


The Manchester Arena bombing was a terrorist attack which occurred on the 22nd of May 2017, at an Arianna Grande concert in the Manchester Arena; the attack was carried out by Salman Abedi and claimed the lives of 22 people (BBC, 2017). Following the attack, a report was commissioned following criticism of the leadership of the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service by its own firefighters (Pidd, 2018). This essay will identify and critically evaluate the leadership styles and decision-making skills used in the emergency response to the attack, particularly those used by the Police Forces. This will be done using the Kerslake Report into the Manchester Arena bombing which was published in 2018.

This essay will be comprised of two parts. Firstly, the models of leadership used will be identified through examination of the command structures and protocols in place as described in the Kerslake report. The second part will compare and contrast these styles of leadership.

[bookmark: _Hlk161423118][bookmark: _Hlk160816718]Firstly, it is explained in the report that each emergency response agency retains control and command over their own resources, however, the chair of the Strategic and Tactical Coordinating Groups, which is usually a senior police officer, provides a central point of leadership for the purpose of co-ordinating resources to ensure an effective multi-agency response takes place (Kerslake, 2018). Kerslake states that “decisions should be taken locally where possible. However, major and terrorist-related incidents require the coordination of a wider range of resources”; this indicates the use of a situational leadership model by the emergency services, whereby the style of leadership used adapts according to the environment and situation that it put before leaders; this allow leaders to employ either more autocratic or democratic leadership styles based on what is suitable and appropriate for the situation at hand (Hersey and Blanchard, 1988). For the purpose of responding to the Manchester Arena Bombing, the emergency services, including Greater Manchester Police, employed a command structure known as the gold, silver, bronze structure (GSB) (Kerslake, 2018). The College of Policing states that the GSB structure “is role not rank specific and allows for flexibility” (College of Policing, 2013), this again indicates that the use of a situational leadership model. As part of the GSB command structure there are three levels in the chain of command; the gold commander takes overall command of the operation and decides the overall strategy for resolving the situation to which the silver and bronze commanders must follow (College of Policing, 2018). The silver commander, in following with the gold commander’s strategy, is responsible for implementing “commands and coordinates the overall tactical response” (College of Policing, 2013). Additionally, the gold commander has the power to appoint multiple silver commanders depending on the nature and requirements of the situation (College of Policing, 2018). Lastly, the bronze commander is responsible for actioning the tactics and strategies that have been decided on by the gold and silver commanders; it is the responsibility of the silver commander to ensure that bronze commanders understand the strategy and what is required of them for the implementation of this strategy. Importantly, silver commanders need to involve bronze commanders during the process of forming their tactical planning (College of Policing, 2013), this is indicative of a democratic style of leadership which places and emphasis on collaboration between leaders and team. As evidenced in the Kerslake report, this command structure was successfully and rapidly implemented by Greater Manchester Police, Kerslake states that prior to the implementation of the GSB chain of command, the force duty officer had been overloaded leading to a lack of communication with partner agencies (Kerslake, 2018). Therefore, it can be argued that the relief that the implementation of the GSB command structure provided to the force duty officer is evidence of the benefits of collaboration evident in democratic leadership and the delegation of specific tasks to certain levels of command in a situational leadership style. As part of the emergency response to the attack, the Police were required to collaborate with partner agencies, namely the fire and ambulance services, for which the Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles (JESIP) were used (Kerslake, 2018). The Joint Emergency Services Interoperability Principles involve the main emergency services collaborating to form a joint multi-agency response to an incident, which is achieved through holding multi-agency briefings which have become known as “scrums” (Kerslake, 2018). These “scrums” allow the bronze commanders to deliberate and provide information to the silver and gold commanders which allows for greater coordination of resources (Kerslake, 2018). The successful implementation of these principles allows for a joint understanding or risk and shared situational awareness (College of Policing, 2020). This model of leadership is not dissimilar from Tuckman’s theory of the stages of group development, which are storming, norming, performing and adjourning (West Chester University, 2022). The Police response to the attack was conducted by two forces; initially British Transport Police and then later Greater Manchester Police (Kerslake, 2018). Initial responders within British Transport Police took the decision themselves to take one casualty to hospital themselves due to the paramedic service not yet being present (Kerslake, 2018). This use of initiative, unopposed by upper ranks of leadership indicates a somewhat laissez-faire style of leadership was employed during this part of the emergency response to the attack. This style of leadership was also used during other periods of the emergency response, as evidenced by the use of discretion by Greater Manchester Police to temporarily pause Operation PLATO, the “the agreed national identifier for the response to a no-notice marauding terrorist firearms attack”, so that the North West Ambulance Service could continue to treat casualties within the “hot/warm zone” (Kerslake, 2018). 

The successes of the implementation of the various models of leadership used by the Police forces in responding to the Manchester Arena bombing can be contrasted by the failures of the autocratic and hierarchal model of leadership use by the Greater Manchester Fire and Rescue Service. Kerslake observed in his report that “police and ambulance cultures have evolved differently” to those of the fire service and as result there was a failure to implement the overall collaborative model of leadership required for an effective multi-agency response (Kerslake, 2018). The autocratic model of leadership is based around one single leader making all decisions, taking little input from team members, with a clear hierarchy of leadership and strict adherence to established protocols (Nickerson, 2024). It has been argued that this use of one single leader who assigns specific tasks to specific people with clear set targets and deadlines leads to a clear sense of direction within the team and therefore greater efficiency in completing tasks (Perry, 2022) Another benefit of an autocratic style of leadership that has been put forward is that it relieves the pressure of personal responsibility off individual members of the team rather than burdening them with the duty of decision-making; instead, the transfer of responsibility to a strong leader allows them to dedicate more time and resources to developing the skills necessary to effectively perform their specific tasks (Nickerson, 2024). Another benefit that has been identified is that the clear structure of command that in inherent in autocratic models of leadership offers greater stability to the team through the implementation of protocols and strict deadlines (Nickerson, 2024), this in turn leads to quicker results (Perry, 2022). Despite these benefits to an autocratic style of leadership, a number of drawbacks have been identified. Firstly, directly opposite to collaborative model of leadership, autocracy discourages team members from giving their input in problem solving, leading to a lack of creativity within teams leading to poor performance, this in turn leads to poor team morale as the team does not feel as though their opinions are not valued and unable to help the team perform as well as possible (Cherry, 2023). Additionally, as a consequence of autocratic leadership relieving the pressure of personal responsibility on team members, the leader within autocratic systems faces a great deal of pressure to perform and deliver results, leading to stress which can potentially develop into burnout which can negatively affect the team’s performance due to an overreliance on the direction of the single leader within the autocratic system (Perry, 2022). The use of an autocratic model of leadership by the fire and rescue service was a polar opposite to the models of leadership used by both the British Transport Police and Greater Manchester Police, Kerslake states in his report that “police officers are granted considerable autonomy to carry out their duties, firefighters are much more defined by their position as part of a team and the adherence to protocol” (Kerslake, 2018). One of the models of leadership used by the police, collaborative or otherwise known as democratic leadership, is defined as “the belief that a shared model of leadership is more creative and effective than a leader or group of staff working alone”, involving collaboration between team members and leaders and the management of power so that no one group within the team is able to dominate the decision making process (Walsh and de Sarandy, 2023). It has been shown in multiple studies that the use of a collaborative model of leadership leads to greater engagement from the team in the decision making process, resulting in better team morale and therefore better results (Boogaard, 2024). Additionally, the involvement of team members in the decision process leads to greater creativity in problem solving (Lee, 2023), thereby overcoming two of the main drawbacks of an autocratic system. Despite this, there are also drawbacks to the use of a collaborative or democratic model of leadership. Firstly, as is often the case under an autocratic system also, under a democratic system the minority opinion, which may actually turn out to be the most effective option available, is supressed (Lee, 2023). Another disadvantage of a collaborative leadership model is that the democratic process of decision making is time consuming, leading to slower outcomes, in direct contrast to an autocratic model which would be the better option for fast decision making (Laoyan, 2024). Another style of leadership used by the police, which is not dissimilar from a democratic style of leadership, is that of laissez-faire, which is demonstrated by the use of discretion by officers in response to the attack, giving them “considerable autonomy” over decision making (Kerslake, 2018). The laissez-faire style of leadership is characterised by team members being given significant autonomy so that they are able to make the decisions that they feel are best suited for their specific tasks; leaders within this system delegate tasks to their team members, putting trust in them to carry out these tasks, while providing guidance when needed (The National Society of Leadership and Success, 2022). A key benefit of this system is that it gives team members the freedom to utilize their own leadership skills, leading to more creative solutions for overcoming problems (Lee, 2023). However, while this style of leadership allows experts in the field to thrive, it conversely requires staff to be experienced in order for success to be achieved (The National Society of Leadership and Success, 2022), as a result this model can lead to low productivity and sometimes even confusion amongst team members (Lee, 2023). Therefore, it is sometimes required to adapt leadership based on the situation at hand and the team environment. This can be achieved through a situational model of leadership. The situational theory of leadership was developed by Hersey and Blanchard who claim that there are four main styles of leadership that should be used depending on which is more suitable for the situation at hand (Cherry, 2023). The first leadership style is “telling” which is similar to the autocratic style of leadership, whereby the leader tells their team what needs to be done and how it needs to be done (Cherry, 2023). The second style is “selling”, which is similar to the democratic or collaborative style of leadership, this involves deliberation between leadership and team members with leaders convincing the team to “buy into” their decisions (Cherry, 2023). The third and fourth styles, “Participating” and “delegating” respectively, are closer to the laissez-faire style of leadership; “participating” is more moderate, involving a leader that allows the team more autonomy in the decision making process, whereas “delegating” is a “hands-off approach to leadership” with most decisions being made by the team itself (Cherry, 2023). An advantage of the ability to switch between four different styles of leadership is that it allows for greater flexibility in working as the style of leadership can be changed to be the most suitable for the situation presented, which consequently leads to better decision making (Salama, 2023). This was demonstrated by the emergency response to the attack; at the top of the command chain there was the implementation of “selling” style of leadership, whereas at the bottom where the implementation of the commands from the top of the chain were concerned, there was the use of “delegating” as evidenced by the use of discretion by officers. However, there are also shortcomings to this model of leadership. Due to the requirement to implement four different styles of leadership, the situational model of leadership is highly complex and requires leaders to be able to interpret the situation and the needs of team members well in order for the model to work efficiently; this process is also time consuming as leaders need to constantly monitor the situations at hand (Salama, 2023). This can also lead to confusing within the team due to the constant change of style of leadership leading to possible misinterpretation and therefore a reduction in efficiency (Salama, 2023). Another style of leadership that was identified through examination of the Kerslake report was Tuckman’s theory, which was used at the multi-agency level, in order for there to be a coordinated multi-agency emergency response to the attack. Tuckman’s theory states that there are four main stages of forming an effective team; forming, which is the process of putting the team together. Storming, which is the process of organizing the team which can often lead to conflict. Norming, where the team creates a way of working with one another leading to “cohesion”. The final main stage, performing, involves the team working with one another and performing tasks to the highest level of efficiency possible (West Chester University, 2022). While Tuckman’s theory is effective for describing and explaining the structure of team development and the issues that leaders may have to resolve in order to develop a functioning team, it can also lead to an oversimplification of the complex process of developing an effective team as well as implementing a rigid structure for said development, when in reality all teams are made up of unique individuals that have different requirements for success (Komar, 2024).                  
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