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On 22nd May 2017, suicide bomber Salman Abedi detonated his home-made device in the foyer of Manchester Arena during a pop concert with an attendance of 14,200, the majority being young girls and teens. 23 people were killed, including the attacker, and over 500 were injured. (Oliver, 2017).
The Kerslake Report, published 27th March 2018, is an independent review into the emergency response to the Manchester Arena attack on 22nd May 2017. It found numerous failings of the preparedness for, and emergency response, on the day, highlighting those particularly demonstrated by Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service (GMFRS), (The Kerslake Report, 2018). 
“GMFRS must reflect on the poor communication, poor procedures and issues of operational culture cause it’s failing to properly respond” (The Kerslake Report, 2018, p. 1). The speed of the response from police and paramedics, arriving on the scene within one minute of the explosion, and ambulance crews arriving within 12 minutes, was praised (The Kerslake Report, 2018). However, “Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service (GMFRS) did not arrive at the scene and therefore played no meaningful role in the response for two hours”, states The Kerslake Report, (2018, p. 8). The initial explosion detonated at approximately 22:31, so close that the blast could be heard from GMFRS Station, despite this, no GMFRS personnel or assets arrived at the scene until 00:37 on the morning of Tuesday 23rd May, just over two hours later. (The Kerslake Report, 2018).
The Kerslake Report (2018) found the leadership behaviour by the Service’s most senior officers particularly surprising, given the substantial leadership role GMFRS has had within the Greater Manchester Resilience Forum over recent years. The majority of GMFRS’s on-duty officers were deployed to GMFRS’ own Command Support Room, without concurrently deploying appropriate Gold-level personnel to attend the GMP Force Command Module (The Kerslake Report, 2018). The decision to focus the management team within the Command Support Room inevitably “played a key role in delaying opportunities through which GMFRS capabilities and capacities could be integrated into the multi-agency Strategic and Tactical coordination of the response”, states The Kerslake Report (2018, p. 179). The repercussion of this decision was “the lack of situational awareness within the Command Support Room and the failure to deploy personnel”, says The Kerslake Report (2018, p. 181).
Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service crew members were reportedly “pleading to be deployed” as they frustratingly waited upon orders from senior positions (Sky, 2018). Senior positions argued a lack of communication from partnering services, which effectively caused the Service to be put on ‘stand by’. The Kerslake Report (2018, p.181) explains, “This misses the whole point of multi-agency working. In an incident of this magnitude, principal emergency service partners should not have to ask each other to attend. They should go, together”.   
“The senior fire officer on duty, a National Inter-Agency Liaison Officer, stuck to rules which dictate keeping emergency responders 500 metres away from any suspected "hot" zone of danger from a potential armed terrorist”, reports Hurst and Davidson (2018). But he was criticised for not adopting a "key use of discretion” in a crucial "life or death" situation to override the rules, unlike paramedics responding to the scene immediately and “saved lives”. (Hurst and Davidson, 2018).

Under the impression of The Kerslake Report (2018, p. 181), the decisions displayed on the night of the attack illustrate “a state of single agency thinking” and appears that this “was underpinned by the Service’s culture”. It was therefore found that “the Chief Fire Officer’s reasons given are insufficient for any Gold- level GMFRS attendance not to have attended the Force Command Module” resulting in the failing to properly respond. 

Tannenbaum and Schmidt’s (1957) continuum explains the different styles a leader can adopt and the ways they interact with their followers. The continuum explores the characteristics of an authoritarian to democratic leadership style, and the authority used by the leader compared to the freedom allocated to the team. An autocratic leader is one who gives direct orders, without considering input from the other team members during the decision-making process (Tannenbaum and Schmidt, 1957). The decisions made from GMFRS senior officers on 22nd May 2017, show an authoritarian style of leadership. The decision to deploy only to GMFRS’s own Command Support Room and to effectively ‘stand down’, showed no intent of democracy and followed in valuable resource being unavailable to assist on the scene.
In addition, the concern of a secondary device caused the fire service into a  “state of paralysis” (Hurston and Davidson, 2018). Hurst and Davidson (2018) report, the GMFRS was not informed until an hour and a half after the initial bomb, that the attack did not preluded further threats.  The hesitancy from senior officers to deploy fire fighters was considered due to a ‘difference in culture’ between services (The Kerslake Report, 2018). “The Fire and Rescue Service has developed in this way over decades to ensure the safety of firefighters who face extreme hazards”.  (The Kerslake Report, 2018, p. 180).
Similar poor decision-making can be seen 12 years prior to the Manchester Arena attack. On the 7th July 2005 at 8:50am, three almost simultaneous explosions were detonated in London, and later followed a fourth explosion at 9.47am. The first blast took place in a Circle Line tunnel between Liverpool Street and Aldgate stations, the second occurred on the Circle Line just outside Edgware Road, the third happened in a Piccadilly Line tunnel between King’s Cross and Russell Square. And the fourth explosion was on the upper deck of a bus in Tavistock Square. The four explosions took the lives of 56 people, including the bombers, and injured over 700 more. (BBC, 2015).
Journalist reporters Martin et. al. (2011) claimed “victims of the July 7 suicide bombings were given ‘no chance of survival’ because of catastrophic delays by 999 staff”. A large proportion of fire fighters refused to enter the underground tunnels until they received confirmation that the electricity was switched off, despite the fact “One police officer stood on the rail to prove that it was no longer live” states Casciani (2011). The crew insisted in waiting to receive official confirmation from the London Underground managers, causing delays to getting to the causalities.  This is a comparable overcautious interpretation made by senior officers on the day of the Manchester Arena attack.

The ‘Managerial Grid’, developed by Blake and Mouton (1994), is diagram of used to evaluate the effectiveness of a leader. Their theory is based on two factors; these are the ‘concern for production’ and the ‘concern for people’. The effective leader is one who is in the ‘middle of the road’, whom tries to keep everyone happy whilst achieving the objectives of the task. However, the GMFRS senior officers on-duty on the 22nd May 2017, and the London Fire Service crew on the 7th July 2005, showed too great of a concern for the people in their team, rather than the concern for the production and the safety of the causalities. 
This thinking correlates to Adair’s (2009) Action-Centred Leadership model, which provides a blueprint for leadership and the management of a team. He believed an effective leader must address needs at three levels, these being, achieving the task, managing the team or group and managing individuals. Again, GMFRS senior officers and London Fire Service crew on the day of the two incidents, showed excessive concern for the team, whilst not having enough focus of achieving the task, which caused critical delays in reaching the causalities. 
The poor decisions made are emphasised when viewing the operational guidance on dynamic risk assessment, produced by the Home Office and fire service in 1998. This guidance defines dynamic assessment as the "continuous assessment of risk in the rapidly changing circumstances of an operational incident, in order to implement the control measures necessary to ensure an acceptable level of safety” (Home Office, 1998, cited by Asbury and Jacobs, 2014, p. 3). The definition uses the word “acceptable”, as oppose to “no”, when describing the level of safety, which suggests there should not have been such an escalated level of caution when deploying crews and reaching causalities. However, the decision not to deploy crews, demonstrates the poor leadership culture that has developed in the Fire and Rescue Service. 
The term ‘risk aversion’ has become increasingly common throughout the public sector. “In the context of policing, concerns have been expressed that risk aversion and related bureaucracy have become an impediment to the service in the fulfilment of its core functions” (Heaton, 2011, p. 75). According to the College of Policing (2013), rigid protocols have led to “some officers and staff afraid to make decisions in case things go wrong”. The ‘Reducing Bureaucracy in Policing’ report has been implemented in an effort to combat the forces of risk aversion by providing officers with a framework to make common sense decisions based on threat and risk, removing the overzealous requirement to demonstrate compliance. (Home Office, 2010). Such ‘common sense’ decisions should have been performed by GMFRS senior officers on the day of the event to allow fire crews to attend at the scene.
The United Kingdom’s fire and rescue service has been under ‘worrying’ cuts in recent years and further cuts are to come, according to The Fire Brigades Union (2018). Between 2010- 2015 the fire service budget was cut by 30%, with another 15% of cuts being implemented between 2016-17 and 2019-20 (The Fire Brigades Union, 2018). As a result, “11,000 frontline firefighter jobs have gone since 2010 - that is one in six. Stations, appliances and equipment have also been cut” (The Fire Brigades Union, 2018). 

The backlash of budgetary cuts for the fire service has emerged ‘horrifying’ rise in fire incidents and rise in fatalities, for the second year running. According to The Fire Brigades Union (2018), “Fire incidents have increased in England by 9% for the year ending September 2017, having already increased the previous year (2015-2016)”. Furthermore, The Fire Brigades Union (2018) statistics show fire fatalities have increased in 2018, even when excluding the dreadful death toll of Grenfell, 22 more people died in fires than the previous year.

The Fire Brigades Union (2018) plea that the fire and rescue service is cut to the bone, and as a result, more people are dying in fires because crews can no longer respond promptly and in sufficient numbers to tackle fires professionally, quickly and effectively. 

To conclude, the prolonged ‘operational culture’ that has developed within the fire service is clearly displayed in decisions made on 7th July 2005 London bombings, and 12 year later, during the 22nd May 2017 Manchester Area attack. 
The ‘single agency thinking’ that led GMFRS’s on-duty officers to be deployed to GMFRS’ own Command Support Room, without concurrently deploying appropriate Gold-level personnel to attend the GMP Force Command Module, resulted in a lack of situational awareness and GMFRS capabilities and capacities unable to be integrated into the multi-agency Strategic and Tactical coordination of the response.

The authoritarian leadership style adopted by Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service senior officers showed no concern other than their own. The decision to put the task in hand on ‘stand by’ and to wait for instructions from partnering services showed no intent for democracy. This decision consequenced in a two-hour delay of vital resources assisting on the scene. The overcautious concern for the crew, rather than the task of helping causalities, can be reflected in the London fire crew who prioritised protocol the use of discretion in a crisis situation. 

The United Kingdom’s fire and rescue service have faced detrimental budgetary cuts over recent years, with future plans for further cuts. It is under the impression that the rising fires incidents and increase of fire casualties is caused from the incapability to provide sufficient fire services under the new budgetary constraints. 









Reflection Report.

“Leadership is the art of influencing others to their maximum performance to accomplish any task, objective or project” (Cohen, 1990, p. 9). During the rock-climbing activity in Rhossili on 12th March 2018, the instructors, or leaders, applied a range leadership styles. Initially, the instructors used an authoritarian style of leadership. Igbal (2011, p.11) describes an authoritarian leadership style as “All the decisions are completely taken by the leader himself. No input is taken by the team or group”. An autocratic leader is a dictator who closely supervises his/her team or group, often giving them no flexibility in how the task is to be conducted (Igbal, 2011). Due to health and safety regulations, it was mandatory for each individual to wear safety gear, such as a helmet and harness, with no allowance for democracy. The rock-climbing activity began under close supervision by the instructors due to the students being inexperienced climbers. 

Bowser (2012) states one style of leadership does not fit to every purpose and believes an effective leader should seamlessly change his/her leadership style dependant on the situation. Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1957) developed a model based on a continuum from authoritarian to democratic leadership style. The model looks at how much authority is used by the leader, compared with the amount of freedom given to the team or group. As the rock-climbers gained more experience throughout the activity, the instructors adapted a democratic style of leadership. Bowser (2012, p.8) defines a democratic leadership style as, “This is the leadership style of teamwork. It is run by democracy”. The instructors utilized this leadership style by allocating the students more freedom by allowing them to choose to climb some of the more difficult cliff faces, if desired. Towards the end of the rock-climbing activity, the instructors took on a laisser-faire approach. “In this style of leadership, we get out of the way and let our team do their own thing. It is a style where there is definitely no micromanagement” (Bowser, 2012, p.8). Once everyone had gained enough experience, developed their skills and confidence, the students were able to rock-climb without a great deal of supervision. 

Blake and Mouton (1994) developed ‘The Managerial Grid’, a diagram used to evaluate the effectiveness of a leader. The grid includes two factors, the ‘concern for production’ and the ‘concern for people’. The effective leader is said to be one whom tries to keep everyone happy whilst achieving the objectives of the task, known as being in the ‘middle of the road’. On the day, the instructors showed too great of a concern for the production over the concern for the people. Although all the rock-climbing activities set out to be achieved were completed, the instructors did not successfully develop individuals within the group and create a positive team environment. 

This correlates to the ‘Action-Centred Leadership’ model, created by Adair (2009), which provides a blueprint for leadership and the management of a team. The model is based on three elements that make an effective leader. These are achieving the task, build the team or group and develop individuals. The rock-climbing group was dominantly third year students, although there were some second year students whom showed more timid characteristics. The instructors failed to recognise this and therefore was not able to inspire the individuals to get involved and inevitably resulted in a lack of communication and a dysfunctional team. 

Tuckman (1965) produced the ‘Team Development Model’, which consists of four stages of group development: Forming, Storming, Norming and Performing. If the instructors had taken advantage of Tuckman’s theory, it would have influenced a more positive outcome. The Forming stage is the understanding of the team’s purpose. It shows little agreement and internal relationships within the group and has a high dependence on leader for guidance and direction (Tuckman, 1965). The instructors should have prioritised forming group relationships and tackling any issues early on during the process before advancing onto the next stage. 

The Storming process will consist of clarifying uncertainties of the group’s purpose, which will usually emerge challenges between members. The leader must focus on the goals, whilst showing an interest of relationships and emotional issues (Tuckman, 1965). If this stage were to be utilized, the instructors would have ensured the group members were in an agreement of the tasks in the rock-climbing exercise and made the students feel comfortable in doing so, eliminating any issues and preventing the lack of communication further down the line. 

By the Norming stage, the purpose and objectives are agreed, the role and responsibilities are clear and group members should be responding well to each other (Tuckman, 1965). Unfortunately, the instructors failed to bring about these characteristics and this stage was never met. 

During the Performing stage, the group’s interpersonal conflicts and outstanding problems are resolved, allowing the group to focus its energy on effectively completing the task (Tuckman, 1965).  Before performing the rock-climbing exercise, it is the instructor’s job to set the foundations for a positive group environment and develop individuals, however, this was not achieved, as some individuals still were unable to effectively communicate within the group, which followed in a lack of cohesion and a poor performance of the rock-climbing activity.

Tuckman (1975) refined his theory in 1975 and added a fifth stage to his model, known as the Adjourning stage. This stage views the group from a perspective beyond the purpose of the first four stages. It shows relevance to the people in the group and their well-being, in hope that everyone can move on to new things and feel good about what's been achieved (Tuckman, 1975). Despite this, the instructors provided an insufficient conclusion to the rock-climbing exercise and gave no opportunity to discuss any issues group members may have, likely meaning theses unsolved problems will persist in future activities.

To conclude, the instructors did an effective job at adapting to a range of different leadership styles dependant on the situation. It was important for them to begin using an authoritarian style of leadership as the students were inexperienced rock-climber and health and safety was a prominent factor. As the students gained experience, developed their skilled and grew confidence, the instructors were able to give them more freedom and provide less supervision. However, the instructors failed to recognise individuals whom strayed from the rest of the group. The instructors were unsuccessfully able to develop these individuals due to a too strong of a concern on the task. Although the task was achieved, it was completed through poor performance. The Tuckman model would have been an effective tool to be used by the instructors in order to get everyone back on track.
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