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Abstract:
Purpose: The article aims to show what challenges stem from employees' generational
diversity and determine the level of engagement that leaders face in a public organization,
using the example of the army.
Design/Methodology/Approach: To answer the research problem, an analysis of the source
literature (both Polish and foreign) together with a diagnostic survey was carried out with
the use of questionnaire techniques on a sample of 158 soldiers – students and attendees of
the courses conducted at the War Studies University in Warsaw. The results of the research
were subjected to statistical analysis, which allowed to answer the research problem.
Findings: The conducted research confirmed the existence of different thinking patterns of
the representatives of generations X, Y, and Z, which constitutes a challenge for commanders
in the army. The differences were noticed, especially about generation Z in the scope of
interpersonal relations, teamwork, and work organization.
Practical Implications: The results of the research are significant in the process of building
the commitment of employees in public institutions. They reveal differences in the needs and
expectations of a multigenerational team, which undoubtedly spur challenges for the leader
to reconcile these needs and directly impact the level of commitment and, therefore, the ability
to achieve the set goals.
Originality/Value: The research provides theoretical assumptions and practical answers to
encourage further research globally.
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JEL classification: J5, J1.
Paper Type: Research article.
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1. Introduction
The diversity of the workforce commonly referred to as generational diversity has
become the subject of research, analysis, and conclusions to explain the complexity
of the issue while also revealing its multifaceted nature. The functioning on the labor
market of the representatives of mainly three generations of employees – the so-called
employee generation, i.e., people with different attitudes, values, and needs,
determines the necessity of multigenerational management and is connected with the
need for a complete diagnosis of the target group of employees, in order to design
personal activities in such a way, that the organization, in the opinion of the indicated
group, would obtain the title of employer of choice (enjoy a perfect brand). The
indicated activity becomes at the same time a challenge faced by contemporary
leaders – people in charge, among others, functioning in public organizations, in
which the generational differences of employees are particularly conspicuous.
According to statistical data, in 2019, there were 9578.6 thousand employees in
Poland. In the public sector, 3045.1 thousand people found employment, 32% of the
total number of employees. Within this group, 153.5 thousand military employees
were recorded, including 107.7 thousand soldiers and 45.8 thousand civilian
employees (CSO, 2020).
Considering the importance of the Polish army as the employer, as well as the fact
that the contemporary labour market is not homogenous, during the conducted
empirical research, the issue of generational differences that the leader in the army as
a public organization must cope with was analysed, emphasizing the army as a
workplace for soldiers coming from generations X, Y and Z.
2. Generations in the Labour Market - Generational Differences
Awareness of the generational diversity of employees, and therefore the diversity of
the workforce in terms of emotions, needs, expectations, approach to work, and
interpersonal relations, is an issue getting more and more traction among
theoreticians, as well as practitioners in the field of human resource management
(HRM). As stressed by Costanza et al. (2017), research on generational differences
has been an active area across a variety of domains for over 50 years and has surged
in the past 20 years or so. Ongoing discussions and the results of empirical studies
show a division of researchers into two groups: confirming the significance of
generational diversity on individual, professional and social performance, and those
little perceiving correlation in this context (Costanza et al., 2017; Twenge et al., 2010;
Trzesniewski and Donnellan, 2010).
The term generation itself means a group of people of similar age or a cohort of
persons passing through time that come to share a typical habitus, his and culture, a
function of which is to provide them with a collective memory that serves to integrate
the cohort over a finite period (Eyerman and Turner, 1998). The criterion based on
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which a given work can be classified in a specific generational group is age or the
year of birth. However, analysing the source literature, it is not easy to find uniformity
of views on the time frame determining generational affiliation (Lyons, Schweitzer,
and Eddy, 2015; Mazur-Wierzbicka, 2015; Ruth et al., 2013; Smola and Sutton,
2002). Although the timeframe remains a matter of debate, the following ranges can
be assumed: generation X are employees born between 1965 and 1980, generation Y
are employees born between 1981 and 1997, and generation Z are employees born
after 1998.
According to Haynes (2011) “The changing demographic trends mean that for the
first time, there is a possibility that four generations of people could be working
alongside each other in today's workplace. The four different generations can be
categorized as four distinct groupings”. In addition, “…each generation may have
their workplace expectations” (Haynes, 2011). The divergence of views of the
representatives from different generations is particularly discernible about workplace
preferences, specifics of expected working conditions, the role of work in people's
lives, preferred modes of communication, work style, and factors motivating people
to work. Accounting for the generational differences, it might be pointed out that
generational differences in people's attitudes and values are the results of significant
economic, political, and social events that they experience during their formative
years of childhood (Bensona and Brown, 2011). It is also confirmed by Mannheim
(1952), McMullin et al. (2007), Schuman and Scott (1989).
The diversity of views regarding the perception of work and the role of work in human
life makes organizational management a challenge for contemporary leaders. The
diversity of approaches to work may ultimately be a source of conflict between
representatives of different generations, affecting interpersonal relations, teamwork,
and the authority of superiors. Such a situation may occur, especially when the leader
in an organization is, for example, a representative of generation X, and a
representative of Generation Z is a regular employee. This is because understanding
the expectations and needs of different groups of employees (Goštautaitė et al., 2019)
makes it possible to shape the working conditions, systems intentionally, and
processes in the organization, the effects of which can be seen both in terms of
financial performance, interpersonal relations, and job satisfaction.
3. A Leader in a Public Organisation
In the public sector, due to the specificity of the organizational culture, differences
can be found in how leadership is considered and recognized, assigned to a given
position. Particularly in organizations such as the military and other uniformed
services, a leader is appointed to a position, and the extent of his or her formal
authority is defined by the leadership span (Ingraham and Getha-Taylor, 2004).
The complexity of approaches and the way leadership research is conducted results
in a multiplicity of definitions and theories in the literary references, which stems
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from differing views on the sources of leadership, how leadership competencies are
developed, or the extent of the relationship between leadership and particular
dimensions of work (e.g., interpersonal relationships, teamwork, or work
organization) (Clifton et al., 2020).
Avery (2009), shows the main reasons for the lack of a clear-cut approach to
leadership, including the lack of a single, universal theory of leadership, the
breakdown of leadership issues into components and the researchers' analysis of only
selected components, omitting the others, which does not allow to show the
complexity of leadership issues thoroughly, the complexity that practitioners notice
daily; the lack of coherent theories of leadership stretching throughout the entire
concept and the change of perceptions about leadership over the years, which is
conditioned by social changes; specific approaches to leadership arose at a specific
time and culture, which results in different views on effective and ineffective
leadership.
The above settings can also be supplemented by the fact that leadership is not
"tangible", it is a social idea of the role of a leader created in a specific social and
cultural context. Saban (2007) emphasizes that “There is no ideal leadership that
works in every place and at every time. Successful leaders are supported by
cooperation, initiatives, and commitment to the company from their supporters.”
The lack of uniformity in the approach to leadership is due to the different perceptions
of a leader's effectiveness and, therefore, the behaviors that a leader should exhibit
from the perspective of employees – representatives of different generations. It is
indisputable that influential leaders create positive organizational cultures, strengthen
motivation, and produce high-performing outcomes (Ingraham and Getha-Taylor,
2004). However, the question of behaviors through which a leader will influence
employees effectively remains debatable. In this regard, it is worth contextualizing
leadership in interaction.
Proponents of the study of leadership in interaction include Clifton, Larsson, and
Schnurr (2020). They highlight two main advantages of this type of approach, relating
leadership to interpersonal processes allows for first-hand analysis, which makes it
possible to show how leadership is developed through interaction. The authors
highlight the possibility of studying leadership through the following approaches:
equating leadership with position, job title and focusing on the behaviors of a typical
leader (Holmes, 2007; Schnurr, 2009; Yeung, 2004), viewing leadership in terms of
interpersonal influence and examining the sequence of interactions occurring when
influence is exerted (Clifton, 2009; Larsson and Lundholm, 2013), analyzing
leadership in terms of the consequences of the influence exercised by the leader on
the actions (behaviors) of subordinates (Larsson and Lundholm, 2013), and focusing
on the construction of leader and subordinate identities and interactions analyzed in
terms of transient phenomena, unrelated to the position but to the relationships built
(Clifton, 2017; Larsson and Nielsen, 2017).
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A leader's behavior in an organization should result in improved individual as well as
organizational performance. This becomes possible when leaders have the so-called
psychological capital, and this psychological capital is also developed in their
subordinates with an awareness of generational diversity and the differences in the
needs and expectations of employees.
Issues of resilience and engagement at work (including satisfaction and happiness)
about servant leadership are addressed by Youssef and Luthans (2007) and Eliot
(2020), among others. They emphasize the importance of psychological capital
(PsyCap) considered as confidence (self-efficacy) translating into making and putting
in the necessary effort to succeed at challenging tasks; optimism about current and
future effectiveness; persistence in pursuing goals; and resilience when adversity and
problems arise (Luthans, Youssef, and Avolio, 2007; Luthans et al., 2007). A leader's
understanding of these areas and having psychological capital determine a leader's
effectiveness. The focus of servant leadership on meeting the needs of their followers,
particularly the psychological needs, along with the studies linking servant leadership
and increased PsyCap and humble leadership with increased follower resilience,
indicate servant leadership can positively impact follower resilience (Eliot, 2020).
An approach to leadership analysis becomes even more critical given the generational
diversity of the workforce, as diverse employee values and attitudes directly
determine the effectiveness of a leader's actions and the social perception of those
actions reflected in the leader's authority and position. Leadership skills genuinely do
matter in improving the performance of public sector organizations, and the optimum
style is likely an integrated one: Public sector leaders should behave mainly as
transformational leaders, moderately leveraging transactional relationships with their
followers and heavily leveraging the importance of preserving integrity and ethics in
the fulfilment of tasks (Orazi et al., 2013).
4. The Challenge of the Leader - Building Engagement Across
Generational Diversity
A leader in both a public, business (private sector), and social organization is a person
who plays a significant role, especially in difficult times of a pandemic, shortage,
excess workforce, and permanent changes in the scope of expectations, attitudes, and
needs. Several challenges which a leader must undertake in order for the organization
to function efficiently, not to register losses, to take an important place as an employer
in the labor market, as well as not to lose its good image, places the leader in a difficult
situation, requiring not only vast experience, knowledge of market mechanisms,
social trends, demographic trends, but above all charisma and emotional intelligence,
which increase the effectiveness of actions taken, including actions in the field of
building proper interpersonal relations, organization of teamwork, as well as
individual work.
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The challenges faced by a leader are additionally shaped by intergenerational
differences, which significantly impact the assessment of the effectiveness of actions
taken. The need to manage generational diversity, including knowledge of the
specifics of a given generation, is a critical competency in building an organizational
culture (including the work environment) that supports the delivery of actions, shapes
appropriate behaviors, and builds a sense of community and belonging.
One of the significant leadership challenges is to build the right level of employee
engagement in the activities undertaken. Involvement can be defined as a set of
positive attitudes and behaviors enabling high job performance of a kind that is in
tune with the organization's mission (Storey et al., 2009). Numerous studies indicate
that there will be positive in-role and extra-role performance (Lee Whittington and
Galpin, 2010). Since there is a link between employee well-being and the recognition
and management of emotionally healthy workplaces (Zineldin and Hytter, 2012).
Employee engagement also translates into higher productivity, increased job security,
and job satisfaction (Buckingham and Coffman, 1999). However, to build a
competitive workforce, successful organizations must establish human resource
management practices that support their desired strategy and core values (Lee,
Whittington, and Galpin, 2010).
To explain in detail the difficulty of building commitment, it is worth recalling the
views of Quinn (1984), who emphasizes that leadership functions involve trade-offs
between the simultaneous and conflicting needs of both internal and external
environments. The conflicting perceptions of demanding and dominant leaders reflect
two leadership tensions: control versus flexibility and reinforcement versus direction
(Denison et al., 1995; Putnam et al., 2016; Zhang et al., 2015). The effect of this
approach is that formal leaders focus on enforcing necessary discipline and
developing desired performance standards (Denison et al., 1995), which may not
correspond with the needs and expectations of all employees. By putting too much
pressure and stress on subordinates, many formal leaders are viewed negatively.
An essential aspect of this respect is the employee's stage of development because
employees in the early stages of development who have relatively little competence
or experience usually need clear direction to maintain high-performance levels
(Hersey and Blanchard, 1977). Dominant leaders (and such leaders are expected in
the uniformed services, among others) may stifle employees' initiative and creativity
by being inflexible in their behavior, which is why it is so essential to understand
their expectations and needs and therefore to recognize the generational diversity of
generations, cultural diversity is also essential (Jiang et al., 2019). This is also
confirmed by Schyns and Schilling, who, in their research, indicated that employees
might have different perceptions of leaders' effectiveness in terms of objective
organizational performance compared to their subjective job satisfaction (Schyns and
Schilling, 2011).
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The cited approaches and research confirm generational differences and, therefore,
the diversity of needs and expectations. Different thought patterns corresponding to
the phase of the life cycle influence the approach to work, including fulfilling work
obligations and professed values (Lub et al., 2016), and are therefore also reflected
in the level of engagement (Mansoor and Hassan, 2016). In particular, generational
differences can be seen in interpersonal relations, teamwork, and work organization.
Wishing to explore the validity of assumptions in this area and bearing in mind the
views of Linley et al. (2013) according to which many perceived generational
differences – including in values and attitudes towards work or colleagues – may be
the result of stereotypical thinking or the influence of different contexts (Ryan and
Deci, 2000; Eschleman et al., 2016), the study examined the military as a workplace
for employees coming from different generations.
5. Research Report
The results presented in this paper are part of the research material obtained in the
scientific and research work titled Shaping the commitment of soldiers in the Armed
Forces – an organizational perspective. The study in the form of a questionnaire was
conducted at the turn of 2019/2020, among soldiers who are students and participants
of courses within the educational activities of the War Studies University. The survey
aimed to determine the level of involvement of soldiers through the acceptance of
statements assigned to indicators describing areas of influence on satisfaction with
service in the army. For the article, indicators were selected that are influenced by
the commander in the army in the perspective of strengthening the soldier's
commitment, such as relations with the superior and in the team, organization of
work, and training. The main research problem took the form of the question: What
are the differences, if any, in the needs of generation X, Y, and Z employees that
influence the building of employee engagement and present a challenge for the leader
in a public organization?
To examine the difference between generations X, Y, and Z in terms of the survey
questions analysed as components of the evaluation indicators, a Kruskal Wallis Htest analysis was applied. Analyses were conducted within questions for those
indicators for which significant intergenerational differences were noted in the
primary analysis. For questions for which significant intergenerational differences
were reported, an additional post hoc analysis was performed using Dunn's test with
Bonferroni significance level correction.
Table 1 presents the sociodemographic characteristics of the study sample. Most of
the surveyed soldiers were male (85.4%), born between 1970 and 1974, and held
command positions (58.2%). The length of seniority in the army was about 17 years,
with the shortest seniority being less than a year and the most extended 40 years. Most
respondents came from the officer corps, and the place of service was a military unit.
More than 60% of the respondents belonged to the Land Forces.
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics of the sample
Statistics
Gender, n (%)
F
23 (14.6)
M
135 (85.4)
Age, n (%)
Before 1965
1 (0.6)
1965-1969
10 (6.3)
1970-1974
32 (20.3)
1975-1979
29 (18.4)
1980-1984
31 (19.6)
1985-1989
24 (15.2)
1990-1994
23 (14.6)
After 1995
7 (4.4)
Length of military service, M (SD)
16.91(9.49)
Command functions, n (%)
No
64 (40.5)
Yes
92 (58.2)
Personnel corps, n (%)
Officer
122 (77.2)
NCO
29 (18.4)
Professional private
6 (3.8)
Place of service, n (%)
Military unit
115 (72.8)
Institution of the Ministry of National 35 (22.2)
defence, General Staff, Polish Army, General
Headquarters, Inspectorate
Military university
2 (1.3)
Other
4 (2.5)
Place in the organisational structure of the
army, n (%)
Land forces
95 (60.1)
Air force
20 (12.7)
Navy
7 (4.4)
Support inspectorate
15 (9.5)
Special forces
3 (1.9)
Territorial Defence Forces
8 (5.1)
Other
8 (5.1)
Note: Annotation n - number; % - percentage; M - mean; SD - standard deviation
Source: Own study.

Detailed analysis of the results concerning the evaluation of the relationship with the
superior showed that persons from generation Z were significantly less likely to agree
with the statement: My supervisor takes my opinion into account compared to people
from generation Y (p = 0.005) and X (p = 0.003). They also agreed significantly less
with the statement: My commitment at work is noticed and appreciated by my
superiors compared to people from generation Y (p = 0.002) and generation X (p =
0.004).
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The analysis of the evaluation of team relationships showed that people from
Generation Z also agreed less with the following statement: Employment in the
military develops communication skills with other people compared to people from
generation Y (p = 0.013) and generation X (p = 0.017). People from Generation Z
were more likely to agree with the statement: Soldiers who have connections are
unpunished and can do more than people from generation Y (p = 0.044) and
generation X (p = 0.026).
When it came to assessing the organization of work, people from generation X were
more likely than people from generation Y to agree with the statement: Tasks handed
over by the supervisor, the unit commander is clear, precise, and assigned with proper
advance (p = 0.045). People from generation X were more likely than people from
generation Z to agree with the statement. There is a strong emphasis on cooperation
between units in the military (p = 0.047). For the other questions, the differences
proved to be insignificant.
Considering, in turn, the evaluation of training, a detailed analysis of the results
showed that people from generation X significantly more agreed with the statement:
The military cares about the professional development of soldiers compared to people
from generations Y (p = 0.001) and Z (p = 0.012). They also agreed significantly
more with the statement: The army trains me sufficiently to perform my duties well
compared to persons from generation Y (p = 0.002) and Z (p = 0.009). Analogous
differences occurred in the case of the following statement: The military uses modern
tools and techniques for training – people from generation X agreed with this
statement more than people from generation Z (p = 0.002) and Y (p = 0.003).
People from generation X were significantly more likely than people from generation
Z to agree with the statements: In the army, access to training is clearly defined (p =
0.007); in my daily work, I use the skills acquired during training (p = 0.013). People
from generation X were significantly more likely than generation Y to agree with the
statements: In the army, access to training is fair (p = 0.027). People from generation
Z significantly less agreed with the statement: I have a say in what training I attend
compared to people from generation Y (p = 0.050) and X (p = 0.014). The results of
the analyses are presented in Table 2.
Table 2. Comparison of generations X, Y and Z in terms of analysis of individual
survey questions
X
Me
IQR
Evaluation of the relationship with the superior
My superior is a competent
4.00
2.00
commander/chief
My
supervisor
treats
4.00
0.75
subordinates with respect
My
supervisor
treats
4.00
1.00
subordinates fairly
My superior provides me with
4.00
1.75
sufficient information

Y
Me

IQR

Z
Me

IQR

H(2)

p

η2

4.00

1.00

3.00

1.00

2.21

0.332

<0.01

4.00

1.00

4.00

0.00

3.34

0.188

0.01

4.00

1.00

2.00

2.00

4.61

0.100

0.02

4.00

2.00

3.00

1.00

3.46

0.177

0.01
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X
Me
My supervisor takes my
4.00
opinion into account
My involvement in my work
is noticed and appreciated by 4.00
my superiors
Assessment of team relations
There are few conflicts in my
4.00
team
The soldiers in my team
cooperate well with each 4.00
other
Employment in the military
develops teamwork and 4.00
communication skills
Teams/sections created in the
army have a lot of 3.00
independence
The division of labour
between members of a
4.00
team/section in the army is
clear
Division of labour among
members of the team/section 3.00
in the army is fair
Soldiers/employees
notoriously failing in their 3.00
duties are justly punished
Soldiers
who
have
connections are unpunished 3.00
and can do more
Evaluation of the work organisation
The work in my team is well
4.00
organised
The number of tasks I receive,
and the time provided for
their performance allow me to 2.00
complete them reliably and
within my duty hours
The tasks coming from my
superior, the unit commander,
3.00
are clear, precise and are
assigned well in advance
Great emphasis is put in the
army on cooperation between 3.00
units
I have sufficient knowledge
of the current activities of 3.00
other military units
The flow of information
between central and field 3.00
units is effective
Cooperation between central
3.00
and field units is appropriate
Training evaluation
The army takes care of the
professional development of 17.94
soldiers
In the army, access to training
11.67
is clearly defined.

IQR

Y
Me

IQR

Z
Me

IQR

H(2)

p

η2

1.00

4.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

10.77

0.005

0.06

1.00

4.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

11.96

0.003

0.06

1.00

4.00

0.00

3.00

1.00

4.94

0.085

0.02

0.00

4.00

0.00

4.00

0.00

4.92

0.086

0.02

0.00

4.00

0.00

3.00

1.00

8.30

0.016

0.04

2.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

2.00

1.42

0.491

<0.01

1.75

3.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

5.94

0.051

0.03

2.00

3.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

4.60

0.100

0.02

2.00

3.00

2.00

3.00

1.00

0.70

0.705

0.01

1.00

4.00

1.00

4.00

1.00

6.91

0.032

0.03

0.75

4.00

1.00

4.00

0.00

2.15

0.341

<0.01

2.00

2.00

1.00

2.00

0.00

5.86

0.053

0.03

2.00

2.00

1.00

2.00

1.00

8.46

0.015

0.04

1.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

6.01

0.049

0.03

1.75

3.00

2.00

3.00

1.00

1.94

0.379

<0.01

2.00

3.00

2.00

2.00

1.00

2.81

0.246

0.01

2.00

3.00

1.25

3.00

0.00

2.52

0.283

<0.01

<0.001

0.10

17.94

<0.001

0.10

17.94

<0.001

0.10

0.003

0.06

11.67

0.003

0.06

11.67

0.003

0.06
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In the army, access to training
is fair
I have influence on what
training I participate in
The
army
trains
me
sufficiently so that I can
perform my duties well
The army uses modern tools
and methods in trainings
The trainings I participate in
are of high quality
I use the skills acquired
during the training in my
everyday work

X
Me

IQR

Y
Me

IQR

Z
Me

IQR

H(2)

p

η2

9.31

0.009

0.05

9.31

0.009

0.05

9.31

0.009

0.05

8.25

0.016

0.04

8.25

0.016

0.04

8.25

0.016

0.04

17.05

<0.001

0.10

17.05

<0.001

0.10

17.05

<0.001

0.10

18.40

<0.001

0.11

18.40

<0.001

0.11

18.40

<0.001

0.11

1.56

0.459

0.00

1.56

0.459

0.00

1.56

0.459

<0.01

8.35

0.015

0.04

8.35

0.015

0.04

8.35

0.015

0.04

Source: Own study.

In conclusion, no statistically significant differences were confirmed about all
analysed dimensions of work during the conducted research, but only selected
aspects. This strengthens the conviction of the validity of this type of research, which
allows to confirmation assumptions by referring to objective, statistically significant
relationships.
6. Conclusions
Multigenerational management is a challenge to be faced not only by multinational
corporations but also by public organizations, which, in many countries, function as
critical employers with extremely high retention rates. This generates several
advantages and, above all, multitudes of challenges in terms of building the
engagement of diverse generations of employees with different needs and values.
Each leader in a public organization faces a whole spectrum of challenges daily, and
the effects of his/her work are determined by his/her knowledge of employees, their
needs, as well as the specifics of generational differences.
The research sought to answer the research question: What are the differences, if any,
in the needs of generation X, Y, and Z employees that influence the building of
employee engagement and present a challenge for the leader in a public organization?
The research conducted among soldiers confirmed that cultural difference, resulting
from the diversity of generations, presents a challenge for commanders in the
military. From the perspective of a direct relationship with a formal leader such as a
commander, it is a challenge to meet the needs of representatives of generation Z. A
demanding, dominating, and enforcing discipline commander may negatively
influence the engagement of a young soldier, who expects to be noticed and
appreciated for his/her contribution to the service and to have his/her opinion taken
into consideration. Expectations towards the army characteristic for generation Z can
also be seen in opinions concerning relations in the team, organization of work, and
training. Threats that may reduce the involvement of young soldiers include:
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•
•
•

the sanctioning of relationships based on acquaintances as a basis for
satisfying service:
a deficit in the development of communication skills in team
relationships,
a training system to which access is not clearly defined and which does
not use modern training tools and techniques. This aspect also shows a
greater need for the young soldier to influence the choice of the training
in which he/she wants to participate.

The study also confirmed the different thought patterns characterizing the
representatives of generation X in interpersonal relations, teamwork, and work
organization. This age group is characterized by acceptance of the current way of
giving orders by superiors, the way of appreciating engagement in service, and
communication in task teams. Soldiers of generation X accept the current standards
of training of soldiers, not paying attention to the need for changes in the way of
selecting people for training and techniques of conducting them. The bridge between
generations seems to be generation Y, which on the one hand, understands the
standards of team management on the part of the commander and the specifics of
relations between soldiers, resulting from the nature of a hierarchical organization.
On the other hand, generation Y sees the need for changes in the way tasks are
delegated, and soldiers are educated.
Summarising the above, the challenge for the army is to prepare commanders so that
the tradition, principles, and values of this organization are continued; on the other
hand, changes in the team and organizational operations are essential. Building the
commitment of employees who are different in terms of generation is not an easy
task. Therefore, military leaders should be prepared for this task, which will allow
them to understand the needs of employees more fully and thus to shape the
organizational culture in which the fundamental values will continue to be cultivated.
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