote choice ate
related to Katrin Jakobsdéttir, the former PM of the incumbent government: Respond-
ents who had more trust in the incumbent government, and those who supported her
former party, the Left Greens, were substantially more likely to vote for Jakobsdottir
than those who had less trust in the government or intended to vote for other parties.
In turn, the latter were much more likely to vote for the winner of the election, Halla
Toémasdottir. This is consistent with the argument that the 2024 presidential election in
Iceland can be considered a second-order election, with attitudes towards (first-order)
parliamentary politics playing a substantial role in shaping the outcome of the election
(Reif & Schmitt 1980).

Analysing voters’ full preferences and their hypothetical voting behaviour under
alternative voting systems further suggests that this second-order effect led to voters
coordinating against her candidacy: a bloc of voters (about 10%) appears to have voted
strategically for Tomasdottir or (to a lesser extent) Logadottir to prevent Jakobsdottir
from winning, and these voting intentions appear to have developed over the course
of the campaign as these voters coordinated over different alternatives to Jakobsdéttir.
According to all of the surveys presented here, Jakobsdottir was the second preference
of considerably fewer voters than most of her major competitors and would have fared
worse under the Borda count or approval voting systems, as well as in hypothetical pait-
wise match-ups — although she would have come second in the AV system in all cases.
Porhallsson and Gnarr appear to have suffered most from this strategic voting while
Toémasdottir gained about 7-8% of the vote from it, indicating that she would likely have
won the election without strategic voting, but only barely.
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It bears noting, however, that while this story is consistent with the idea of the 2024
presidential election being a second-order election, i.e., voters signalling their displeas-
ure with the government, it is also consistent with a slightly different interpretation in
which the election was not a referendum on the government but rather reflecting an
assessment of the person of Jakobsdéttir. That is, dissatisfaction with her part in the
government coalition (and perhaps with the circumstances of her resigning as PM to
run for president) may have been interpreted as a personal failing which impacted on
voters’ views on her suitability for the presidency. Disentangling these two perspectives
is not easy, although we have in our analysis attempted to account for the role of candi-
date traits in shaping vote choice. Similarly, it may be that supporters of the Left Greens
wanted Jakobsdéttir to be president to advance political issues associated with her and
that party, but this seems unlikely to have been a driving factor given the apolitical na-
ture of the presidency (and given the role played by trust in the incumbent government,
which included parties from across the left-right spectrum).

Having said that, the election does not bear all the hallmarks of a second-order elec-
tion. First, voter turnout was on par with turnout in parliamentary elections — as indeed
it has been in most (competitive) presidential elections in the country since 1968. This
is in line with Elgie and Fauvelle-Aymar (2012), who find that in presidential elections
in even those countries with the least powerful presidents (including Iceland), turnout is
typically as high as in FOE. Second, factors particular to the presidency also play a role
in shaping vote choice, when accounting for broader political and demographic factors:
voters emphasising honesty were more likely than others to vote for Témasdéttir, as well
as those who want the president to refuse countersigning bills based on public demand.
Finally, Témasdéttir was still the preferred candidate of a plurality of voters. While she
cleatly benefitted from strategic voting, she would likely have won the election under all
alternative electoral systems under consideration: the alternative vote, Borda count and
approval voting, Her popularity and victory cannot be explained by SOE considerations
alone.

We cannot make sweeping generalizations regarding the nature of the presidential
mandate in the Icelandic semi-presidential system based on the evidence presented here.
However, our results do suggest that at least in some cases, the president appears to have
a rather limited mandate for personal political intervention, despite being directly elect-
ed. Voting behaviour in the 2024 election appears to have been driven largely by external
factors, especially voters’ support for or opposition to the incumbent government, and
strategic voting played an important part in determining the result. Although Témas-
déttir was certainly popular among voters, their choice of candidates was driven by
“presidential” issues to a much smaller degree than by those exogenous political factors,
in line with expectations derived from the model of second-order elections, indicating
that her voters likely did not intend for her to be very politically pro-active (aside from
perhaps refusing to countersign bills based on public demand). Despite Duverget’s con-
tention, not every instance of a direct election of a president can thus be used to argue
persuasively in favour of an expansive presidential role in semi-presidential systems.
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Notes

1 In 1968, leaders of the parties more or less publicly supported different candidates, but the parties

10
11

12

13

14

15
16

17

did not officially endorse them (Jéhannesson 2016, 129-233).

Most years no one has contested a sitting president and in all but one case (in 2012, see Hardarson
and Kristinsson 2013) there has been no question that the incumbent would win in a landslide.
This does assume that polls capture voters® intentions to vote strategically, even though the voters
planning to vote strategically may have an incentive not to reveal their plan to desert their preferred
candidate if needed, as they may want other voters to coordinate over their own most preferred
candidate.

An alternative perspective on the influence of polls is that they may generate a bandwagon effect,
which refers to the tendency, or desire, of voters to vote for ‘a winner’ (see, e.g., Callander 2007).
This may well have played a role in Témasdottir’s (or Logadéttir’s) surge in the polls, although
it seems unlikely that this was the deciding factor, given that we do not see the same pattern for
Jakobsdottir, despite her leading in the polls for a significant portion of the campaign.

Almost all directly elected president elected in the world are elected using first-past-the-post or
some variant of the majority run-off. The Irish president is the only president elected using the
alternative vote, which is similar to the majority run-off. We also include the Borda count and
approval voting as they are options that might have some normatively desirable qualities, such as
providing candidates with an incentive to adopt moderate positions and avoid negative campaigning
(e.g, Reilly 2002, Yilmaz 1999).

The Borda count doesn’t always require voters to rank all the candidates, in which case the points
left over are split between the unranked candidates. For example, if 10 out of 12 candidates are
ranked, the points left over are 2 (for the 11" rank) and 1 (for the 12™ rank), and the two unranked
candidates would each get 1.5 points. Another version of strategic voting in these cases is to rank as
many candidates as possible, in order to award as few points as possible to the candidate that poses
the greatest threat to the voter’s preferred candidate.

The latter is based on a survey question explicitly asking about support for the government. We are
grateful to Gallup in Iceland for providing us with access to both sets of data.

We are grateful to Maskina, Présent and the SSRI for providing us with access to data from these
surveys.

See the questionnaire in the Appendix.

Each of the other six candidates received less than 2% in each case.

In the Appendix, we present tables with full results from all models presented here. We also present
the full model as a multinomial regression model, which shows the same findings as reported here.
Of the 7% of respondents who said they voted for Témasdottir but that she was not their first
preference, about 78% ranked Jakobsdottir 10 or lower in the AV, suggesting that this was indeed
largely driven by voting “against” Jakobsdottir.

In the Borda count, this is the proportion of points that each candidate received out of the maxi-
mum number of votes that they could receive in the election (i.e., if every respondent would have
ranked them first).

These survey responses were weighted by age, sex, residence and education, as well as the results of
the presidential elections.

See Appendix C3 for further analysis of the SSRI survey.

Jakobsdottir does do better in the Présent survey data, beating all competitors except Témasdottir
in similar hypothetical pairwise comparisons; see Appendix C4.

See Appendix C2 and C4 for further analysis of these surveys.
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Appendix

Appendix A: Online Elections questionnaire

Forsetakosningar 2024

Velkomin/nn/d til patttku i (6formlegum) netkosningum til embeettis forseta Islands!

A nastu sidum verdur bt bedin/nn/d um ad imynda pér ad pu takir patt { kosningum
til embeettis forseta Islands sem haldnar eru med mismunandi kosningakerfum. b faerd
a0 greida atkvedi fjérum sinnum og { hvert skipti er notad nytt kosningakerfi: fyrst
kosningum par sem notud er meirihlutakosning { einni umferd (likt og { forsetakosning-
unum 4 {slandi), svo radval med varaatkvaedi (e. Alternative Vote), svo radval med Borda
talningu (e. Borda Count) og loks sampykktarkosning (e. Approval Voting). Adur en pa
greidir atkvadi eru birtar upplysingar um hvernig kosningakerfid virkar. Patttaka pin atti
a0 taka 4 bilinu fimm til fimmtin minatur - eftir pvi hversu mikinn tima pd gefur pér {
a0 kynna pér kosningakerfin og hugleida valkostina.

Eftir ad pu hefur greitt atkvaedi munum vid spyrja pig nokkurra spurninga. Spurning-
arnar og kosningin eru hluti af rannsékn okkar 2 mégulegum ahrifum mismunandi
kosningakerfa og hvada pattum pau, og val kjésenda a frambjédendum, gaetu tengst. bu
getur kosid ad svara pessum spurningum ekki ef pér synist svo, sem og hvada tilteknu
spurningu sem er, en vid hvetjum pig ad sjalfségou til ad svara peim, par sem pau munu
gagnast okkur vid rannsokn okkar.

Patttaka pin er valfrjals og svor pin eru ekki persénugreinanleg. Pau verda skrad i gagna-
grunn 4 netpjoni { Bandarfkjunum dn nokkurra audkenna sem gefa faeri a ad rekja svorin
til patttakenda. Pu getur valid ad svara ekki einstaka spurningum. Hvorki IP-addressur
tolvu, stillingar vafra eda nokkrar adrar upplysingar sem gera pad mogulegt ad rekja svor
til einstaklinga eru vistadar.

Nidurstédur netkosningarinnar verda birtar skémmu eftir kosningarnar til embzettis for-
seta Islands fara fram (1. jani 2024).

Karar pakkir fyrir ad taka patt.
Indridi H. Indridason, professor { stjornmalafradi vid University of California, Riverside
Viktor Orri Valgardsson, nydoktor { stjornmadlafredi vid University of Southampton
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Q1 Hvada frambj6danda vildir bt helst sja sem forseta Islands (6had pvi hvern pu wtlar
a0 kjosa)?

Arnar Por Jonsson (1)

Asdis Ran Gunnarsdottir (2)
Astpér Magnuisson Wium (3)
Baldur Pérhallsson (4)
Eirfkur Ingi Jéhannsson (5)
Halla Hrund Logadéttir (6)
Halla Témasdottir (7)

Helga borisdottir (8)

Jon Gnarr (9)

Katrin Jakobsdottir (10)
Steinunn Olina Porsteinsdéttir (11)
Viktor Traustason (12)

Veit pad ekki (13)
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Q2 Ztlar pu a0 kjosa 1 forsetakosningunum 1. jani nestkomandi?

J4, ég er alveg dkvedin/nn/0 { ad kjosa (1)

Ja, ég er nokkud dkvedin/nn/d i ad kjdsa (2)

J4, ég hallast a0 pvi ad kjésa (3)

Nei, ég hef kosningarétt en ég wtla ekki ad kjosa (4)
Nei, ég hef ekki kosningarétt (5)

Eg vil ekki svara spurningunni (6)
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Q3 Ef pu myndir kjésa i forsetakosningunum i dag, hvada frambjédanda myndir pa
kjosar?

Arnar Por Jonsson (1)

Asdis Ran Gunnarsdottir (2)
Asthér Magnisson Wium (3)
Baldur Pérhallsson (4)
Eirfkur Ingi Jéhannsson (5)
Halla Hrund Logadéttir (6)
Halla Témasdottir (7)

Helga borisdottir (8)

Jon Gnarr (9)

Katrin Jakobsdottir (10)
Steinunn Olina Porsteinsdéttir (11)
Viktor Traustason (12)
Myndi skila audu (13)

Veit pad ekki (14)
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Q4 imyndum okkur a0 forsetakosningarnar veeru haldnar { dag en notad veri annad
kosningakerfi en venjulega.

Eitt af peim kerfum sem geztu verid notud et radval med varaatkvedi (c. Alternative Vote):
par geta kjosendur radad frambjédendum { forgangsr6d a kjorsedli sinum og pegar at-
kvaedi eru talin er fyrst horft 4 1. setid 4 kjérsedlum. Hafi enginn frambjédandi hlotid
hreinan meirihluta atkveda (meira en 50%) pa er frambjédandinn med fast atkvaedi {
1. sxeti utilokadur og peir kjorsedlar sem settu vidkomandi 1 1. seeti feerdir yfir til peirra
frambjédanda sem eru { 2. sti 4 peim kjoérsedlum. Hafi enginn frambjédandi pa hlotid
hreinan meirihluta atkvada pa er pessi endurdthlutun endurtekin (frambjédandinn med
faest atkvaedi utilokadur og 2. og 3. sati peirra kjorsedla notud til ad flytja pau atkvadi)
pangad til cinn frambjédandi hefur fengid hreinan meirihluta. Med pessum hatti er
tryget ad enginn frambjédandi nai kjori med minnihluta atkvada, pé hluti atkveda
sigurvegarans geti komid frd kjésendum sem settu viokomandi ekki { 1. saeti heldur 1 t.d.
2. eda 3. sxti. Pér er frjalst ad rada eins faum eda morgum frambjédendum og pér synist.

Hér ma finna einfalt deemi um hvernig kosningakerfid virkar (opnast  nfjum glugga).

Hvernig myndir pa kjoésa ef pu verir ad kjosa i forsetakosningunum og petta
kosningakerfi - radval med varaatkvaedi - vaeri notad? Athugadu ad likt og { raun-
verulegum forsetakosningum gaetir pu viljad taka med { reikninginn hvernig pu telur ad
a0rir kjésendur myndu liklegast kjosa. Pér er frjalst ad matt rada eins moérgum eda faum
frambjédendum og pér synist.

Rooun
Arnar Por Jonsson (1)
__ Asdis Ran Gunnarsdottir (2)
_ Astp6r Magnisson Wium (3)
__ Baldur bérhallsson (4)
__ FHirfkur Ingi Jéhannsson (5)
__ Halla Hrund Logadéttir (6)
_ Halla Témasdottir (7)
__ Helga Périsdéttir (8)
Jon Gnarr (9)
_ Katrin Jakobsdéttir (10)

Steinunn Olina Porsteinsdéttir (11)

Viktor Traustason (12)
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Q5 imyndum okkur afram ad forsetakosningarnar varu haldnar { dag en notad veri
annad kosningakerfi en venjulega.

Annad af peim kerfum sem geetu verid notud er radval med Borda talningu (e. Borda count):
par geta kjésendur lika radad frambjédendum i forgangsréd a kjorsedli sinum en pegar
atkvaedi eru talin pa fa frambjédendur mismérg stig eftir pvi { hvada sati peir eru a hverj-
um kjorsedli. Fitt algengt afbrigdi af pessu kerfi er ad frambjédandinn { nedsta sacti fai eitt
stig, frambjédandinn { nestnedsta sati fai 1 stig, frambjédandinn fyrir ofan fai 2 stig og
svo koll af kolli. T pessum forsetakosningum myndi pad pyda ad frambjédandinn i 1. seti
fengi 12 stig, frambjédandinn { 2. szti 11 stig og svo koll af kolli. Sidan eru stig frambjéo-
enda einfaldlega talin saman og sa frambjédandi sem hlytur flest stig sigrar kosningarnar.

Hér ma finna einfalt deemi um hvernig kosningakerfid virkar (opnast { nyjum
(rlugréra .

Hvernig myndir pu kjésa ef pu verir ad kjoésa i forsetakosningunum og petta
kosningakerfi - radval med Borda talningu - vaeri notad? Athugadu a0 likt og { raun-
verulegum forsetakosningum getir pu viljad taka med { reikninginn hvernig pu telur ad
a0rir kjosendur myndu liklegast kjosa.

Dér er frjalst ad rada eins faum eda mirgum frambjidendunm og pér synist. Stigin sem fylgia peim seetum
sem ekki er radad er skipt jafut d nilli frambjddenda sem ekki var radad. Svo demi sé tekid, ef pii
radar nin af tolf frambjddendum pd standa sex stig eftir (eitt fyrir sidasta satid, tvi fyrir pad nast-
nedsta, og priji fyrir pad pridja nedsta) og hver frambjédendanna sem ekfi var radad far ti atkvedi.

R6dun
Arnar Por Jonsson (1)
__ Asdis Ran Gunnarsdoéttir (2)
_ Astp6r Magnisson Wium (3)
_ Baldur Pérhallsson (4)
__ FHirfkur Ingi J6hannsson (5)
__ Halla Hrund Logadéttir (6)
__ Halla Témasdottir (7)
_ Helga bérisdéttir (8)
_ Jon Gnarr (9)
_ Katrin Jakobsdéttir (10)
Steinunn Olina Porsteinsdéttir (11)

Viktor Traustason (12)
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Qo6 imyndum okkur afram ad forsetakosningarnar veeru haldnar i dag en notad veri
annad kosningakerfi en venjulega.

Annad af peim kerfum sem geztu verid notud er sampykktarkosning (c. approval voting):
par velja kjosendur alla pa frambjédendur sem peir stydja, treysta eda geta fellt sig vid
sem forseta. Engin forgangsr6dun 4 sér stad en kjoésandanum er hins vegar frjalst ad

kjosa eins marga eda cins faa og honum synist; hvort sem pad er bara einn frambj6o-
andi, enginn eda allir télf. Sidan sigrar einfaldlega sa frambjédandi sem flest slik atkvaedi
hlytur.

Hvada frambjédanda eda frambjodendur myndir pu kjosa ef pu veerir ad kjosa
i forsetakosningunum og petta kosningakerfi - sampykktarkosning - veri not-
ad? Athugadu a0 likt og { raunverulegum forsetakosningum geatir pu viljad taka med {
reikninginn hvernig pu telur ad adrir kjésendur myndu liklegast kjosa. Pér er frjalst ad
merkja vid eins marga eda faa frambjédendur og pér synist.

Arnar Por Jonsson (1)

Asdis Ran Gunnarsdéttir (2)
Astp6r Magnisson Wium (3)
Baldur bérhallsson (4)
Eirikur Ingi Jéhannsson (5)
Halla Hrund Logadottir (6)
Halla Témasdottir (7)

Helga borisdottir (8)

Jon Gnarr (9)

Katrin Jakobsdottir (10)
Steinunn Olina Porsteinsdéttir (11)

Viktor Traustason (12)
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Q7 Hvert af pessum kosningakerfum myndir pud helst vilja nota vid forsetakosningar 4
Islandi? Hér getur pu forgangsradad kerfunum fra 1. saeti (pess sem pu vildir helst nota)
til 4. szetis (pess sem pu vildir sist nota)

Rodun
__ FEinfalda meirihlutakosningu (Ndverandi kerfi) (1)
Radval med varaatkvadi (e. Alternative Vote) (2)
_ Raodval me0 stigakerfi (Borda talning, e. Borda Count) (3)
_ Sampykktarkosningu (e. Approval Voting) (4)

Q8 A kvarda fra 0 til 10, par sem 0 pydir “engan ahuga” og 10 pydir “mjog mikinn
ahuga”, hversu mikinn ahuga hefur pu...

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Apessum forsetakosningum? O +
A stjérnmélum alrnennt Séép O +
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Q9 Hvada pettir vega pyngst { afstodu pinni til pess hvada frambjédandi pu

vilt helst ad verdi forseti Islands? Pt matt velja allt 20 premur valkostum hét.

Heidatleiki frambj6dandans (1)

Maki frambjédandans (2)

bekking og reynsla frambjédandans (3)

Starfsferill frambjédandans (4)

Menntun frambjédandans (5)

Hetni frambjédandans vid skyldur forseta a innlendum vettvangi (6)
Heaefni frambjédandans vid skyldur forseta a erlendum vettvangi (7)
Malefnaaherslur frambjoédandans (8)

Alpyoleiki frambjédandans (9)

Forsetaleg imynd frambj6édandans (10)

Kynhneigd frambjédandans (11)

Fyrri afskipti frambjédandans af stjérnmalum og pjoolifi (12)
Hlyja frambjédandans (13)

Kyn frambjédandans (14)
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Q10 Hversu liklegt eda 6liklegt er ad pu myndir kjésa pann frambjédanda sem
pu vilt helst sem forseta Islands, ef pu teldir ad pad varu ekki raunheefar likur

a pvi a0 viokomandi sigradi kosningarnar?

Alveg 6ruggt (1)

M;jog liklegt (2)

Frekar liklegt (3)

Hvorki liklegt né oliklegt (4)
Frekar oliklegt (5)

Mjég 6liklegt (6)

Alveg atilokad (7)

Veit pad ekki (8)
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Q11 A kvarda fra 0 il 10, par sem 0 pydir “Mjog deeskilegt” og 10 bydir “Mjog askilegt”,
hversu axskilegt eda daskilegt telur pu...

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
ad forseti Islands beiti
malskotsréttinum til 2d svara +
kréfum almennings { landinu? ()
ad forseti Islands beiti
malskotsréttinum 4 grundvelli eigins +
mats 4 frumvorpum? ()
ad forseti Islands méti eigin
aherslur { utantikismalum? ()

ad forseti Islands lati reyna 4 akvaedi

stjornarskrar til a0 hafa meiri dhrif
a stjornmal landsins, t.d. vid skipan

radherra? ()
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Q12 Hvada stjérnmalaflokk myndir pu kjésa ef gengid veri til alpingiskosninga { dag?

Flokk Folksins (1)
Framséknarflokkinn (2)
Miodflokkinn (3)

Pirata (4)

Samfylkinguna (5)
Sjalfstzedisflokkinn (6)
Sosialistaflokk Islands (7)
Vidreisn (8)
Vinstrihreyfinguna — grent frambod (9)
Annan flokk eda frambod (10)
Eg myndi skila audu (11)

Eg myndi ekki kjésa (12)

Q13 1 stjérnmalum talar folk stundum um hagri og vinstri. Hvar myndirdu stadsetja
sjalfan/nn/t pig 4 kvarda fra 0 til 10, par sem 0 er lengst til vinstri og 10 er lengst til
hegri?

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 e——
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Q14 A kvarda fra 0 til 10, par sem 0 pydir “ekkert traust” og 10 pydir “mjoég mikid
traust”, hversu mikid traust berd pu til ...

01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Alpingis Islendinga? () *
Embttis forseta Islands? () *
Rikisstjérnar Islands? () *
Stjérnmalafélks almennt? () *
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Q15 Ertu fylgjandi eda andvig(ur/t) pvi ad...

Hvorki
Mjég fylgj- Frekar fylgiandi  Frekar and- Mjdg and-
andi (1)  fylgiandi 2) néand-  vig(ur/t) (4) vig(ur/1) (5)
vig(ut/t) (3)

Islensk stjornvéld fordemi
framgongu Tsraclsstjornar 4

Gaza? (1)

Radist verdi { stortekar
virkjanaframkvaemdir 4 nastu
arum? (2)

Dregid verdi verulega ur fjélda
innflytjenda, fléttamanna og
helisleitenda sem koma til
Islands? (3)

Frumvarp matvalaradherra

um lagareldi verdi sampykkt

nokkurn veginn ébreytt sem
16g? (4)

Ny stjornarskrd verdi
sampykkt, byggt 4 tillogum
Stjérnlagarads? (5)

Q16 Hvert er kyn pitt?

Karl (1)

Kona (2)

Kvar (3)
Annad (4)

Vil ekki segja (5)
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Q17 Hvert er fedingarar pitt?

Q18 Hvada nami (hastu préofgradu) hefur pa lokior

Engu nami lokid (1)

Grunnskola (2)

Starfsnami (3)

Verklegu framhaldsnami (4)

Boklegu framhaldsnami (stddentsprofi) (5)
BA/BS profi eda sambarilegu (6)
MA/MS préfi eda sambearilegu (7)
Doktorsprofi (8)

Vil ekki svara (9)
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Appendix B: Regression tables

Table B1. First-order drivers of candidate choice. Results from OLS regression
models

Halla Katrin Halla Hrund Jon Baldur Arnar Por
Toémasdéttir  Jakobsdottir  Logadéttir Gnarr Porhallsson Jénsson
Female 0.13 %% -0.01 -0.07 % ;2;?5 -0.01 0.01
0.02) 0.02) 0.02) ©0.01)  (0.01) (0.01)
25-34 years -0.05 -0.02 0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.02
(0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 0.04)  (0.04) 0.02)
35-44 years -0.05 -0.04 0.05 -0.00  0.01 0.02
(0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 0.04)  (0.04) 0.02)
45-54 years -0.05 0.05 0.06 -0.04  -0.03 0.01
(0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 0.04)  (0.04) (0.02)
55-64 years -0.07 0.07 0.10 * -0.11 *F -0.02 0.01
0.06) (0.05) (0.04) 0.04)  (0.04) (0.02)
65+ years 0.14% 0.14 %+ 0.15 OB 0 0.02
(0.06) (0.05) (0.05) 0.04)  (0.04) (0.02)
University -0.01 0.06 ** 0.01 -0.03 % -0.02 0.00
education
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.02) (0.01)
Political interest -0.10 0.12 ** -0.04 -0.03  0.01 0.04 *
0.05) 0.04) (0.04) 0.03)  (0.03) (0.02)
Progress Party ~ 0.08 -0.04 0.02 -0.05  -0.07* 0.04 *
(0.05) (0.04) 0.04) 0.03)  (0.03) (0.02)
gﬁ;?mdmce 0.15 #xx -0.07 -0.02 -0.04% 0,08 0.04
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0.02) (002 (0.01)
Left Greens -0.22 #H* 0.42 ##% -0.09 * -0.06  -0.08 * 0.02
0.06) 0.05) (0.04) 0.04)  (0.03) (0.02)
Pirate Party -0.09 * -0.09 ** 0.05 0.04 0.07 ** 0.00
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0.02)  (0.02) (0.01)
Liberal Reform  0.10 ** -0.08 ** -0.01 -0.04  0.03 0.01

(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0.02)  (0.02) 0.01)
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Center Party

People’s Party

Socialist Party

Trust in
government

R™2
Adj. R"2

Num. obs.

Halla
To6masdottir

-0.01
(0.04)
-0.10
(0.06)
(0.06)

(0.05)
0.07
0.06
1941

Katrin
Jakobsdéttir

(0.03)
-0.07
(0.05)
-0.10
(0.05)

(0.04)
0.25
0.24
1941

*p < 0,05, % p < 0.01, ** p < 0.001

Halla Hrund
Logadottir

0.02
(0.03)
0.02
0.04)
0.14 *
(0.05)

(0.03)
0.06
0.05
1941

STJORNMAL

- & -
STJORNSYSLA
Jon Baldur

Gnarr Porhallsson

-0.04  -0.11 ek
(0.03)  (0.03)
-0.00  -0.06
(0.04)  (0.04)
0.19 **£ -0.04
0.04)  (0.04)
-0.03  -0.05
(0.03)  (0.03)
0.08 0.05

0.08 0.04
1941 1941

225

Arnar bor
Jénsson

0.30 #5*
(0.02)
0.17 #%*
0.02)
-0.00
(0.02)

-0.06 **

0.02)
020
0.19
1941
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Table B2. Second-order drivers of candidate choice. Results from OLS regression

models

Female

25-34 years

35-44 years

45-54 years

55-64 years

65+ years

University
education

Political interest

Trust in
presidency

Role: Sign.,
public

Role: Sign., own

Role: Foreign

Role: Politics

Trait:
Knowledge

Halla
Tomasdattir

0.10 *#+
0.02)
-0.01
(0.06)
0.02
(0.06)
-0.00
(0.06)
-0.01
(0.06)
0.11
(0.06)

-0.05

(0.03)
011 %
(0.05)

0.08
(0.06)
0.18 #*

(0.05)
(0.04)
0.01
(0.05)
0.09 *
(0.04)

0.02

Katrin
Jakobsdoéttir

0.02
(0.02)
-0.03
(0.05)
-0.07
(0.05)
-0.00
(0.05)
0.04
(0.05)
0.13
(0.05)

0.05 *

0.02)
0.05
(0.04)

(0.05)
-0.23 ok

(0.05)
0.07 *
(0.04)
0,07
(0.04)

(0.04)

0.12 ##*

Halla Hrund
Logadottir

0.02)
-0.00
(0.04)
0.04
(0.04)
0.07
(0.04)
0.09 *
(0.04)
0.14 %+
(0.05)

0.03

0.02)
-0.01
(0.04)

-0.04
(0.05)
0.08 *

(0.04)
0.06
(0.03)
0.01
(0.04)
0.03
(0.03)

-0.03

Joén Baldur
Gnarr  Porhallsson
-0.04 ** -0.01
0.01)  (0.01)
0.01 -0.02
(0.03)  (0.04)
-0.04  0.00
(0.03)  (0.04)
-0.08 * -0.05
(0.03)  (0.04)
-0.13 ##£-0.05
(0.03)  (0.04)

-0.14 #*-0.08 *

0.04)  (0.04)
002 -0.00
0.02)  (0.02)
0.0 0.00
0.03)  (0.03)
2001 002
0.04)  (0.04)
-0.10 %+ 0.00
0.03)  (0.03)
20,02 001
0.02)  (0.03)
0.09 # -0.01
0.03)  (0.03)
20.03  0.00
0.03)  (0.03)
~0.12 %#%0,03 *

Arnar bor
Jonsson

0.00
©0.01)
0.05 *
0.02)
0.04

(0.02)
0.05 *
0.02)
0.04

0.02)
0.06 *
0.03)

-0.01

©0.01)
0.07 **
0.02)

0,17 ok
0.02)
0.04 *

0.02)
(0.02)
0.01
0.02)
(0.02)

-0.01
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Halla Katrin Halla Hrund Jon Baldur
Toémasdottir  Jakobsdéttir  Logadéttir Gnarr Porhallsson
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Honesty  0.07 * -0.10 %k 0.03 0.01 001
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Comp,, 3 0.07 ** -0.02 -0.05 ** 0.02
for.
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Comp,, ) g « 0.08 ** -0.00 -0.04* 0.03
dom.
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Policies  0.02 -0.12 %k 0.07 ** -0.04 % 0.06 **
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Normal ~ -0.09 ** -0.03 0.07 % 0.07 % 0,03
(0.03) (0.03) (0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Warm  -0.01 -0.07 * 0.10 ek 0.02  -0.00
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) (0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: 0.03 -0.01 0.06 * -0.06 ** 0.00
Presidential
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Previous -0.09 * 0.04 0.03 0.01  0.05%
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Career  0.04 -0.02 0.04 -0.05*% 0.01
(0.04) (0.03) (0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)
Trait: Education -0.11 * -0.06 0.19 e -0.10 #%K0,10 *vk
(0.05) (0.04) (0.04) (0.03)  (0.03)
Trait: Gender  0.01 0.10 0.02 -0.06  -0.02
(0.07) (0.06) (0.06) 0.04)  (0.05)
Trait: Spouse  -0.06 -0.11 -0.07 0.03 0.9 %
(0.10) (0.08) (0.07) (0.06)  (0.06)
Trait: Sexuality -0.13 -0.07 -0.13 0.6 0.58 ok
(0.18) (0.15) (0.13) (0.10)  (0.11)
R™2 0.08 0.25 0.08 016 0.04
Adj. R™2 0.07 0.24 0.07 015 0.03
Num. obs. 1881 1881 1881 1881 1881

*p < 0,05, p < 0.01, %+ p < 0.001
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Arnar Por
Joénsson

0.01)
-0.01
0.01)

0.01)
0.02

0.01)
0.02
0.01)
0.01)
-0.04
0.01)

-0.02

0.01)
-0.02
0.01)
-0.02
(0.02)
-0.00
0.02)
-0.03
0.03)
0.05

(0.04)
-0.07
0.07)
0.14

013

1881
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Table B3. Drivers of candidate choice, full model. Results from OLS regression

models

Female

25-34 years

35-44 years

45-54 years

55-64 years

65+ years

University
education

Political interest

Progress Party

Independence
Party

Left Greens

Pirate Party

Liberal Reform

Center Party

People’s Party

Halla
To6masdottir

0,10 ##
(0.02)
0,01
(0.06)
0.01
(0.06)
0.01
(0.06)
0.00
(0.06)

-0.06
0.07)
-0.03

(0.03)
-0.08
(0.06)
0.06

(0.05)

(0.04)
-0.19 #*
(0.06)
-0.03
(0.04)

0.11 *x
(0.04)
0.03
(0.05)
-0.07
(0.06)

Katrin
Jakobsdoéttir

0.02
0.02)
-0.03
(0.05)
-0.07
(0.05)
-0.01

(0.05)
0.03

(0.05)

0.08
(0.05)
0.05 *

0.02)
0.10 *
(0.05)
-0.02
(0.04)

-0.09 **

0.03)
0.37 %+
(0.05)
-0.05
(0.03)

-0.07 *
0.03)
-0.06
(0.04)
-0.01
(0.05)

Halla Hrund
Logadottir

(0.02)
0,01
(0.05)
0.04
(0.05)
0.06
(0.05)
0.10 *
(0.05)

0.15 *
(0.05)
0.02

(0.02)
-0.05
(0.04)
0.02

(0.04)

-0.01

(0.03)
-0.07
(0.05)
0.04

(0.03)

-0.02
0.03)
-0.04
(0.04)
-0.01

(0.05)

Jon
Gnarr

0.03
0.01)
0.02
(0.04)
-0.03
(0.04)
-0.04
0.04)
0,12 %%
(0.04)

-0.14
sokok

(0.04)
0.03

0.02)
0.04
(0.04)
-0.04
(0.03)

-0.03

0.02)
-0.06
(0.04)
-0.01
(0.02)
-0.05 *
0.02)
-0.05
(0.03)
-0.02
(0.04)

Baldur
Pborhallsson

-0.01
(0.02)
-0.02
(0.04)
0.00
(0.04)
-0.05
(0.04)
-0.05
(0.04)

-0.08
(0.04)
-0.03

0.02)
-0.00
(0.04)
-0.06
(0.03)

-0.08 **

0.02)
-0.08 *
(0.04)
0.07 **
(0.03)

0.03
0.02)
010
(0.03)
-0.06
0.04)

Arnar Por
Jonsson

0.01
0.01)
0.03
0.02)
0.03
0.02)
0.02
0.02)
0.02
0.02)

0.04
(0.03)
0.00

0.01)
0.06 **
0.02)
0.02
0.02)

0.03 *

0.01)
0.02
0.02)
-0.01
0.02)

0.01
0.01)
0.02)
0.15 #
0.02)
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Socialist Party ~ -0.19 **

0.07)
Trust in ok
government -0:20
(0.05)
Trust in
presidency 012
0.07)
(0.06)

Role: Sign., own -0.16 *+*

(0.05)

Role: Foreign 0.00

Role:

Trait

Trait

Trait

Trait
dom.

Trait

Trait

Trait

Trait

Trait

(0.06)
Politics 0.11*
(0.05)
: Knowledge 0.01
(0.03)
: Honesty ~ 0.08 *
(0.03)
: Comp., for.0.04
(0.03)
sComp. 05
(0.03)
: Policies  0.02
(0.03)
:Normal ~ -0.09 *
(0.04)
: Warm 0.02
(0.04)
: Presidential 0.02
(0.04)

: Previous  -0.05
(0.04)

0,02
(0.05)

0.43 Hex
(0.04)
-0.01
(0.06)
-0.14

(0.05)
0.05
0.04)
0.07
(0.04)
(0.04)

0.02)
(0.02)
0.05
(0.03)

0.04

(0.03)
(0.03)
-0.02
(0.03)
0.07 *
(0.03)
0.03
(0.03)
-0.00
(0.03)
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0.05 0.19 *++ _0.02
(0.05) 0.04)  (0.04)
-0.12 ** -0.02 -0.08 *
(0.04) 0.03)  (0.03)
-0.02 0.03 0.05
(0.05) (0.04)  (0.04)
0.05 -0.11 *#* -0.02
(0.04) 0.03)  (0.04)
0.07 -0.02 0.03
(0.03) 0.03)  (0.03)
0.03 0.08* -0.02
(0.04) 0.03)  (0.03)
-0.01 -0.03 -0.02
(0.04) (0.03)  (0.03)
-0.02 *3*10 0.04 *
(0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
0.02 0.01 -0.01
(0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
-0.01 -0.04* 0.01
(0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
0.00 -0.02 0.03
(0.02) 0.02)  (0.02)
0.06 * -0.03 0.04
(0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)
0.06 * 0.07 * 0.01
(0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)
0.09 ** 0.02 -0.02
(0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)
0.07 * -0.05* 0.01
(0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)
0.01 0.01 0.05 *

(0.03) 0.02)  (0.02)

0,03
(0.02)

-0.00
0.02)
0.03)
0.03

(0.02)
0.05 **
0.02)
-0.01
0.02)
0.05 **
0.02)

0.00

0.01)
0.01
0.01)
-0.03 *
(0.01)

0.02

0.01)
0.03 *
0.01)
-0.02
0.01)
-0.03
0.01)
0,01

0.01)
0.00

0.01)
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Trait: Career 0.04 -0.01
(0.04) (0.03)

Trait: Education -0.12 * -0.08
(0.05) (0.04)
Trait: Gender ~ 0.00 0.12 *
(0.08) (0.06)

Trait: Spouse -0.00 -0.11
0.11) (0.08)

Trait: Sexuality  -0.14 -0.01
(0.18) (0.14)

R"2 0.10 0.35

Adj. R*2 0.08 0.33
Num. obs. 1614 1614

*p < 0.05, % p < 0.01, % p < 0.001

The Icelandic presidential election of 2024:
strategic voting in a second order election?

0.03 -0.05  -0.00 -0.01

0.03) 0.02)  (0.03) 0.02)
0.20 *¥+ -0.00 ** 0,00 ** 0.01
(0.04) 0.03)  (0.03) 0.02)
0.00 007 -0.04 0.00
(0.06) 0.04)  (0.05) 0.03)
-0.10 000  0.21%F 0.03
0.08) 0.06)  (0.07) (0.04)
-0.18 016 0.52 %%k -0.01
0.13) ©011)  (0.11) 0.07)
0.10 017 0.09 0.24
0.08 015 0.07 0.22
1614 1614 1614 1614
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Table B4. Drivers of candidate choice, full model. Results from a multinomial logit
regression model

Arnar Por Baldur Halla Hrund Halla Jon Gnarr
Jonsson Pérhallsson Logadéttir Témasdottir
Female -0.2296 -0.1953 -0.7273* 0.2082 -0.5409
(0.3789) (0.2082) (0.2088) (0.1741) (0.2842)
18-24 years 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0 0 0 0 0
25-34 years 3.0758" -0.0476 0.1224 0.0724 0.2988
(1.2969) (0.5584) (0.6073) (0.5017) (0.6513)
35-44 years 2.6805" 0.4683 0.7251 0.4364 0.3894
(1.2851) (0.5435) (0.5897) (0.4885) (0.6465)
45-54 years 1.8452 -0.4720 0.5049 0.0543 -0.1488
(1.2855) (0.5440) (0.5828) (0.4804) (0.6482)
55-64 years 1.8722 -0.7718 0.5647 -0.1403 -2.2572*
(1.2898) (0.5541) (0.5858) (0.4856) (0.8470)
65+ years 2.5291 -1.2201* 0.6373 -0.5725 -3.1809"
(1.3340) (0.5959) (0.6038) (0.5141) (1.1921)
University -0.3419 -0.5562" -0.1770 -0.3777 -0.6930"
education
(0.3861) (0.2692) (0.2501) (0.2251) (0.3352)
Political interest 0.6748 -0.6992 -1.0389" -0.8776 -1.1684
(0.8358) (0.5502) (0.5264) (0.4631) (0.6805)
Social Democrats 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0 0 0 0 0
Progress Party 3.0352° -0.5485 0.4568 0.5202 -0.1963
(1.2632) (0.4805) (0.3997) (0.3268) (0.6059)
Independence 4.0695™ -0.7734 0.5890 1.1221 0.4331
Party
(1.1345) (0.3999) (0.3242) (0.2574) (0.4662)
Left Greens 0.6143 -2.3818" -2.3726™ -2.1852" -2.7561*
(1.8556) (0.7652) (0.7981) (0.5791) (1.2086)
Pirates 1.0095 0.8798" 0.6260 0.3146 0.3212
(1.4704) (0.3463) (0.3608) (0.3418) (0.4539)
Liberal Reform 2.8476" 0.6528" 0.2883 0.7015* -0.1931
(1.2000) (0.2981) (0.3251) (0.2722) (0.4871)
Center Party 5.5355" -0.8415 0.6012 0.9089* 0.1999
(1.0996) (0.5851) (0.4297) (0.3931) (0.6012)
People's Party 52572 -0.1087 0.3221 0.2380 0.1195
(1.2197) (0.7080) (0.6424) (0.6152) (0.7836)
Socialist Party 1.4317 -0.1900 0.3616 -0.7178 1.2292
(1.5759) (0.6748) (0.6032) (0.6673) (0.6847)
Trust in presidency -2.1051* 0.2011 -0.5074 0.0839 0.0884
(0.8493) (0.6715) (0.6372) (0.5722) (0.8346)
Trust in -2.7512"* -3.3058"* -3.3897 -2.9940" -2.9476"
government
(0.7786) (0.4593) (0.4499) (0.3837) (0.6210)
Role: Sign., public 39136 0.1927 0.7755 1.0695™ -0.6290
(1.1702) (0.4966) (0.4901) (0.4128) (0.6420)
Role: Sign., own 0.9894 0.1497 0.3112 -0.6839" -0.6175
(0.6781) (0.3972) (0.3812) (0.3357) (0.5624)
Role: Foreign -0.2492 0.0342 0.6832 0.3701 1.4181"
(0.7986) (0.4929) (0.4801) (0.4199) (0.6424)
Role: Politics 2.8515™ 0.9883" 1.1680™ 1.5041" 1.1012
(0.7266) (0.4415) (0.4329) (0.3842) (0.5774)
Trait: Honesty 0.8975" 0.5790" 0.7242™ 0.7559"* 0.6973"
(0.3898) (0.2881) (0.2524) (0.2168) (0.3395)
Trait: Comp., dom. 0.2702 0.3505 -0.0945 -0.2247 -0.3434
(0.4220) (0.3047) (0.2792) (0.2327) (0.3666)
Trait: Comp., for. -1.2723* 0.0720 -0.3161 -0.0619 -0.8006"

(0.4851) (0.2915) (0.2628) (0.2199) (0.3598)
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Trait: Policies 12674~ 1.4955™ 1.4515" 10742 0.6723
(0.4455) (0.3321) (0.3035) (0.2751) (0.3896)
Trait: Normal -1.5357° 0.3941 0.5923" -0.1719 0.5904
(0.6376) (0.3355) (0.2973) (0.2782) (0.3592)
Trait: Presidential -0.4109 0.4610 0.7260" 0.3033 -0.2250
(0.5737) (0.3535) (0.3131) (0.2728) (0.4040)
Trait: Warm 22521 0.4743 1.3029" 0.6837" 0.7212
(1.1169) (0.3905) (0.3354) (0.3068) (0.4026)
Trait: Previous 0.4453 0.8527" 0.3921 0.1206 0.2524
(0.5007) (0.3604) (0.3480) (0.3061) (0.4209)
Trait: Knowledge -0.7108 -0.0290 -0.7214~ -0.5346" -1.9290
(0.3848) (0.2860) (0.2526) (0.2199) (0.3512)
Trait: Carcer -0.1079 0.1430 0.3348 0.2866 -0.5261
(0.6014) (0.3825) (0.3362) (0.2919) (0.5324)
Trait: Education 0.5763 1.28417 1.4304 -0.1127 -14.9191
(0.6796) (0.4290) (0.3847) (0.3901) (838.0896)
Trait: Gender -13.6468 -1.2453 -0.6522 -0.5973 -1.5797
(1265.8758) (0.7265) (0.6107) (0.4683) (1.1263)
Trait: Sexuality -14.4699 1.4214 -18.4744 -1.0902 -18.5887
(7417.2222) (1.1587) (7010.8970) (1.4645) (8621.9546)
Trait: Spouse 1.6621 3.0952" 0.6170 1.3291 1.3592
(1.6211) (1.1957) (1.3439) (1.1990) (1.3974)
Constant -9.0524" 0.8172 0.9077 0.5493 3.0489"
(2.2373) (1.1007) (1.0424) (0.9064) (1.2581)
Log Likelihood -1882.8967
N 1587.0000

*p < 0.05, % p < 0.01, %% p < 0.001
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Appendix C: Additional analysis

C1. Additional analysis from the Online Election survey

0.8

0.3

0.0

. Role: Refuse countersigning based on public demands . Role: Refuse countersigning based on own assessment

. President should influence politics more President should shape own foreign policy

Figure C1. Average values given by respondents in the Online Elections to four
questions about how desirable each would be for the president of Iceland, where
0 = “very undesirable” and 1 = “very desirable” (rescaled from 0-10)
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Figure C2. Proportion of respondents in the Online Election survey who chose
each candidate characteristic / trait as important for their preference over can-
didates for president. Each respondent could choose up to three traits



Viktor Orri Valgardsson, Indridi H. Indridason, STJORNMAL 235
Gunnar Helgi Kristinsson, Agnar Freyr Helgason, —_— & —

Hafsteinn Einarsson STJORNSYSLA

Halla Témasdottir Katrin Jakobsdéttir Halla Hrund Logadaéttir
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3544 years —— —— —0—
45-54 years —— —— ——
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University Education - - -
Political interest —— -0 -
Joén Gnarr Baldur bérhallsson Arnar bér Jonsson
Female * ®
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Figure C3. Demographic (and political interest) correlates of candidate choice in
the 2024 Icelandic presidential election. Data from the Online Election survey
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C2. Additional analysis from the Maskina survey

On the day before the election Maskina, a public opinion research firm in Iceland, fiel-
ded a survey to their probability-based online panel on the election. A total of 2,488
responses were gathered. The survey responses were weighted by age, sex, residence and
education, as well as the results of the presidential elections.

Table C1 shows vote intention by government support. Halla Témasdottir’s sup-
port is roughly equal in the two groups of voters. However, for the remaining major
candidates, vote intention is strongly predicted by government support. Katrin Jakobs-
déttir is the preferred candidate of almost a half of government supporters, but is only
favored by 14% of those that do not support the government. The opposite is true of
Halla Hrund Logadéttir, Jén Gnarr, and Baldur Pérhallsson, as they have two to three
times more support among voters in opposition to the government.

Table C1. Vote intention, by government support (%)

Vote intention Against Supports
Halla Témasdottir 33 31
Katrin Jakobsdéttir 14 45
Halla Hrund Logadottir 21 10
Jon Gnarr 13

Baldur Pérhallsson 12 4
Other 8

Total 100 100

In the Maskina poll, respondents were also asked to indicate which candidate they would
vote for if their preferred candidate was not running in the election. Table C2 shows
the results of this question, broken down by respondents’ initial vote intention. Among
voters intending to vote for one of the major candidates, Halla Témasdoéttir is by far the
most popular 2nd choice. Almost half of Jakobsdéttir voters would vote for Témas-
déttir if the former was not running for office, while support among other voter groups
ranges from just under 30% to 40%. Jakobsdéttir herself, however, does not fare well
when it comes to being the 2nd choice of other voters. Only around 10% of Logadéttir,
Gnarr, and Pérhallsson voters would shift their vote to her, while 23% of Tomasdottir
voters would make the switch.
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Table C2. Respondents’ 2nd best vote, by main vote (%)

Vote intention

2nd best vote HT KJ HHL JG BP Other
Halla Témasdottir 0 46 40 29 37 27
Katrin Jakobsdottir 23 0 9 12 13 1
Halla Hrund Logadottir 20 12 0 11 18 20
Jon Gnarr 21 17 13 0 21 20
Baldur Porhallsson 23 16 20 22 0 1
Other 12 8 18 26 12 31
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

The above analysis suggests that voters were clearly divided along government lines and
that this division holds even when allowing for a hypothetical backup vote. Table C3
paints an even starker image in this respect. When asked which of the five major can-
didates they were least likely to support, between 50% and 70% of the voters of other
candidates stated that they were least likely to vote for Jakobsdéttir. On the opposite
end of the spectrum - and mirroring the findings above - Témasdottir was the least
polarizing candidate, with 7-13% of other voters ranking her last.

Table C3. Respondents’ least likely vote choice of major candidates, by vote in-
tention (%)

Vote intention

Least likely vote HT KJ HHL JG BP Other
Halla Témasdottir 0 13 9 6 8 7
Katrin Jakobsdéttir 51 0 67 65 58 61
Halla Hrund Logadottir 20 41 0 20 18 7
Jon Gnarr 19 28 15 0 16 12
Baldur Pérhallsson 10 17 8 9 0 13
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100

In the Maskina survey, a series of three hypothetical questions on polling information
on clection day also gives us an alternative way to evaluate the extent of strategic voting,
Specifically, respondents were asked: “If polls on election day suggest that two can-
didates were most likely to win the election, would you vote for either of them or
another candidate?” The three scenarios all included Jakobsdottir as a front runner,
with either Témasdéttir, Logadéttir or Porhallsson being the opponent. Note that these
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can be considered lower bounds for strategic voting, as some voters could already have
intended to vote strategically for a particular candidate.

Table C4 combines answers from these three questions and indicates if respondents
who intend to vote for other candidates than the two hypothetical front runners would
1) switch their vote to Jakobsdottir, 2) switch their vote to the opponent (Témasdottir,
Logadéttir, or Pérhallsson, depending on the question), or 3) vote for neither (either
not changing their vote or vote for another candidate). The answers suggest that poll-
ing information would be highly relevant for respondents’ eventual vote choice, with
50-70% of voters of other candidates indicating they would change their vote to one
of the front runners. Again, collective opposition to Jakobsdottitr’s presidential bid can
be seen in the breakdown of answers, as voters would much rather switch their vote to
whomever was opposing her.

DPoérhallsson’s fortunes would have changed dramatically if he had been in that posi-
tion, as 53% of voters intending to vote for someone else than him or Jakobsdottir
would have switch their vote to him and only 20% to Jakobsdéttir. Témasdottir would
have seen a similar gain, with 43% of voters switching their vote to her and only 10% to
Jakobsdottir. In her case, however, a much larger share of voters would have left their
vote choice unchanged, indicating that neither of them appealed enough to some seg-
ment of voters.

Table C4. Vote changing by other voters if Katrin Jakobsdéttir and one of three
opponents were the frontrunners in polls on election day (%)

Hypothetical opponent
Effect on vote choice vs HT vs HHL vs Bb
Switch to KJ 10 22 20
Switch to opponent 43 42 53
Vote for neither 46 36 27
Total 100 100 100

In the Maskina survey, respondents were also asked to order the twelve candidates by
how likely they were to vote for them on election day. While the question is not expli-
citly asking respondents to rank the candidates under an alternative vote (AV) system,
we analyze the results as if they were. A reasonable criticism of this approach is that
the question wording does not lead to responses that elicit the preference ordering of
respondents under AV, as their first vote choice (and so on) might already be based on
strategic considerations. Of all respondents, 2,248 respondents ordered at least candi-
date and just under half of those gave a complete ranking of all candidates.

Based on answers to this question, the results of the election would have been unc-
hanged under an alternative vote system, and the order of candidates almost the same
as reported in the main text, based on the Online Election. The final three candidates
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would have been Halla Témasdéttir, Katrin Jakobsdottir, and Halla Hrund Logadottir,
with Halla Témasdéttir beating Katrin Jakobsdéttir in the final round with 66% of the
vote against 34%. The figure below shows the order in which candidates dropped out of
the race and the effects on the vote tallies of the remaining candidates.

80%

Halla Tomasdéttir

60%

40%

Votes (%)

Katrin Jakobsdotii

Halla Hrund Logadottir

20%

Jon Gnarr
____ Baldarboialisson
0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

Round

Figure C4. Evolution of candidates’ votes over AV rounds, based on data from the
Maskina survey

Respondents were also asked to indicate who they would be “content with” (i. “satt(ur)”
med) as the next President of Iceland. While the question is not asking respondents
directly about whether they would cast an approval vote for each of the candidates, we
believe it is reasonable to analyze the results is if they were. Of all respondents, 2,413
respondents were content with at least one of the candidates winning the election.

Based on answers to this question, the winner of the election would have been unc-
hanged under an approval vote system, with over 70% of voters being content with
Halla Témasdoéttir as the president. However, the order of the runners-up would have
been somewhat different: Baldur Porhallsson would have finished 2nd with 53% appro-
val, Halla Hrund Logadéttir 3rd with 48% approval, Katrin Jakobsdoéttir 4th with 47%
approval, and Jon Gnarr fifth with 45% approval. Other candidates would have received
less than 20% of votes. The results can be seen in Table C5 and these are very similar to
those reported in the main text, based on the Online Election survey.
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Table C5. Results of approval “vote”, based on Maskina data

Candidate Votes (%)
Halla Témasdottir 71
Baldur Porhallsson 53
Halla Hrund Logadottir 48
Katrin Jakobsdottir 47
Jon Gnarr 45
Arnar Por Jénsson 18
Steinunn Olina Porsteinsdottir 18
Helga borisdottir 7

Asdis Ran Gunnarsdottir

Viktor Traustason

Astbér Magnusson Wium
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C3. Additional analysis from the SSRI survey

To further investigate the notion of strategic voting in the 2024 Icelandic presidential
election, we also look at the SSRI post-election survey, weighting survey responses to
reflect the vote shares obtained in the presidential election. This survey is based on a
sample drawn from a probability-based online panel maintained by the Social Science
Research Institute at the University of Iceland. A total of 1,571 responses were gat-
hered. Three items in this survey dealt with issues related to strategic voting. The first
of these measured whether voters should consider voting strategically. A large majority
(78%) of respondents opposed strategic voting. When the results are broken down by
candidate (focusing on those reaching 5% of the overall vote), the rates of approval of
strategic voting were highest among voters of two candidates: Halla Témasdéttir, the
elected candidate, and Halla Hrund Logadéttir, who came in third. While a minority of
respondents approved of strategic voting, the share that does is sufficient to affect the
results of a close election.

Table C7. Should voters choose strategically or sincerely?

Voters should choose the

Voters should always choose the
candidate they think will be best
suited to be president, even if
that candidate is unlikely to win

candidate they think most
likely to affect the result of the
election, even if they think that
candidate is not the one will be

the election best suited to be president

Total 995 (78%) 276 (22%)
Halla Témasdottir 307 (72%) 122 (28%)
Katrin Jakobsdottir 282 (85%) 49 (15%)
Halla Hrund Logadottir 142 (72%) 55 (28%)
Joén Gnarr 108 (86%) 18 (14%))
Baldur Poérhallsson 91 (84%) 17 (16%)
Arnar Pér Jonsson 55 (86%) 9 (14%)

Other 11 (67%) 5 (33%)

Note: Respondents were asked: “Following the presidential election there has been some discussion regarding tactical
clections, referring to voting for the candidate thought most likely to affect the results of the election, rather than the
candidate they think will be the best president. XXXX”

p<0.001 (chi-squared test with Rao & Scott’s second-order correction)

Following up on the previous item, which explained the concept of strategic voting, res-
pondents were asked if they had voted strategically themselves. A much smaller share of
respondents’ self-reports having voted strategically, as only around one in eight respond-
ents (13%) do so. An interesting picture emerges when examining self-reported strategic
voting by candidates, as this phenomenon is almost exclusively reported by voters of the
three candidates who received the most votes. Notably, a full quarter (25%) of respond-
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ents who cast their vote for the election winner, Halla Témasdottir, self-report having
voted for her for strategic reasons. Thus, the rate of strategic voting for the election
winner is neatly double that of the full sample. Another candidate who benefited from
strategic voting was Halla Hrund Logadéttir, of whom 17% reported having voted for
strategically. The runner-up, Katrin Jakobsdottir, received comparatively little benefit
from strategic voting, although 7% reported having voted for her strategically.

Does this large share of strategic votes indicate that Halla Témasdoéttir would not
have won the election without strategic votes? Halla received 34.15% of the vote, while
runner-up Katrin Jakobsdéttir received 25.19%, a margin of nine percentage points.
This margin exceeds the point estimate for the share of the overall sample that self-
reported voting strategically for Halla (8.5%), although it is within the margin of error
(+£1.4%), meaning that we cannot rule out that strategic voting was decisive based on
this analysis. Two other factors muddle the figure further, as some may have voted
strategically for Halla to block another candidate than Katrin, and Katrin may have
benefited from strategic voting herself. However, less than 1% of the sample reported
both having considered voting for Katrin and having voted strategically for Halla, and
Katrin Jakobsdottir’s benefit from strategic voting was less than 2% of the overall vote.
Overall, these findings suggest that strategic voting substantially contributed to Halla
Toémasdottir’s margin of victory, although we cannot conclude whether she would have
won the election without strategic votes.

Table C8. Do voters self-report having voted strategically?

Yes, I voted for a candidate
that I believed was likely to win

despite not being the candidate I No, I voted for the candidate I
believed would be best suited to believed would be best suited to
be president be president
Total 193 (13%) 1277 (87%)
Halla Témasdéttir 122 (25%) 371 (75%)
Katrin Jakobsdottir 24 (7%) 349 (93%)
Halla Hrund Logadottir 39 (17%) 192 (83%)
Jon Gnarr 2 (2% 148 (98%0)
Baldur bérhallsson 3 (3%) 122 (97%)
Arnar Por Jénsson 1 (2%) 75 (98%)
Other 0 (0%) 21 (100%)

Note: Respondents were asked: “Did you vote strategically in the presidential election on June 1st, 2024?2”
p<0.001 (chi-squared test with Rao & Scott’s second-order correction)

Respondents were asked whether they believed others had voted strategically. The results
indicate that around one in three (32%) believe a large share voted strategically, which
far exceeds the share who self-reported doing so (13%), and the share who believe



Viktor Orri Valgardsson, Indridi H. Indridason, STJORNMAL 243
Gunnar Helgi Kristinsson, Agnar Freyr Helgason, —_— & —

Hafsteinn Einarsson STJORNSYSLA

voting strategically is justifiable (22%). This indicates, perhaps unsurprisingly, that voters
exaggerate the amount of strategic voting based on their expectations of the motives
of others. Again, noticeable trends emerge when examining the results by candidate, as
those who voted for Halla Témasdottir are less likely to believe that a large share of the
clectorate voted strategically.

Table C9. How many voters do respondents believe vote strategically?

Yes, but No, no voters
Yes, a large only a small or almost no
share voted Yes, some voted share voted voters voted
strategically strategically strategically strategically
Total 400 (32%) 600 (47%) 230 (18%) 34 (3%)
Halla Témasdottir 81 (19%) 182 (44%) 138 (33%) 18 (4%)
Katrin Jakobsdottir 115 (36%) 176 (55%) 20 (6%) 5 (2%)
Halla Hrund Logadéttir 67 (33%) 98 (49%) 32 (16%) 5 (2%)
J6n Gnarr 54 (40%) 60 (44%) 19 (14%) 2 (2%)
Baldur Péthallsson 43 (39%) 55 (50%) 9 (8%) 2 (2%)
Arnar Por Jénsson 26 (41%) 29 (45%) 7 (11%) 1 (2%)
Other 13 (71%) 0 (0%) 5 (29%) 0 (0%)

Note: Respondents were asked: “Do you believe other voters voted strategically in the presidential election held on
June 1st, 2024?”

p<0.001 (chi-squared test with Rao & Scott’s second-order correction)

Finally, Figure C5 shows which candidates voters considered voting for, beyond the
candidate they eventually selected. Respondents were asked “did you consider voting
for ..” each of the candidates. As the figure illustrates, Halla Témasdottir had a broad
appeal among the electorate, as 72.2% ecither voted for her or considered voting for
her. In comparison, her two closest competitors were considered by less than half the
electorate, with Katrin Jakobsdottir (considered by 44.4%) in particular facing a narrow
electorate (Halla Hrund Logadéttir was considered by 49.2% of respondents).
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Figure C5. Which candidates were considered?

This analysis of the probability-based post-election survey indicates that strategic voting
played an important role in the 2024 Icelandic presidential election, as one in eight
voters self-reported having voted strategically, including one in four who voted for the
winning candidate. While we cannot conclude whether Halla Témasdottir would have
won the election without these votes, it seems clear that strategic voting changed the
election from a close contest to a relatively convincing margin of victory for a newly
clected president. Furthermore, while voters suspect others of voting strategically, this
phenomenon appears to be relatively rare and less than a quarter of the sample believes
strategic voting is ever justifiable. Despite this, the extent of strategic voting in Icelandic
elections is cleatly a factor that can sway close presidential elections.
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C4. Additional analysis from the Présent survey

The public opinion research firm Présent conducted a survey about the Icelandic presi-
dential election on May 27th-28th 2024, using their online panel of respondents. This
survey gathered 1438 responses and asked respondents a) who they would vote for as
president, b) who they would vote for if that candidate was not running, and ¢) who they
would vote for if that candidate was not running. The data are weighted by candidate
support (first vote choice) to reflect the election results. Figure C6 uses these questions
to count votes for each of the candidates using the AV rule, again with the caveat that
the questions did not explicitly ask respondents to vote under the AV system. The results
are entirely consistent with the results from the Online Election and Maskina data: the
order in which the major candidates are eliminated in the counting procedure is the same
as in the Maskina survey, and Témasdottir would have beaten Jakobsdottir in the final
round with 62% of the vote against 38%.

Katrin Jakobsdattip

Halla d Logadottir
20%

Baldur bérhallsson

0%
1 2 3 4 5 6 rd 8 9 10 1
Round
Figure C6. Evolution of candidates’ votes over AV rounds, based on data from the
Présent survey

In Table C10, we use these questions to infer which candidate might have been preferred
to the other in hypothetical two-way competitions between each of the six major can-
didates, like in Table 2 in the main text.
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Table C10. Which candidates were “preferred” by more voters? Results from the
Présent survey. Weighted by candidate vote (first choice)

Pairwise “opponent” (%)

Candidate (%) vs AP] vs BP vs HHL vs HT vs]JG vsK]
Arnar Por Jonsson 22 22 12 31 22
Baldur Pérhallsson 78 53 32 63 45
Halla Hrund Logadottir 78 47 31 58 45
Halla Témasdottir 88 68 69 76 63
Jon Gnarr 69 37 42 24 39
Katrin Jakobsdottir 78 55 55 37 61

Note: Respondents were asked to rank candidates in order of how likely they were to vote for them. Here, we treat
this as a measure of respondents preferences over the candidates and use their ranking to infer how each pair of
candidates might have fared against each other in a two-way contest, with the caveat that this is a hypothetical case
based on a question that did not directly ask about this.

Table C11. Respondents’ 2nd best vote, by main vote (%) - Présent survey

Vote intention

2nd best vote HT K] HHL ]G BP APJ Other
Halla Témasdéttir 0 42 38 21 39 35 15
Katrin Jakobsdéttir 30 0 8 9 12 4 3
Halla Hrund Logadottir 22 11 0 10 21 15 21
Jon Gnarr 13 6 8 0 19 13 23
Baldur borhallsson 23 34 27 33 0 0 8
Arnar Por Jonsson 8 2 8 4 2 0 12
Other 5 5 12 22 8 33 19

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 100




