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Introduction
In May 2005, mayoral elections were held in Doncaster, Hartlepool, North Tyneside and Stoke-on-Trent simultaneously with a general election.  They gave notice that the second round of mayoral elections started.  The elected mayor system was introduced in 1999 and 2000, and the first round of mayoral elections took place between 2000 and 2002.  Mayoral elections are so novel in the United Kingdom that there has been little research to date exploring them except some studies on London Mayoral elections (Curtice et al. 2001; Dunleavy et al. 2004; Margetts et al. 2005).  This paper analyses the results of the four mayoral elections this year.  The first section of this paper formulates a framework for 
Figure 1  Two dimensions of elections
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investigating mayoral elections.  Two dimensions of elections are distinguished, namely the dimension of national and local elections and the dimension of legislative and executive elections, and the theory of second-order elections is introduced to the dimension of national and local elections, while theories about divided government are referred to in respect of the dimension of legislative and executive elections.  The hypothesis of this paper is that institutional conditions and behaviour of actors allow independent—or minor political party—candidates to have better chance at local executive elections than at any other election.  The second section of this paper analyses the mayoral elections this year.  It is confirmed that major parties reduced their shares of votes at the mayoral elections compared with the simultaneous general election and that independent and minor party candidates at the mayoral elections received more votes than their counterparts at the general election.
Theories
In order to discuss mayoral elections, this paper advances the concept of two dimensions of elections (Figure 1).  One dimension is the dimension of national and local elections.  The category of local elections might be divided into more than one level of local elections, for example, county elections and district—or borough—elections in England, but this paper treats various levels of local elections together, because differences inside local elections seem smaller than differences between national and local elections.  Rallings and Thrasher (1998) stated, ‘[M]any electors cannot identify the specific functions of county and district authorities and in such circumstances it is not surprising that they do not treat their two votes as though they were for different types of authority’ (Rallings & Thrasher 1998, 114).  Another dimension of elections is the dimension of legislative and executive elections.  Executive elections are not held in many polities, and instead the executive are appointed by the legislature.  Two elements in each of the two dimensions of elections imply four types of elections, namely national legislative elections such as parliamentary elections, national executive elections such as presidential elections, local legislative elections such as local council elections and local executive elections such as mayoral elections.  Thus, mayoral elections are classified as local executive elections.  In order to formulate a framework for investigating local executive elections, this section enquires into differences between national and local elections as well as between legislative and executive elections.
How different?  In terms of the dimension of national and local elections, the theory of second-order elections gives a clue.  The principal idea of this theory is to define first-order elections as parliamentary and presidential elections and second-order elections as local and European Parliamentary elections and to compare first-order elections and second-order elections.  Thus, through examining the theory of second-order elections, differences between national and local elections can be discussed.  Reif and Schmitt (Reif & Schmitt 1980; Reif 1984) argued the following features of second-order elections.
Figure 2  A governing party’s popularity in an electoral cycle
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Reif 1984, 250.
•
Turnout is regularly lower at second-order elections than at first-order elections.
•
Smaller, newer and more radical parties have better prospects at second-order elections than at first-order elections at the expense of bigger and more established parties.
•
Results of parties governing first-order political arenas at second-order elections follow the pattern of a governing party’s popularity in an electoral cycle (Figure 2), which is assumed from actual electoral results to be a third-order polynomial of
y = 1.085 - 0.167x - 1.48x2 + 1.59x3     0 ≤ x ≤ 1

where x is time in an electoral cycle and y is a governing party’s popularity in proportion to their result at the last election (Reif & Schmitt 1980, 9-10; Reif 1984, 245-252).
McLean, Heath, Taylor and Curtice (McLean et al. 1996; Heath et al. 1999) argued the applicability of the theory of second-order elections to local and European Parliamentary elections in Great Britain.  In addition, when a general 
Table 1  National governments in the United States
	
	Unified governments
	Divided governments

	1832-1900
	20
	14

	1900-1952
	22
	4

	1952-1992
	7
	13

	Total
	49
	31


Fiorina 1996, 7.
election and annual local elections coincided in the United Kingdom in 1979 and 1997, more than a fifth of those in whose local wards all the three major parties put their candidates up split their tickets in both years (Rallings & Thrasher 2001, 325-328).
In respect of the dimension of legislative and executive elections, theories about divided government hold a key.  Divided government signifies a situation in the United States where the party controlling the legislature and the party controlling the executive are different.  It suggests that the results of a legislative and an executive election are different.  Thus, through examining theories about divided government, differences between legislative and executive elections can be discussed.  Divided national government has often happened in the United States (Table 1).  Since the two-party system was established, ‘national elections have created or continued a condition of divided government for 62 of 160 years, about 40 percent of our history....  The contemporary era (1952-1992) stands out, with a majority (13/20) of presidential and mid-term elections producing divided governments’ (Fiorina 1996, 6).  After Fiorina (1996) compiled Table 1, divided national government occurred at three elections in 1994, 1996 and 1998, while it was also caused by the defection of a Republican Senator in 2001.  Ticket splitters between a House of Representatives election and a Presidential election accounted for around a quarter of the electorate since the 
Figure 3  Unified state governments in the United States
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Fiorina 1996, 25.

1970s (Fiorina 1996, 10-15).  Divided local government has been as common as divided national government in the United States (Figure 3).  ‘Unified control in the states declined sharply after the 1952 elections, stabilized at a lower level in the late 1960s, and declined still further in the 1980s’ (Fiorina 1996, 24).  At present, there are 21 unified and 28 divided state governments, while Nebraska is not classified, because its legislature is non-partisan.  Thus, the ratio of unified state governments is identical with that in the late 1980s in Figure 3.  Fiorina (1996) stated, ‘Rather than an aberration produced by the accidental combination of particular circumstances and personalities, divided government has become a defining feature of contemporary American politics—it is the normal state of affairs’ (Fiorina 1996, 2).  The frequency of divided government in both national and local politics in the United States seems to suggest that divided government can happen wherever executive elections are held.
When different electoral results are discussed, two cases need to be distinguished, namely a case where these elections coincide and a case where they are held separately.  In a case of coincident elections with different results, a significant proportion of the electorate vote for different parties simultaneously.  This act is called split-ticket voting.  The proportion of the electorate who vote at either election and do not vote at the other election is negligible.  For example, when a general election and annual local elections coincided in the United Kingdom in 1979 and 1997, 97% of those who went to polling stations voted at both elections in each of 1979 and 1997 (Rallings & Thrasher 2001, 324-325).  In a case of separate elections with different results, not only are there those who vote for a different party from the party whom they voted for at the previous election, but there are those who abstain despite their casting ballots at the last election and those who go to polling stations despite their abstention at the preceding election.  These people are not called ticket splitters in the narrow sense, but they vote differently—or vote at times and do not vote at other times—and consequently produce different electoral results.  Results seem more different between separate elections than between coincident elections, because more people seem to vote differently—or vote at either election and do not vote at the other election—between separate elections than between coincident elections.  This paper uses the phrase of ‘different voting’ as the notion containing split-ticket voting between coincident elections, voting differently between separate elections and the behaviour of voting at either election and not voting at the other election.
Why different?  It has been confirmed that national and local elections as well as legislative and executive elections are different.  There seem to be three reasons why they are different.  The first reason is that the electorate have become more volatile.  A loyal supporter for a party looks unlikely to vote for other parties at any election.  As partisanship is weak, the electorate may vote differently.  In terms of the dimension of national and local elections, Reif (1984) stated, ‘Taking into account the fact that, in many countries, party loyalty of the electorate has decreased during the past decades, care should be taken about interpreting a minor increase of the amplitude of our curve’ in Figure 2 (Reif 1984, 247).  In respect of the dimension of legislative and executive elections, Jacobson (1990) and Fiorina (1996) argued that the decline in party loyalty had increased different voting between a legislative and an executive election in the United States and consequently had raised divided government (Jacobson 1990, 5-12; Fiorina 1996, 44-45).  In fact, partisanship has been weakening in every country.  For example, in Great Britain, the proportion of the electorate who identified very strongly with a party fell from 45% in 1964 to 13% in 2001 (Clarke et al. 2004, 40-50).  This increasing volatility of the electorate is a reason for different voting.  Meanwhile, Fiorina (1996) stated, ‘[P]arty decline is a precondition rather than an explanation’ (Fiorina 1996, 44-45).  It is certain that the weakening of partisanship is insufficient to explain different voting, because an independent elector may vote for the same party at different elections.  The increasing volatility of the electorate is a necessary background for different voting, but other factors triggering it need to be looked for.
The second reason why national and local elections as well as legislative and executive elections are different is that they are different offices.  Different offices have different functions, and, according to functions of each office, the electorate may vote differently.  In terms of the dimension of national and local elections, Reif and Schmitt (Reif & Schmitt 1980, Reif 1984) argued that the electorate regarded second-order elections as less at stake than first-order elections.  Turnout is lower at second-order elections than at first-order elections, because fewer people regard second-order elections as sufficiently important to cast ballots.  Some supporters for bigger parties vote for smaller parties at second-order elections in order to give a warning to the bigger parties, while some supporters for smaller parties vote for bigger parties close to their political orientation at first-order elections in order to influence first-order governments.  Thus, parties governing first-order political arenas lose votes at second-order elections, and smaller parties perform well (Reif & Schmitt 1980, 9-10; Reif 1984, 245-248).  In respect of the dimension of legislative and executive elections, Jacobson (1990) argued that the electorate had different expectations of Presidents and Members of Congress as well as the Republicans and the Democrats.  ‘Voters thus use quite different criteria for judging presidential and congressional candidates’ (Jacobson 1990, 115).  The combination of partisan perception and institutional expectations is the ground for ticket splitting (Jacobson 1990, 105-120).  These different criteria for voting are a reason for different voting.  In the dimension of national and local elections, the criteria for voting seem weighted against larger parties and in favour of smaller parties at local elections compared with national elections, as Reif and Schmitt argued.  In the dimension of legislative and executive elections, the criteria for voting seem more candidate-oriented at executive elections than at legislative elections, because presidency or mayoralty seems more visible than legislators.  Considering that smaller parties have less political resources than larger parties and therefore may rely more on candidates’ personality, smaller parties may have better chance at executive elections than at legislative elections.
The third reason for different electoral results is that political issues and candidates are different.  Different political issues matter at different elections depending on the timing and the office of each election.  Different candidates stand at different elections.  According to political issues and candidates at each election, the electorate may vote differently.  It does not mean that both political issues and candidates’ personality always provoke different voting but means that either of them—possibly both—may prompt different voting.  In terms of the dimension of national and local elections, Reif and Schmitt (1980) argued that parties, platforms, candidates and policies in a second-order political arena played some role at the second-order elections.  ‘There is less at stake to be sure, but there is still something at stake’ at second-order elections (Reif & Schmitt 1980, 10).  In respect of the dimension of legislative and executive elections, Jacobson (1990) argued that the decline in party loyalty had made electoral politics less party-centred and more candidate-centred.  ‘[T]he variation across districts among individual candidates—and, even more, among the choices presented by pairs of candidates—is considerably greater than the variation across districts in the impact of partisan tides’ (Jacobson 1990, 21).  Thus, interelection vote swings have become more variable and election results less stable (Jacobson 1990, 20-72).
Figure 4  Hypothesis
Institutional conditions
•
Smaller size of the electorate (and lower turnout) at local elections than at national elections
•
System allowing of concentration of political resources at executive elections compared with legislative elections
Behaviour of actors
1.  Increasing volatility of the electorate
2.  Different offices
•
Against larger parties and in favour of smaller parties at local elections compared with national elections
•
More candidate-oriented at executive elections than at legislative elections
3.  Different political issues and different candidates
Hypothesis  The hypothesis of this paper is that institutional conditions and behaviour of actors allow independent and minor party candidates to have better chance at local executive elections than at any other election (Figure 4).  Minor parties correspond to parties outside of Labour, the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats at English mayoral elections.  Institutional conditions are examined in accordance with the two dimensions of elections.  In the dimension of national and local elections, the size of the electorate is smaller at local elections than at national elections, because a country is divided into many local authorities.  Thus, the number of votes necessary for taking control is smaller at local elections than at national elections.  The lower threshold at local elections is supplemented by generally lower turnout at local elections than at national elections.  Turnout is not an institutional condition in the narrow sense, but the tendency of lower turnout at local elections is so common that it seems to be considered as a presupposition, and it might be considered as an ‘informal’ institutional condition by broader definition (Lowndes 2002, 98-99).  Considering that smaller parties can mobilise fewer votes than larger parties, the lower threshold at local elections allows smaller parties to have better chance at these elections.  In the dimension of legislative and executive elections, the system of executive elections allows of concentration of political resources compared with legislative elections.  In order to take control of a legislature, a party must put up candidates more than half of seats in the legislature.  On the other hand, in order to take an executive office, a single likely candidate is enough.  Considering that smaller parties have less political resources than larger parties, smaller parties may have better chance at executive elections than at legislative elections.  Better chance at local elections than at national elections as well as at executive elections than at legislative elections implies that smaller parties may have the best chance at local executive elections.
Behaviour of actors has been examined in this section.  The theory of second-order elections argues differences between national and local elections, while theories about divided government suggest differences between legislative and executive elections.  Results seem more different between separate elections than between coincident elections.  There seem to be three reasons why national and local elections as well as legislative and executive elections are different.  The first reason is that the electorate have become more volatile.  The second reason is that they are different offices.  The criteria for voting seem weighted against larger parties and in favour of smaller parties at local elections compared with national elections, while the criteria seem more candidate-oriented at executive elections than at legislative elections, and therefore smaller parties may have better chance at executive elections.  Thus, smaller parties may have the best chance at local executive elections.  The third reason for different electoral results is that political issues and candidates are different.  Hence, through both institutional conditions and behaviour of actors, independent and minor party candidates may have the best chance at local executive elections.
Analysis
In England, the elected mayor system was introduced through the Greater London Authority Act 1999 and the Local Government Act 2000.  This was the first time that executive elections were introduced in the United Kingdom.  Each local authority chooses whether to introduce the elected mayor system.  The supplementary voting system is employed to elect a mayor.  An elector can vote for two candidates with placing them in order of the elector’s preference.  The candidate receiving more than half of first preference votes is elected.  If no candidate receives more than half of first preference votes, second preference votes are counted.  In this case, all but the two candidates receiving the largest numbers of first preference votes are eliminated.  Votes whose first preference is for one of eliminated candidates and whose second preference is for either of the two remaining candidates are recounted on the basis of their second preference.  The candidate receiving the larger total of first preference votes and recounted votes is elected.
The elected mayor system has been introduced in twelve local authorities.  The first round of mayoral elections was held in each of the twelve local authorities between 2000 and 2002, while a by-election took place in North Tyneside in 2003 and the second mayoral election was held in Greater London last 

Table 2  Mayoral elections until 2004
	Date
	Local authority
	Elected (Affiliation)

	May 2000
	Greater London
	Livingstone (Independent)

	May 2002
	Doncaster
	Winter (Labour)

	
	Hartlepool
	Drummond (Independent)

	
	Lewisham
	Bullock (Labour)

	
	Middlesbrough
	Mallon (Independent)

	
	Newham
	Wales (Labour)

	
	North Tyneside
	Morgan (Conservative)

	
	Watford
	Thornhill (Liberal Democrat)

	October 2002
	Bedford
	Branston (Better Bedford Independent Party)

	
	Hackney
	Pipe (Labour)

	
	Mansfield
	Egginton (Independent)

	
	Stoke-on-Trent
	Wolfe (Mayor 4 Stoke)

	June 2003
	North Tyneside
	Arkley (Conservative)

	May 2004
	Greater London
	Livingstone (Labour)


year (Table 2).  Considering that most of these twelve local authorities are Labour strongholds, Labour under-performed at the inaugural mayoral elections.  No more than four Labour candidates were elected, all of whom had had the experience of the leader of each local council.  Other major parties were not able to capitalise on Labour’s failure.  The mayoralty in North Tyneside was all that the Conservatives took, which they held at the 2003 by-election, while the Mayor of Watford has been the only Liberal Democratic elected mayor.  Thus, it was independent and minor party candidates that succeeded in the first round of mayoral elections.  Just half of the twelve inaugural elected mayors were independent or from minor parties, although there were few independent and minor party councillors in these local authorities.  Ken Livingstone, successful independent candidate at the 2000 London Mayoral election, was former Leader of the Greater London Council and a former Member of Parliament from the Labour Party but had been expelled from the Labour Party during the run-up to this election, because he had stood against the party’s decision.  He rejoined the Labour Party immediately before being re-elected at the 2004 London Mayoral election.  Stuart Drummond, successful independent candidate for Mayor of Hartlepool, was called monkey, because he was dressing as Hartlepool United Football Club’s mascot monkey, H’Angus, during his election campaign.  Ray Mallon, an independent candidate in Middlesbrough, and Mike Wolfe, Mayor 4 Stoke candidate in Stoke-on-Trent, had campaigned for introducing the elected mayor system in each local authority before being elected as inaugural elected mayors.  Wolfe of Stoke-on-Trent and Tony Egginton, successful independent candidate in Mansfield, were the runners-up following the Labour candidates at the count of first preference votes but turned the table at the count of second preference votes (Sandford 2002; Rallings et al. 2002).  The first round of mayoral elections was characterised by independent success.
A term of an elected mayor is four years like local councillors, but some of the inaugural elected mayors served—or will have served—for different length, mainly in order to coordinate the timing of mayoral and local council elections in each local authority.  Thus, mayoral elections were due this year in Doncaster, Hartlepool, North Tyneside and Stoke-on-Trent, while the second mayoral elections in Bedford, Mansfield and Middlesbrough will be held in 2007.  The four mayoral elections this year coincided with a general election, because the general election took place on the day of annual local elections.
At the Doncaster Mayoral election, Martin Winter, Labour incumbent, held the mayoralty (Table 3).  As none of the candidates received more than half of first preference votes, all candidates but Winter and Michael Maye were eliminated, and second preference votes were counted.  Maye was an 

Table 3  2005 Doncaster Mayoral election
	Candidate (Affiliation)
	First preference votes
	Total votes

	Winter* (Labour)
	40,015
	45,742

	Maye (Independent)
	27,304
	37,308

	Bartlett (Conservative)
	12,533
	

	Credland (Community Group)
	10,263
	

	Cooper (Independent)
	7,773
	

	Owen (British National Party)
	6,128
	

	Rolt (Green Party)
	4,930
	

	Total
	108,946
	


*: Incumbent.  Turnout: 54.46%.
Table 4  2005 general election in Doncaster
	Constituency

Party
	Don
Valley
	Doncaster
Central
	Doncaster
North
	Total

	Labour
	19,418
	17,617
	17,531
	54,566

	Conservatives
	10,820
	6,489
	4,875
	22,184

	Liberal Democrats
	6,626
	7,815
	3,800
	18,241

	British National Party
	
	1,239
	1,506
	2,745

	Community Group
	
	
	2,365
	2,365

	UK Independence Party
	
	1,191
	940
	2,131

	English Democrats
	
	
	561
	561

	Total
	
	
	
	102,793


Turnout: 55.76% in Don Valley, 53.08% in Doncaster Central and 51.82% in Doncaster North.
independent candidate but was helped by the Liberal Democrats, who opposed the elected mayor system and therefore did not put their candidate up (Yorkshire Post, 7 May 2005).  The Liberal Democrats did not put their candidates up at the mayoral elections this year except North Tyneside.  Winter’s re-election seems to have been a matter of course, taking account of his incumbency and Labour’s dominance in Doncaster.  Labour took all Parliamentary seats in Doncaster at the general election (Table 4).  The total number of votes in the three Parliamentary constituencies at the general election was nearly identical with that at the Mayoral election, and therefore it is possible to compare the results of the Mayoral and the Parliamentary elections directly.  First preference votes for 

Table 5  2005 Hartlepool Mayoral election
	Candidate (Affiliation)
	First preference votes
	Total votes

	Drummond* (Independent)
	14,227
	16,912

	Richardson (Labour)
	5,527
	6,707

	Cameron (Independent)
	4,272
	

	Allison (Local Man, Local
Issues, Hartlepool First)
	3,765
	

	Kaiser (—)
	2,701
	

	Lauderdale (Independent)
	1,821
	

	Pearson (Conservative)
	1,482
	

	Total
	33,795
	


*: Incumbent.
Table 6  2005 general election in Hartlepool
	Party
	

	Labour
	18,251

	Liberal Democrats
	10,773

	Conservatives
	4,058

	We Want Our Country Back
	1,256

	Socialist Labour Party
	373

	Green Party
	288

	Independent
	275

	Official Monster Raving Loony Party
	162

	Total
	35,436


Winter at the Mayoral election were almost 15,000 less than Labour votes in the three Parliamentary constituencies.  The Conservatives lost nearly 10,000 votes at the Mayoral election compared with the Parliamentary election too.  The votes lost by Labour and the Conservatives at the Mayoral election appeared to go to runner-up Maye and other independent and minor party candidates.  The tendency towards good performance of independents and minor parties at a mayoral election existed in Doncaster, although this tendency was not strong enough to break Labour’s dominance.
In Hartlepool, Stuart Drummond, independent Mayor, was re-elected (Table 5).  Compared with the margin of 600 total votes at the 2002 Hartlepool Mayoral election, Drummond already had a comfortable lead at the count of first preference votes at this election, perhaps because of his incumbency, despite going into the count of second preference votes.  Meanwhile, the Parliamentary seat in Hartlepool was taken by the Labour candidate at the general election (Table 6).  The similar numbers of total votes at the Mayoral and the Parliamentary elections make it possible to compare both results directly.  Labour lost 13,000 votes at the Mayoral election compared with the Parliamentary election.  10,000 votes for the Liberal Democratic candidate at the Parliamentary election were missing at the Mayoral election, by reason of no Liberal Democratic candidate at the Mayoral election.  A large proportion of these missing votes appeared to go to incumbent Drummond at the Mayoral election.  The independent Mayor and the Labour MP suggest the good performance of the independent incumbent candidate at the Mayoral election.
At the 2005 North Tyneside Mayoral election, John Harrison, Labour candidate, was elected by a small margin against Linda Arkley, Conservative incumbent (Table 7).  This was the first Conservative defeat at North Tyneside Mayoral elections, as the Conservative candidate had been elected at the 2002 inaugural election and Arkley had been elected at the 2003 by-election.  The keen competition was suggested by Harrison’s upset at the count of second preference votes despite being behind at the count of first preference votes.  This was the third time that a runner-up at the count of first preference votes was eventually elected following the 2002 Mansfield Mayoral and the 2002 Stoke-on-Trent Mayoral elections.  Most of North Tyneside is included in the North Tyneside Parliamentary constituency and the Tynemouth Parliamentary constituency, 

Table 7  2005 North Tyneside Mayoral election
	Candidate (Affiliation)
	First preference votes
	Total votes

	Harrison (Labour)
	34,053
	40,460

	Arkley* (Conservative)
	35,467
	39,458

	Harvey (Liberal Democrat)
	12,761
	

	Batten (National Front)
	2,470
	

	Total
	84,751
	


*: Incumbent.  Turnout: 61.38%.
Table 8  2005 general election in North Tyneside
	Constituency
Party
	North
Tyneside
	Tynemouth
	Total

	Labour
	22,882
	20,143
	43,025

	Conservatives
	7,845
	16,000
	23,845

	Liberal Democrats
	6,212
	6,716
	12,928

	Total
	
	
	79,798


Turnout: 57.4% in North Tyneside and 67.3% in Tynemouth.
while a part of North Tyneside is combined with a part of Newcastle upon Tyne to form the Newcastle upon Tyne East and Wallsend Parliamentary constituency.  All of these three Parliamentary seats were taken by the Labour candidates at the general election.  As the Newcastle upon Tyne East and Wallsend Parliamentary constituency contains only a small part of North Tyneside, this paper takes up the other two Parliamentary constituencies in North Tyneside in order to compare the results of the Mayoral and the general elections (Table 8).  First preference votes for Harrison at the Mayoral election were 9,000 less than Labour votes in the two Parliamentary constituencies, while the Conservatives gained 12,000 votes at the Mayoral election compared with the Parliamentary election.  The numbers of Liberal Democratic votes at both elections were identical.  It looked as if the votes lost by Labour at the Mayoral election had entirely moved to the Conservatives.  Independent success has not happened in North Tyneside, but, not only at this Mayoral election but also at the previous Mayoral elections, the 

Table 9  2005 Stoke-on-Trent Mayoral election
	Candidate (Affiliation)
	First preference votes
	Total votes

	Meredith (Labour)
	27,253
	36,961

	Ibbs (Conservative)
	16,211
	23,130

	Wolfe* (Supporting Green Shoots)
	15,882
	

	Batkin (British National Party)
	15,776
	

	Chevin (Independent)
	4,505
	

	Harvey (Independent)
	1,955
	

	Falconer (Independent)
	1,368
	

	Total
	82,950
	


*: Incumbent.  Turnout: 50.79%.
Table 10  2005 general election in Stoke-on-Trent
	Constituency
Party
	Stoke-on-
Trent Central
	Stoke-on-
Trent North
	Stoke-on-

Trent South
	Total

	Labour
	14,760
	16,191
	17,727
	48,678

	Conservatives
	4,823
	6,155
	9,046
	20,024

	Liberal Democrats
	4,986
	4,561
	5,894
	15,441

	British National Party
	2,178
	2,132
	3,305
	7,615

	UK Independence Party
	914
	696
	1,043
	2,653

	Veritas
	
	689
	805
	1,494

	Independent
	
	336
	
	336

	Socialist Alternative
	246
	
	
	246

	Total
	
	
	
	96,487


Turnout: 48.6% in Stoke-on-Trent Central, 52.8% in Stoke-on-Trent North and 53.8% in Stoke-on-Trent South.
electorate in North Tyneside have been more inclined to vote for the Conservatives compared with the Parliamentary election.
In Stoke-on-Trent, Mark Meredith, Labour candidate, was elected as Mayor (Table 9).  Meredith and Roger Ibbs, Conservative candidate, were qualified for the count of second preference votes.  Mike Wolfe, incumbent and Supporting Green Shoots candidate, narrowly missed the count of second preference votes by 300 votes.  Steven Batkin, British National Party candidate, missed the count of second preference votes by a small margin of 400 votes and followed incumbent Wolfe by only 100 votes.  Meanwhile, Labour candidates were elected in all Parliamentary constituencies in Stoke-on-Trent at the general election (Table 10).  Thus, Labour occupy all Parliamentary seats in these four local authorities.  It suggests that these local authorities are Labour strongholds.  First preference votes for Meredith at the Mayoral election were 21,000 less than Labour votes in the three Parliamentary constituencies, while 15,000 Liberal Democratic votes were missing at the Mayoral election, because the Liberal Democrats did not put their candidate up at the Mayoral election.  A large proportion of the votes lost by the major parties at the Mayoral election appeared to go to incumbent Wolfe and British Nationalist Batkin.  The tendency towards good performance of independents and minor parties at a mayoral election, which seems to have produced the minor party Mayor three years ago, existed again, although this tendency was weaker at this election than at the previous election.
The swings between the mayoral and the Parliamentary elections suggest the divergence (Figure 5).  Figure 5 shows each party’s share of first preference votes at a mayoral election minus their share of total votes in the local authority at the Parliamentary election.  Labour reduced their share by more than 10 percentage points at all the mayoral elections.  The Conservatives decreased their share at three mayoral elections, but their damage was smaller than Labour’s, and they increased their share at the North Tyneside Mayoral election.  As the Liberal Democrats did not put their candidates up at the mayoral elections in Doncaster, Hartlepool and Stoke-on-Trent, the swings from them in these local authorities show their share at the Parliamentary election, while there was almost no swing from them in North Tyneside.  Thus, apart from the Conservative share in North Tyneside, all the major parties reduced their shares 

Figure 5  Swings between the mayoral and the Parliamentary elections in 2005
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at all the mayoral elections.  Independent and minor party candidates at the mayoral elections were beneficiaries, as their total shares were much larger than their counterparts’ at the Parliamentary election except for North Tyneside.  The North Tyneside Mayoral election was exceptional in the sense of the Conservatives’ good performance, the Liberal Democratic candidacy and no likely independent candidate.
Putting it briefly, out of the four mayoral elections this year, three Labour candidates and an independent were elected.  A close analysis of the mayoral and the Parliamentary elections confirms that the major parties reduced their shares of votes at the mayoral elections compared with the Parliamentary election and that independent and minor party candidates at the mayoral elections received more votes than their counterparts at the Parliamentary election.  It demonstrates that a significant proportion of voters split their tickets between the mayoral and the Parliamentary elections and that many of these votes went to independent and minor party candidates at the mayoral elections.  This is consistent with the hypothesis of this paper that independent and minor party candidates have better chance at local executive elections than at any other election.  A reason for Labour taking three mayoral offices despite the good performance of independents and minor parties seems the coincidence of the mayoral elections with the general election this year.  In each local authority, the turnout at this year’s mayoral election was similar to the turnout at the simultaneous Parliamentary election and was roughly double the turnout at the mayoral election three years ago.  Considering that all the Parliamentary seats in the four local authorities are occupied by Labour, it is inferred that Labour supporters who would have abstained if only the mayoral elections had been held went to polling stations in order to vote for the Labour Parliamentary candidates and simultaneously voted for the Labour Mayoral candidates.  This is consistent with an argument of this paper that results seem less different between coincident elections than between separate elections.  Meanwhile, two incumbents were re-elected, but the other two failed.  It is difficult to draw an inference about the incumbency effect.  The unsuccessful Conservative incumbent in North Tyneside and the failed minor party incumbent in Stoke-on-Trent as well as the successful independent incumbent in Hartlepool received more votes than their counterparts at the Parliamentary election, while votes for the Labour incumbent in Doncaster were fewer than Labour votes at the Parliamentary election despite his re-election to the mayoralty.  The incumbency effect may have worked in Hartlepool, North Tyneside and Stoke-on-Trent, but, taking account of the worse performance of the Labour incumbent in Doncaster, the tendency towards good performance of independents and minor parties at a mayoral election appeared stronger than the incumbency effect.
Conclusion
This paper has analysed the four mayoral elections this year.  The first half of this paper has theoretically investigated local executive elections with advancing the two dimensions of elections and has proposed a hypothesis that institutional conditions and behaviour of actors allow independent and minor party candidates to have better chance at local executive elections than at any other election.  The second half of this paper has analysed the four mayoral elections.  It is confirmed that the major parties reduced their shares of votes at the mayoral elections compared with the Parliamentary election and that independent and minor party candidates at the mayoral elections received more votes than their counterparts at the Parliamentary election.  This is consistent with the hypothesis.  Despite this tendency, the coincidence of the mayoral elections with the general election seems to have helped Labour to take three mayoral offices.  It is inferred that the tendency towards good performance of independents and minor parties is weaker at a mayoral election coinciding with a general election than at a separate mayoral election.  It implies that the coincidence of a mayoral and a general election is favourable for major parties rather than for independents and minor parties compared with a separate mayoral election.

Meanwhile, there are some limitations on this paper.  One problem is theoretical.  Despite the usefulness of the two dimensions of elections, there is plenty of room for improvement of this concept.  An example is differences of election campaigns in the two dimensions of elections.  Denver, Hands and MacAllister (2004) stated, ‘[T]he progressive dealignment of the electorate from the 1970s onwards suggested that many voters would no longer have a very strong pre-existing commitment to a party and so would be increasingly responsive to campaigning at whatever level’ (Denver et al. 2004, 290).  This statement is concerned with arguments of this paper about the increasing volatility of the electorate and about different political issues and different candidates at different elections.  Reif and Schmitt (1980) indicated that the mass media and the electorate gave less attention to second-order elections and, therefore, that campaign efforts of parties and candidates were more important at second-order elections than at first-order elections (Reif & Schmitt 1980, 10-14).  The relative importance of candidates’ personality at executive elections compared with legislative elections seems to be related to election campaigns too.  The following questions need to be enquired.  How are the effects of election campaigns different in accordance with the two dimensions of elections?  How do parties and candidates change their campaign strategies in accordance with the two dimensions of elections?  It is required to develop the two dimensions of elections theoretically.
This paper has an analytical problem too.  The best method of estimating different voting is to use survey data, but, because of the lack of data, this paper cannot adopt this method.  Instead, the actual numbers of votes at the mayoral elections have been compared with those at the simultaneous general election.  Despite giving evidence (Rallings & Thrasher 1998), this method is likely to underestimate the amount of different voting, because the switch from a party to another party is cancelled out by the opposite switch.  For example, if 15% of the electorate vote for an independent candidate at a mayoral election despite voting for Labour at a Parliamentary election and 10% of the electorate vote in the opposite way, it is calculated that the swing from Labour at the mayoral election is 5 percentage points, although 25% of the electorate actually vote differently.  Further research into mayoral elections, with survey data if possible, is required.
In July 2005, Torbay decided to introduce the elected mayor system, and the inaugural Mayoral election is due in October 2005.  This is the first introduction of the elected mayor system since it was introduced in the initial twelve local authorities.  On the other hand, there is opposition against the elected mayor system.  Mayoral elections as well as the controversy over the elected mayor system will go on.
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