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Introduction
Our paper aims to shed light on the preference of higher education students in terms 
of leadership styles and explore the factors associated with their leadership aspiration 
and entrepreneurial inclination. The various leadership styles are investigated by the Full 
Range Leadership model. Despite the fact that a number of research efforts have been 
made in the subject of leadership styles (Gregor & O’Brien, 2016; Sheppard, 2018) and 
the application of the Full Range Leadership model is also considered to be widespread 
in international management research, it has rarely been tested on a sample of several 
hundred aspiring leaders and future participants of the labour market.
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By contrast, the entrepreneurial inclination and activity of the young adult and adult 
population are far better exploited research areas (Fitzsimmons & Evans, 2005; Kuczi 
et  al., 1991; Kuczi & Lengyel, 2001; Lengyel & Róna-Tas, 1997–1998; Lengyel, 2008, 
2009). As far as current international comparative research is concerned, Hungary has 
been participating in the Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Students’ Survey—
GUESSS, an international survey since 2006, and certain analytical aspects of it were 
used in this study. The value to our research is enhanced by the fact that preferred lead-
ership styles were investigated specifically among young people and mapped in the con-
text of managerial and entrepreneurial inclination.

The present research is a complex analysis of leadership style preferences of univer-
sity students, combined with their managerial and entrepreneurial inclination, socio-
economic and study backgrounds, social and cultural resources. Besides, using the 
Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire1, the research contributes to the adaptation and 
modification of the Full Range Leadership model within a specific target group.

The paper will first present the theoretical models of leadership styles based on the 
relevant literature, then provide an overview of the findings by international and Hun-
garian research on managerial and entrepreneurial inclination that are relevant to our 
investigation. This is followed by an overview of the database as well as the variables 
and the methods applied. In presenting the results, the leadership types will be revealed 
as well as the identification of the various groups of respondents with these types. The 
paper will be concluded by elaborating regression models for the various leadership 
styles and adding some summarising thoughts.

Theoretical and empirical background
In the late 1930s Kurt Lewin, one of the key figures in the literature on leadership, devel-
oped a theory underpinned by experiments which can be implemented in practice.2 In 
his experiments the participants belonging to the group led in democratic manner dem-
onstrated less hostility and aggression than those being part of the group characterised 
by autocratic leadership. The circumstances of the experiment as well as the democratic 
and autocratic nature of leadership have since been criticised by many, including Lewin 
himself. Some further criticism pointed out that the application of the laissez-faire type 
leadership had initially not been intended, it was only introduced by Lewin as a sort of 
rhetorical switch to save his experiment and to save the reputation of democracy (Billig, 
2015).

Rensis Likert, the other classic author concerning leadership theory elaborated two 
times two leadership styles in terms of the autocratic–democratic dichotomy: he identi-
fied the exploitative–authoritative, the benevolent authoritative, the consultative and the 
participative styles. The authoritative–exploitative leadership system is hierarchic: the 
leader exercises tight control over his or her subordinates and spurs them for better per-
formance through intimidation. At the same time, benevolent authoritative leaders com-
bine the above with paternalistic care. In case of consultative leadership, information 

1 © 1995 Bruce Avolio and Bernard Bass. All rights reserved in all media. Published by Mind Garden, Inc., www. mindg 
arden. com.
2 Lewin and his students first tested the impact of autocratic and democratic leaders on their subordinates in two mask-
making groups, each composed of 11-year old children, mainly boys. Later the number of groups participating in the 
experiment was extended to four and the leadership roles were complemented by the laissez-faire style.

http://www.mindgarden.com
http://www.mindgarden.com
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flow is multidirectional: although subordinates are consulted with, decisions are taken 
by the leaders. The basic motivation of subordinates in this scenario is to gain rewards 
and avoid punishment. The system favoured by Likert is participative leadership. Under 
this system, subordinates participate in setting goals, in making decisions and thereby 
are characterised by responsibility and accountability (Likert, 1967).

According to the transactional and transformational model of effective leadership, 
(political) leadership is more than enforcing obedience (Boda, 2013; Burns, 1978; Bry-
man, 1996). In Weberian terms, leadership can be interpreted in the domain of legiti-
mate rule. In case of the transactional style of leadership, goals are achieved by implying 
the possibility of direct gains (sense of achievement, recognition, remuneration) and 
losses. As a rule, transformational leaders motivate by evoking more abstract tools (com-
mon objectives, mission, vision, etc.), hence the moral nature of transformational leader-
ship. Although Burns’ leadership theory has also been subject to much criticism, it had a 
fertilising effect on empirical research.

The emergence of the Full Range Leadership model recognised by management litera-
ture and used by can also traced back to the research of Burns (Bass, 1985). In this model 
the transformational and the transactional leadership approaches were complemented 
with the laissez-faire style. In the original Full Range Leadership model, the transactional 
leadership style is made up of contingent reward and active leadership factors based on 
exceptions/excuses. In rewards achievement/contingent reward, the tasks and goals as 
well as rewards and punishments associated with low, medium and high performance 
are clearly set. Transformational leadership means that the leader concerned offers the 
prospect of transformation and actually transforms his or her subordinates by inspiring 
them to perform better than they had originally intended to (Stafford, 2010, p. 101). It 
is important to stress that transactional and transformational leadership types are not 
necessarily mutually exclusive but are employed side by side and can complement each 
other (see for instance Avolio et al., 1999). Individual situations will decide which type of 
leadership behaviour proves to be the most effective. Edwards and Gill (2012) found that 
while the transformational leadership style was effective at all levels of the hierarchy, the 
transactional style worked only at lower levels. The laissez-faire leadership type did not 
prove to be efficient at any of the leadership levels. International research findings show 
that the organisational units applying the transformational leadership approach prove to 
be the most efficient (Lowe et al., 1996). On the other hand, Zaal (2017, N = 6 leaders, 
36 employees) insisted in her paper that both the transactional and the transformational 
leadership styles produced better team results than the autocratic approach. As far as 
the genders are concerned, she found that while women tend to prefer the transforma-
tional leadership type, men tend to advocate transactional leadership.

One of the most commonly used and most reliable instruments to conceptualise 
and operationalise the Full Range Leadership model is the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 1990; Avolio et al., 1996). One of the advantages of the 
questionnaire is that it offers an opportunity to examine leadership styles from sev-
eral aspects. On the one hand, leaders can provide a self-assessment of his leadership 
style, which creates an opportunity for self-reflection; on the other hand, subordi-
nates can give an opinion on their leader’s leadership style through the same crite-
ria, thus creating an opportunity for feedback. Furthermore, the questionnaire has 
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an extended version for team use, while there is another one used for assessing the 
current and the desired situation. Of the five versions of the Multifactor Leadership 
Questionnaire (MLQ), the reduced, 36-item scale was used in the present research. 
The questionnaire is widely applied in research on management, but is also increas-
ingly used among employees working in education, healthcare and public adminis-
tration. As far as its limitations of MLQ are concerned, some authors point out that 
leadership styles correlate with one another, which reduces the validity of the tool. 
Others believe that MLQ exaggerates the role of the leader and neglects such impor-
tant factors as organisational characteristics, interpersonal relations or the position 
occupied in the managerial hierarchy (Edwards & Gill, 2012; Kelloway et  al., 2000). 
Besides, it must be noted that the questionnaire is based on perceptions, and in this 
sense cannot be regarded as a tool that assesses the efficiency of leadership objec-
tively. Despite the above limitations, MLQ was found to be suitable for testing on a 
sample of Hungarian students.

The Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire was tested on a small size Hungarian 
sample by Filep (2018). He had the version of the MLQ comparing desired and actual 
styles of leadership filled out by the leaders of 23 small businesses in Szabolcs-Szat-
már-Bereg County, Hungary. He found that the leaders concerned wished to move 
mostly towards contingent rewards and idealised influence embodied by transactional 
and transformational leaders. The author believes that enterprises using the transfor-
mational leadership style are more successful to some extent than the others in the 
sense of realising slightly more return on sales within error margin.

Our own research findings—to be set out in more detail below—suggest that four 
types of leadership style emerge from the Full Range Leadership model: the trans-
formational, the supportive, the defensive and the laissez-faire types of leadership 
style. The first type, i.e., the transformational leadership type, has three characteris-
tic features: vision, the ability to build trust and integrity. The second type includes 
supportive leadership characteristics featuring personalised coaching and intellectual 
stimulation. The third leadership style of the adapted Full Range Leadership model is 
the defensive style, which focuses on errors and active correction. In this model the 
profile of an active, but actively defensive leader emerges. The fourth, i.e., the laissez-
faire style, actually refers to the refusal of active leadership, non-intervention, man-
agement by exception and ad-hoc problem solving without exploring the reasons and 
preventing their repeated emergence (Avolio & Bass, 1995; Bass & Avolio, 2004; Filep, 
2018; Stafford, 2010).

Figure  1 offers an interpretation of the four leadership styles and the Full Range 
Leadership model as adjusted by us both in the active–passive and in the effective–
ineffective leadership dimensions.

The other focus of our research was entrepreneurial potential. Krueger and Brazeal 
(1994) and Lengyel (2008, p. 429) point out that entrepreneurial inclination should 
be differentiated from specific entrepreneurial intentions. It is a broader concept and 
implies a kind of personal openness to grasping business opportunities in principle. 
Shapero and Sokol (1982) had used the adjectives “resilient” and “self-renewing” to 
describe the economic environment which benefits potential entrepreneurs. These 
adjectives are currently considered as buzzwords in a number of other disciplines. 



Page 5 of 19Perpék et al. J Innov Entrep           (2021) 10:44  

Some of the other relevant works focusing on entrepreneurial inclination include the 
research by Etzioni (1987), Radaev (1997), Fitzsimmons and Evans (2005), as well as 
Lengyel (1996, 2008).

Lengyel’s (2008) research regarding entrepreneurial inclination cover the period 
between 1988 and 2007. His findings reveal that during the nineties, entrepreneur-
ial potential was stronger among men and young people. Social status also showed 
a positive correlation with entrepreneurial inclination: those considering themselves 
to belong to the high or the middle classes were more eager to enterprise than those 
belonging to the low or lower middle classes. The level of education also influenced 
entrepreneurial inclination to a considerable degree: whereas the notion to start an 
enterprise was the most popular among those having vocational and secondary tech-
nical qualification, the entrepreneurial intentions of higher education graduates only 
slightly exceeded the average.

A number of researchers have found that entrepreneurial potential is one of the key 
factors to the success of an enterprise (Hofmeister et  al., 2015; Rauch et  al., 2009). 
The combination of this attitude and behaviour shows an overlap with the transfor-
mational leadership style in the sense that the leaders concerned are able to convey 
their own managerial ambitions as well as the organisation’s interests to the subor-
dinates, thereby encouraging them to identify themselves with the organisation and 
to perform to meet the highest standards possible. In line with this reasoning and 
with international research findings, it can be assumed that there is a significant posi-
tive correlation between the transformational leadership style and entrepreneurial 
inclination.

Hofmeister et al. (2015) conducted a research in 2011 on a sample of two hundred 
Hungarian micro, small and medium enterprises in the subject of entrepreneur-
ial proclivity and leadership styles. In their interpretation, leaders’ entrepreneurial 
proclivity means pro-activeness, courage to take risks as well as innovative spirit in 

Fig. 1 Full Range Leadership model: adaptation. Source the authors’ own compilation based on Avolio and 
Bass (1995) and Chancy (2017)
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Schumpeterian sense and competitive behaviour. Based on international theories, 
they differentiated the entrepreneur, and entrepreneurial spirit from small business 
orientation, the ownership of a small business. Hofmeister and her co-authors found 
that certain elements of entrepreneurial proclivity were connected to leadership 
styles. The findings are restricted by the fact that the reliability of the scale adopted 
from international research practice to assess entrepreneurial proclivity was low. 
They found positive correlation between innovativeness and both participative and 
supportive styles of leadership as well as between pro-activeness and the supportive 
style of leadership. By contrast, they detected negative correlation between risk-tak-
ing and both the participative and consultative types of leadership style. Dzomonda 
et al. (2017, N = 103 leaders), however, used leadership types to explain entrepreneur-
ial orientation. Both the transactional and the transformational types of leadership 
correlated with entrepreneurial orientation; the correlation being stronger in the case 
of transformational leadership. Öncer (2013, N = 171 employees) found that while the 
transactional type of leadership correlated positively with entrepreneurial orientation 
only, the transformational type correlated with all three dimensions of entrepreneur-
ial orientation of innovativeness, risk taking and pro-activeness.

The most extensive international research examining the career choice intentions of 
youth, including entrepreneurial spirit is the Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit 
Students’ Survey, also known as GUESSS. The project is coordinated by the University of 
St. Gallen. The survey had been launched in 2003, the Hungarian higher education insti-
tutions joined in 2006. A number of analyses based on the 2006, 2008, 2011 and 2016 
surveys when Hungary was also involved (Gubik, 2015; Gubik & Farkas, 2016; Imreh-
Tóth et al., 2013; Koltai & Szalka, 2013; Petheő, 2013; Reisinger, 2013; Szerb & Lukovszki, 
2013; Temesi, 2014). The 2016 survey was conducted with the participation of over 122 
thousand students. According to the recently published GUESSS findings, Hungarian 
students exhibited lower entrepreneurial intentions after graduation than their foreign 
counterparts, and preferred to work as employees as opposed to becoming independ-
ent. Only about one of every twenty students claimed that they intended to launch their 
own business after graduation. This proportion is behind both the EU average and that 
of the Visegrád countries. However, as far as the long-term career plans of Hungarian 
youth are concerned, the notion of launching a business or working independently after 
some years of employment is clearly on their minds: around one third of the respondents 
insisted that starting their own business within 5 years after graduation is part of their 
career aspirations (Gubik & Farkas, 2017). Of the works mapping the career aspirations 
of students, the research of Gregor and O’Brien (2016), and Sheppard (2018) inter alia 
are considered to be relevant on international level.

Methods
Research questions, data and sample

The study aims to answer the following research questions. What leadership styles uni-
versity students identify themselves with in terms of the Full Range Leadership Model 
(RQ1)? What socio-economic, social, cultural, and academic backgrounds characterise 
the factors of each leadership style (RQ2)? What correlations can be identified (if any) 
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between leadership styles on the one hand, and managerial, entrepreneurial inclination 
on the other (RQ3).

The analysis is based on processing the database of the online survey questionnaire 
conducted in 2018 by the SocioLab research group3 of the Corvinus University of Buda-
pest. The research explored the preferred leadership styles of students pursuing their 
studies in the fields of economy, engineering, natural and social sciences, as well as the 
socio-demographic characteristics and aspirations of the styles concerned. The main 
objective was to reveal the possible correlations between the potential leadership styles 
on the one hand and entrepreneurial and managerial aspirations on the other.

When creating the sample, instead of being representative, the main aim was to be 
able to formulate hypotheses about social characteristics and aspirations. The survey 
was conducted in October and November 2018.4 After data filtering and cleaning, the 
database contained 335 respondents.5 This sample size exceeds most of the surveys 
referred to above (Dzomonda et  al., 2017; Filep, 2018; Hofmeister et  al., 2015; Öncer, 
2013; Zaal, 2017).

The sample consists of respondents aged 18–24; four fifth of them (82%) are under-
graduate (BA/BSc-) students. As far as the composition of the sample is concerned in 
terms of gender, the proportion of female respondents was higher (60% female vs. 40% 
male). Nearly half of those completing the questionnaire (47.8%) studied in Central Hun-
gary (in Budapest, in Gödöllő); around one-third of them (36%) pursued their studies 
in the Central Transdanubian region (in Dunaújváros, Székesfehérvár, and Veszprém) 
and nearly one sixth of them (16.1%) studied at other country universities (Debrecen, 
Nyíregyháza, Szeged, Pécs). While a large proportion of them (48.6%) studies in the field 
of social sciences, one third (33.9%) of the respondents study engineering and natural 
sciences, and only 17.4% take part in economics and other training. As far as their eco-
nomic–social background is concerned, more than two in five judged the social status of 
their respective families to be higher than average in this respect, and the about the same 
proportion of the respondents claimed that the status of their family was average. One 
in eight said that their social status was worse than average. With regard to subjective 
appreciation of well-being, a great majority was satisfied with their lives, (three out of 
five marked the fairly satisfied or the very satisfied option on a five-point scale) and con-
sidered themselves to be happy (five out of seven respondents rated their happiness five 

3 Besides the authors of the present paper, further members of the research group included Fanni Bársony, Ágnes Czakó, 
Vera Horváth and Gergely Horzsa.
4 The paper specifically seeks to focus on the leadership style preferences of Hungarian university students. For that rea-
son, we contacted all the major Hungarian higher educational institutions, but not all of them granted the authorisation 
and assistance needed to access the students through the online questionnaire. We would like to say thank you hereby 
to the Budapest Metropolitan University, the Corvinus University of Budapest, the Budapest University of Technology 
and Economics, the Budapest Business School, the University of Debrecen, the University of Dunaújváros, the Eötvös 
Loránd University, the Eszterházy Károly University, the Károli Gáspár University of the Reformed Church, the Óbuda 
University, the University of Pannonia, the University of Pécs and the University of Szeged for their co-operation as well 
as to their students for undertaking to take part in the survey.
5 At the time of the survey, approximately two hundred thousand students pursued their studies in sixty-four institu-
tions of higher education in Hungary. The target population of our research included full-time students in faculties of 
engineering, social sciences, sciences and economics at major Hungarian universities. The target population, interpreted 
by the majors involved in the research, consists of 26,291 respondents (Office of Education, 2017/18 academic year). 
Presuming a hypothetic complete inquiry, approximately one of every seventy-seven students, i.e. 1.3% completed the 
questionnaire. The extent of the difference in the distribution of the population and the distribution of the sample is 
between 6.4 and 3.2 percentage points, depending on the field of study. Students of engineering, science and economics 
are slightly under-represented in the sample; as well as undergraduate students in terms of the level of education. The 
data are not representative; the correlations revealed are valid for the sample.
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or higher on a seven-point scale). Analysing the sample in terms of cultural and social 
resources, it reveals that the majority is characterised by proficiency in two foreign lan-
guages (half of the respondents speak two, one third of them up to one, and one sixth of 
them are proficient in three or more foreign languages); the average number of friends 
is6 9, more than two-thirds of them discusses political issues with their acquaintances 
and friends on a regular basis. As far as their generalized level of trust is concerned, 51% 
of them think that people can always or nearly always be trusted.

Variables and research design

Out of the five versions of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire (Avolio & Bass, 
1990; Avolio et al., 1996) used in international research practice to measure identifica-
tion with the various leadership styles, a shorter, self-evaluating version was used for the 
purpose of the present research. Respondents could express the degree of their agree-
ment through a five-point Likert scale, which measures young people’s behaviour as 
leaders, their managerial and decision-making behaviour in 36 imaginary situations.7

In addition, the questionnaire contains information about the responding students’ 
managerial and entrepreneurial inclination, entrepreneurial plans, and also examined 
their future plans about launching and financing a business. To map leadership types 
preferred by young people, the latent structures behind statements were examined 
with principal component analysis on a 36-item scale used in the questionnaire. Fac-
tor analysis identified four distinct factors. The fundamental question was how preferred 
leadership style elements correlate with the respondents’ personal managerial and entre-
preneurial inclination in case they are controlled for socio-demographic, cultural and 
social background. The structure of the research is summarised in Fig. 2.

Research findings
Leadership styles and preference by groups of various socio‑demographic, social 

and cultural backgrounds

The first research question was aimed at finding out what leadership styles university 
students identify themselves with (RQ1). Factor analysis to measure identification with 
leadership styles revealed four factors on a scale consisting of 36 statements (princi-
pal component analysis, rotation method: varimax) (Table 1). The value of the Kaiser–
Meyer–Olkin criterion was 0.84 (χ2: 3158.05; Sig: 0.000). The factors retained 47% of the 
set of information of the original variables measured.8

The first factor includes variables stressing inspirational motivation, encouragement to 
make efforts and to enhance productivity, a collective sense of mission, the attainment 

8 As the fit indices of the three-factor theoretical model did not prove to be suitable, instead of discarding certain items, 
alternative models were tested. We sought to use the four-factor structure on the basis of results obtained from differ-
ently structured models. Owing to the four-factor structure, less information is lost, the four factors preserve a higher 
percentage (48%) of the heterogeneity of the original variables than three factors would (32%).

6 In order to eliminate the distorting effect of exceptionally high values, 25 friends were reckoned with in case respond-
ents said that they had more than 25 friends.
7 The actual question featured in the questionnaire was: Imagine that you have become a manager and as a manager 
you oversee people and take decisions. Judge how frequently each statement would fit your management style. Use the 
following rating scale: 0—Not at all, 1—Once in a while, 2—Sometimes, 3—Fairly often, 4—Frequently, if not always. It 
is to be noted that during the analysis, the coding was transformed to a 1–5 scale to facilitate interpretation. The survey 
was anonymous. The survey was conducted in line with the research ethics policy of the Corvinus University of Buda-
pest. The respondents had been informed about features, data protection and ethical considerations of the research.
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of joint goals as well as variables representing interests. As this factor bear the stylistic 
elements of the transformational leadership model as defined in literature, it is called 
transformational or more broadly, to reflect the nature of the items involved, transfor-
mational–inspirational factor.

As far as the variables belonging to the second factor are concerned, they include rec-
ognising and developing individual abilities, personalising tasks, individual mentoring 
and attention, as well as individual effort and rewarding subordinates for achieving the 
goals. This factor represents a specific segment of what is defined as the transactional 
type in literature, where the focus is on supporting the subordinates, paying attention to 
the individual and taking several perspectives into account. Based on the peculiar fea-
tures of its elements, this type is called supportive, or more broadly “supportive-prudent” 
factor in the present paper. It is evident from Table 1 that there is an overlap between the 
transformational and the supportive factors in the case of three items conveying trust 
and transparency. Thus, these characteristics prevail in both leadership styles.

Based on the variables included in the third factor a “defensive” type emerge, whose 
highlighted stylistic elements include keeping track of errors and failures as well as com-
plying with rules and regulations. This factor shows a partial overlap with the transac-
tional type described in literature, but only includes the negative–restrictive elements 
of the latter and lacks the positive ones. Besides, one of the items show overlap with the 
laissez-faire style.9

Finally, the fourth factor clearly encompasses the elements of the typology of the “lais-
sez-faire” model as described in literature: the leader observes workplace events with 
minimal interest, seeks to stay away from decision-making and intervenes only when it 
becomes inevitable to do so.

Fig. 2 Research design. Source the authors’ own compilation

9 It is important to note that the error-focused defensive style is clearly distinct from the others in each of the three-, 
four- and five-factor models, therefore it is appropriate to feature it as a type separate from the transactional style, unlike 
in the Full Range Leadership models.
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The next stage of the research process was focusing on how far the responding stu-
dents are characterised by each of the four leadership style factors (RQ2). The demo-
graphic, social and cultural background of each of the factors was investigated through 
one-way variance analysis (using p < 0.1 significance level). For each of the analysed 
dimensions, the detailed results, the mean values of the factors and their standard 

Table 1 Results of the factor analysis of variables measuring identification with leadership styles 
(factor weights)

Extraction method: principal component analysis. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser normalisation

Source: the authors’ own compilation

*Remark rotation after seven iterations

Rotated factor matrix* Component

1st factor 2nd factor 3rd factor 4th factor

Compelling future 0.698 0.191 − 0.039 − 0.128

Sense of purpose 0.657 0.174 0.107 − 0.054

Power and confidence 0.616 − 0.157 0.250 − 0.231

Optimistic future 0.585 0.204 − 0.205 − 0.036

Enthusiasm 0.584 0.228 0.009 − 0.196

Goal achievement 0.578 0.388 − 0.060 − 0.011

Respect 0.561 0.134 0.173 − 0.190

Pride 0.534 0.017 0.098 − 0.064

Collective mission 0.525 0.228 − 0.017 0.111

Expectation 0.365 0.361 0.181 − 0.228

Responsibility 0.334 − 0.029 0.218 − 0.222

Values and beliefs 0.322 0.254 0.081 0.002

Satisfaction 0.278 0.265 0.001 − 0.205

Different angles − 0.003 0.659 0.074 − 0.021

Individual needs − 0.018 0.628 − 0.001 − 0.069

Strengths development 0.306 0.569 − 0.019 − 0.240

New ways 0.219 0.475 0.081 − 0.043

Moral consequences 0.312 0.472 − 0.058 0.069

Re-examination 0.011 0.450 0.097 − 0.046

Group interest 0.279 0.431 0.000 − 0.033

Various perspectives 0.225 0.418 − 0.072 − 0.136

Assistance 0.122 0.396 − 0.110 − 0.146

Individual treatment 0.123 0.394 0.156 − 0.128

Teaching and coaching 0.278 0.389 0.181 − 0.228

Complaints − 0.092 0.050 0.667 0.199

Mistakes 0.166 − 0.062 0.664 − 0.022

Failures 0.174 0.140 0.607 − 0.106

Exceptions 0.044 − 0.029 0.560 0.227

No breaking, no fixing − 0.024 0.115 0.302 0.178

Wait and see − 0.057 − 0.235 0.032 0.663

Chronic action − 0.041 − 0.052 0.140 0.653

Involvement avoidance − 0.140 − 0.091 0.099 0.642

Decision avoidance − 0.172 − 0.089 0.000 0.630

Delayed response − 0.008 − 0.213 − 0.077 0.645

Absence − 0.174 − 0.226 0.101 0.540

Serious intervention − 0.031 0.055 0.074 0.529
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deviation are included in Table 1 of the Appendix. Based on the results, the following 
findings can be established (Fig. 3). 

There is significant difference between genders in terms of three factors: identifying 
themselves with the supportive and transformational styles is more characteristic of 
female students, while the preference of the defensive style is more typical of males. As 
far as the settlement type of the place of birth is concerned, it was found that whereas sup-
portive and defensive leadership styles were relatively more characterising those born in 
small towns and municipalities, they were much less characteristic of those born in the 
capital. With regard to the subjective indicators used for measuring the social and finan-
cial background of the family, the groups differed significantly in terms of only a sole fac-
tor, namely, that the supportive style of leadership was significantly more characteristic 
of students who came from a family with lower social and financial status, that is in the 
case of students who rated the social position of their family worse than average as well 
as of those who had been abroad less frequently in the preceding 5 years than the aver-
age. As for subjective well-being, the preference for the transformational style of leader-
ship is significantly more characteristic of those being satisfied with their lives. As far as 
the various dimensions of the social resources are concerned, a higher level of cognitive 
mobilisation, that is having discussions about public and political affairs with friends and 
acquaintances frequently, correlated positively with the acceptance of the transforma-
tional leadership style (the other factors did not show any significant difference among 
the groups). In terms of generalised trust, a further variable used for measuring social 
resources in the questionnaire, it can be inferred that a higher degree of trust correlates 
positively with the preference of both the supportive and the transformational styles of 
leadership. By contrast, a lower degree of trust correlates positively with the acceptance 
of the defensive-style factor. Further significant differences have emerged with regard to 
group averages in terms of the type and location of higher education studies: while pref-
erence for the transformational leadership style factor is relatively more common among 
students pursuing their studies in the field of social sciences, the defensive style is more 

Fig. 3 Correlations of background variables and managerial types. Source the authors’ own compilation
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favoured among students involved in the field of economic and natural sciences, as well 
as engineering. With regard to the location of study, whereas students studying in the 
capital and in bigger cities (Szeged, Debrecen, Miskolc, Pécs) seem to prefer the trans-
formational style of leadership, identification with the defensive style of leadership is 
significantly more characteristic of those studying at smaller universities in the country. 
The other background variables such as foreign language proficiency used to measure 
cultural resources, subjective social mobility, participation in financial–entrepreneurial 
courses and the training level of higher education studies did not reveal any statistically 
significant differences.

Leadership styles, managerial and entrepreneurial inclination

The third research question related to the possible correlation between leadership styles 
on the one hand, and managerial, entrepreneurial aspirations on the other (RQ3). Based 
on the relevant literature, it was assumed (Hofmeister et al., 2015) that the preference 
for transformational and supportive leadership styles correlates with entrepreneurial 
inclination. To answer the question, multivariance models were examined. It should be 
pointed out that the present research is of exploratory nature: it is primarily aiming at 
exploring the relationship between identification with the various leadership styles on 
one hand and having managerial, entrepreneurial inclination on the other.

The dependent variables used in the analysis are the factors embodying the various ele-
ments characterising each style, as described in the previous chapter. As they are contin-
uous variables, the analysis was carried out by means of linear regression models using 
ordinary least squares (OLS).10 Besides managerial and entrepreneurial inclination (1), 
the explanatory variables in the model included (2) the variables of demographic and 
family background, (3) the indicators of social resources and (4) cultural resources (the 
characteristics of the training).

(1) Dichotomous variables were used to measure managerial and entrepre-
neurial inclination (1, if he/she would be pleased to be a leader and 0, if not or “it 
depends”; 1, if he/she would be pleased to become an entrepreneur and 0, if not or “it 
depends”. It was found that 47.2 and 47.8% of the students constituting the sample would 
be pleased to be managers and entrepreneurs, respectively. Albeit the rates are close to 
one another and there is an obvious link between the two roles, managerial and entre-
preneurial inclinations do not coincide. Only 57.6% of those demonstrating managerial 
inclination would like to be entrepreneurs at the same time. (2) Respondents’ coding 
by gender was as follows: female students were coded 1, and male were coded 0. The 
social background of the family was described based on the students’ own categorisation 
(subjective social position) and the original continuous variables were used for the 
purpose of the analysis: the respondents were asked to rate their family on the social lad-
der using a 10-point scale (the lowest social status was marked with 1, the highest with 
10). (3) Access to social resources was approached from two directions: from the aspect 
of generalised trust on the one hand and from cognitive mobilisation capacities (Ingle-
hart, 1970) on the other—both being included in the model as dichotomous variables. 

10 OLS regression assumes linear relationship between the dependent and independent variables; this relationship is 
defined by a linear function fitted on the expected values of the dependent variable (Mészáros, 2011).
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The generalised trust variable measures whether people can always or generally be 
trusted (the generalised trust level of 50.7% of the students constituting the sample was 
high, that is they deemed that people could nearly always or usually be trusted), cog-
nitive mobilisation was measured through the frequency of having conversations with 
friends and acquaintances on politics (70.4% of the students in the sample discussed 
public affairs with their friends and acquaintances frequently).

(4) Three dichotomous variables were applied in the analysis to identify the field of 
training: economic science, social science, engineering and natural sci-
ence.11 Approximately one-sixth (17.4%) of the students in the sample studied in the 
field of economics, almost half (48.6%-a) pursued their studies in the field of social 
science and one third (33.9%) in the field of engineering or natural sciences. Finally, a 
dichotomous variable measuring the location of the university was also included in the 
model as study location, which indicates whether the responding student studies in a 
big city (three in five students in the sample studied in the capital city or another big city 
such as Szeged, Debrecen, Miskolc, Pécs—and two in five students studied in smaller 
towns in the country).

It must be noted that several explanatory variables were not included in the model due 
to the lack of their significant impact. The settlement type of the place of birth, the sub-
jective financial situation, the indicators of well-being and cultural resources (number 
of foreign languages spoken, experience gain in abroad) have do not play important role 
when trying to explain the preference for any of the leadership styles under review when 
controlled for the other explanatory variables.

During the regression analysis, first the impact of each of the managerial [model speci-
fications (1) (4) (7) (10)] and entrepreneurial inclinations [model specifications (2) (5) (8) 
(11)] was examined individually, then models including both aspirations were devised 
[model specifications (3) (6) (9) (12)]. Estimation results are summarised in Tables 2 and 
3.12 The control variables are included in each model.

Although each model is significant, their explanatory power is very different: the 
greatest proportion of the variables involved is explained in the case of preferring trans-
formational–inspirational leadership style.

Out of the four factors under review, three showed significant correlation with 
managerial inclination: eliminating the impact of other variables previously involved, 
managerial inclination shows positive correlation with a preference for the trans-
formational leadership style and negative with the acceptance of the defensive and lais-
sez-faire leadership approach.

With regard to the impact of entrepreneurial inclination, it is apparent that 
students who have the inclination to become entrepreneurs, tend to identify them-
selves with the transformational and the supportive leadership styles. Entrepreneurial 

11 From the nominal measurement level variables related to the field of study three dummy variables were incor-
porated into the regression models. The independent variable with the largest standard deviation was omitted from 
the regression analysis due to multicollinearity: in our case the variable of the academic field of social sciences was not 
included in the model.
12 The conditions for linear regression were checked for each model. The scatter diagram shows that standardised 
residuals are uncorrelated and show normal distribution in each model, moreover the significance level of Kolmogorov–
Smirnov test also confirmed the normal distribution of errors (The Kolmogorov–Smirnov significance level was between 
0.227 and 0.548, that is, greater than 0.05 in each case); additionally, VIF values indicated in all cases the absence of mul-
ticollinearity (VIF < 2 and tolerance > 0.5).
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inclination, therefore, show correlation with the transformational style of leadership 
and with the component of the transactional type that contains positive elements, 
which is referred to as the supportive-prudent style.

Table 2 Correlation between the acceptance of transformational–inspirational and supportive-
prudent leadership styles and managerial/entrepreneurial inclination—results of the linear 
regression models (standardised beta coefficients), 2018, N = 335

Reference group: would not aspire to be a manager; would not intend to be an entrepreneur; male; one can never or as a 
rule cannot be cautious enough when it comes to others; never or rarely discusses public affairs with acquaintances, friends; 
studies in the field of social sciences; university studies at a smaller countryside university

Source: the authors’ own compilation

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Transformational–inspirational Supportive‑prudent

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Managerial inclination 0.323*** 0.312*** − 0.015 − 0.032

Entrepreneurial inclination 0.115** 0.057 0.086 0.092*

Gender 0.112** 0.081 0.119** 0.136** 0.152** 0.0148**

subjective social position 0.018 0.039 0.017 − 0.175*** − 0.178*** − 0.176***

generalised trust 0.116** 0.159*** 0.121** 0.126** 0.131** 0.134**

cognitive mobilisation 0.132*** 0.154*** 0.131*** 0.012 0.008 0.011

economic sciences − 0.030 − 0.045 − 0.036 0.052 0.044 0.043

engineering and nat. sci − 0.102 − 0.144** − 0.105 0.005 0.005 0.001

study location 0.062 − 0.006 0.054 − 0.037 − 0.043 − 0.049

Sig. 0.000 0.000 000.0 0.008 0.003 0.005

Corrected R2 0.16 0.08 0.16 0.06 0.05 0.07

Table 3 Correlation between the acceptance of defensive and laissez-faire leadership styles with 
managerial/entrepreneurial inclination—results of the linear regression models (standardised beta-
coefficients), 2018, N = 335

Reference group: would rather not be a manager; would rather not be an entrepreneur; male; one can never or as a rule 
cannot be cautious enough when it comes to others; never or rarely discusses public affairs with acquaintances, friends; 
studies in the field of social sciences; university studies at a smaller countryside university

Source: the authors’ own compilation

***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05; *p < 0.1

Defensive Laissez‑faire

(7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12)

Managerial inclination − 0.109** − 0.115** − 0.205*** − 0.192***

Entrepreneurial inclination − 0.060 − 0.080 − 0.107* − 0.071

Gender − 0.084 − 0.107* − 0.094* − 0.110* − 0.096 − 0.120**

subjective social position 0.007 0.015 0.008 0.025 0.013 0.026

generalised trust − 0.167*** − 0.160*** − 0.164*** 0.052 0.025 0.045

cognitive mobilisation − 0.026 − 0.017 − 0.024 0.082 0.068 0.083

economic science 0.100 0.105* 0.108* 0.073 0.086 0.080

engineering and natural sciences 0.031 0.021 0.034 − 0.002 0.025 0.001

study location − 0.088 − 0.098 − 0.077 0.079 0.127* 0.089

Sig. 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.010 0.089 0.010

Corrected R2 0.05 0.05 0.08 0.03 0.03 0.04
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The respondents’ gender has proven to be significant for all four factors: while 
women identify themselves with the transformational–inspirational and the supportive-
prudent leadership styles, man tend to identify themselves with defensive and passive 
leadership. Concerning the impact of the subjective social position used to meas-
ure the social background of the respondents, correlation was significant for only one 
factor: those with a lower social status are more likely to prefer the supportive-prudent 
leadership style.

The impact of social resources on the acceptance of the various leadership styles was 
examined in several dimensions. The generalised trust variable revealed that a high 
trust level has a positive effect on the acceptance of both the transformational–inspira-
tional and the supportive-prudent styles of leadership. At the same time, it correlates 
negatively with defensive leadership. The impact of cognitive mobilisation, the 
other indicator applied to measure social capital, has shown that those discussing pub-
lic affairs with their friends and acquaintances frequently prefer transformational–inspi-
rational leadership as opposed to their fellow students who never or only seldom talk 
about political issues with their friends.

Finally, as far as the impact of the field of training is concerned, the field of eco-
nomics has a positive effect on accepting the defensive leadership style. The location of 
the university has no significant effect in complete models. Nonetheless, in models of 
entrepreneurial aspirations there is only one significant correlation: as opposed to their 
fellow students studying in smaller towns, students pursuing their studies at universities 
in the capital and big cities tend to identify themselves with laissez-faire leadership style. 
However, if the model includes the “managerial inclination” variable, the coefficient con-
cerned is not significant.

Conclusion
The purpose of the present study was to use the database of a 2018 online survey to first 
identify the leadership styles Hungarian students prefer, and then explore the charac-
teristics of the relevant leadership style factors in different demographic, cultural and 
social contexts. The bivariate analyses were followed by multivariate regression analysis 
to establish correlations between leadership styles and entrepreneurial inclination.

Thus, applying 36 self-rating items of the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire, the 
Full Range Leadership model was tested and adjusted. The analysis of the correlations 
between potential leadership styles and entrepreneurial inclination provides a further 
added value. The underlying assumption of our study had been that the acceptance of 
effective leadership styles, called transformational and transactional styles in the original 
Full Range Leadership model, was correlated with entrepreneurial inclination.

Based on the results of the sample surveyed, it can be assumed that four distinct leader-
ship style factors emerge among university students. The first one, the transformational–
inspirational factor embodies a leadership culture encouraging productivity and is based 
on integrity. The second factor includes leadership tools and approaches focusing on 
the careful consideration of various perspectives, the support and individual attention 
of subordinates, wherefore it was coined the supportive-prudent factor. The third factor 
describes defensive type of leaders and contains elements focusing on the track record of 
mistakes and failures as well as the compliance with standards. Finally, the fourth factor, 
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the laissez-faire style captures passive, non-interfering type of leaders who stay away 
from taking decision or addressing urgent issues. The findings reveal that the accept-
ance of a particular leadership style showed some differences in terms of the gender, the 
social background, the access to social resources and the location of studies of the youth 
involved in the survey. The transformational style of leadership tends to be more pre-
ferred among women and students with high social resources (that is, students with a 
high level of trust and students discussing public affairs with their friends frequently), as 
well as among students studying at universities located in big cities. Identification with 
the supportive leadership style is also characteristic of women and students with a high 
level of trust but is significantly more preferred among students with a lower social status 
and among students with a certain level of financial disadvantage. As far as the defen-
sive style of leadership is concerned, it is accepted among students coming from small 
towns or municipalities who have a low level of trust and students studying economics at 
smaller universities in the country. The research explored the correlations between lead-
ership styles preferred by young people and entrepreneurial, managerial aspirations.

Multivariate regression analysis was used to address to the main research question 
regarding the correlations between leadership styles and managerial/entrepreneurial 
inclination. It was shown that there is a significant relationship between transforma-
tional leadership style and both managerial inclination and entrepreneurial aspirations 
(in separate models), however, if their combine effect is reviewed, the dominant variable 
would be managerial inclination, whereas entrepreneurial aspiration becomes insignifi-
cant. At the same time, supportive leadership style is clearly related to entrepreneurial 
aspirations. According to the above research results, it can be assumed that while future 
managers tend to prefer the elements of the transformational leadership style, potential 
entrepreneurs opt for both transformational and supportive leadership styles.

Appendix

Table 1 of the Appendix Socio-demographic and cultural background of leadership style 
factors (one-way variance analysis, mean value and standard deviation of factors), 2018, 
N = 335

1st factor 2nd factor 3rd factor 4th factor
Transformational‑
inspirational

Supportive‑prudent Defensive Laissez‑faire

Gender

Male − 0.152 (1.09) − 0.144 (1.09) 0.160 (0.92) 0.057 (1.01)

Female 0.101 (0.92) 0.087 (0.92) − 0.106 (1.03) − 0.043 (0.99)

Sig. 0.023 0.023 0.017 NS

Settlement type of place of origin

Budapest − 0.020 (1.01) − 0.116 (1.07) − 0.106 (1.04) − 0.043 (1.03)

Other city, county centre 0.005 (0.90) − 0.002 (1.04) − 0.035 (0.94) − 0.043 (0.98)

Small town or village − 0.012 (1.11) 0.114 (0.84) 0.154 (1.03) 0.103 (0.99)

Sig. NS 0,078 0,068 NS

Subjective social position

Low social status (at most 4 points) − 0.071 (1.19) 0.222 (0.95) 0.215 (0.90) − 0.057 (0.83)
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1st factor 2nd factor 3rd factor 4th factor
Transformational‑
inspirational

Supportive‑prudent Defensive Laissez‑faire

Average social status (5–6 points) − 0.063 (0.97) 0.065 (0.92) − 0.008 (0.96) 0.001 (1.03)

High social status (at least 7 
points)

0.071 (0.96) − 0.114 (1.06) 0.050 (1.05) 0.014 (1.01)

Sig. NS 0.091 NS NS

Subjective financial situation

Average or below average number 
of trips abroad

− 0.052 (1.03) 0.086 (1.01) 0.045 (0.99) − 0.035 (1.00)

Above average number of trips 
abroad

0.120 (0.92) − 0.198 (0.94) − 0.104 (1.03) 0.082 (0.98)

Sig. NS 0.016 NS NS

Subjective well-being

Is very or rather unsatisfied with 
his/her life

− 0.250 (1.08) − 0.040 (1.09) 0.049 (0.93) − 0.061 (0.96)

Is satisfied or fairly satisfied with 
his/her life

0.149 (0.91) 0.024 (0.93) − 0.029 (1.03) 0.036 (1.01)

Sig. 0.000 NS NS NS

Cognitive mobilisation

Never or rarely discusses public 
affairs with acquaintances, friends

− 0.267 (1.21) − 0.012 (0.90) 0.067 (1.04) − 0.110 (0.96)

Often discusses public affairs with 
acquaintances, friends

0.114 (0.87) 0.005 (1.04) − 0.021 (0.97) 0.052 (1.01)

Sig. 0.001 NS NS NS

Generalised trust

One can never or as a rule cannot 
be cautious enough when it 
comes to others

− 0.139 (1.02) − 0.112 (1.03) 0.170 (0.94) − 0.036 (0.96)

People can almost always or 
generally be trusted

0.134 (0.95) 0.109 (0.95) − 0.165 (1.02) 0.035 (1.03)

Sig. 0.012 0.042 0.002 NS

Field of higher education studies

Social sciences 0.170 (0.88) − 0.052 (0.99) − 0.152 (1.03) − 0.012 (0.99)

Engineering-, natural sciences − 0.231 (1.08) − 0.006 (1.05) 0.094 (1.03) − 0.012 (0.99)

Economic sciences 0.012 (1.04) 0.138 (0.90) 0.258 (0.80) 0.097 (1.12)

Sig 0.004 NS 0.013 NS

Location of higher education studies

Big city: Budapest, Szeged, Debre-
cen, Miskolc, Pécs

0.102 (0.93) − 0.032 (1.03) − 0.148 (1.03) 0.056 (1.03)

Other study location − 0.135 (1.06) 0.042 (0.95) 0.196 (0.91) − 0.075 (0.95)

Sig. 0.031 NS 0.002 NS

Significance level: p < 0.1. NS: p >= 0,1
Source: the authors’ own compilation
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