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ABSTRACT

Objective: The objective of the article is to examine the career plans and their key shaping factors among
Hungarian students, with a special focus on entrepreneurial ambitions.

Research Design & Methods: The study is based on the analysis of the Hungarian database of the GUESSS
(Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Students ‘Survey), with 9 677 valid answers.

Findings: After graduation, a significant proportion of students would like to work as an employee. The proportion
of those planning an entrepreneurial career is low. Our research suggests that positive entrepreneurial attitudes
and better knowledge about the entrepreneurial processes increase the chance of an entrepreneurial career. The
entrepreneurial university environment may also have a positive effect on entrepreneurial aspirations. Finally,
experiences from a family entrepreneurial background leave a very strong imprint on students ‘career plans.

Implications & Recommendations: Understanding student opinions in the context of entrepreneurship, and
in particular the key drivers behind them, makes it possible to develop policies and university practices that
can increase students’ entrepreneurial intention and thus entrepreneurial activity.

Contribution & Value Added: The study provides a literature overview of the factors which influence entre-
preneurial career choices, introduces the main characteristics of students’ career aspirations in 2018 in Hun-
gary and contributes to understanding the factors shaping the decision.
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INTRODUCTION

Entrepreneurship is not a new concept, Richard Cantillon (1755) was the first to use this expression
in the 17th century. Subsequently, more and more approaches came to light (entrepreneurship as
the source of innovation and technological change (Schumpeter, 1934), entrepreneurship as op-
portunity recognition (Kirzner, 1973) and new aspects became known to professionals (Gancarczyk
& Ujwary-Gil, 2021). Both entrepreneurship and innovation play a crucial role in the contemporary
economies in the local, regional, but also in global context (Bigos & Wach, 2021).

In recent decades, the role of entrepreneurship in economic growth has become increasingly ac-
cepted (Carree & Thurik, 2010; Hope, 2016; Meyer & Kriiger, 2021), but its cross-cutting analysis has
also brought to the fore the framework conditions that can guarantee a positive correlation (Van Stel
et al., 2004; Acs et al., 2008). As a result, a considerable number of new approaches have emerged
that capture this complexity, such as ecosystem models (Isenberg, 2011; World Economic Forum,
2013; Stam & Spigel, 2016; Acs et al., 2018) and the institutional approach (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999;
GEM, 2019; Acs et al., 2008; Zygmunt, 2018; 2020).
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Today’s changes, such as digitalisation and the consequent drastic transformation of economy,
which entails changes in the labour market (Leone & Cascio, 2020), also further increase the role of
entrepreneurship. Personality traits and skills that are significant in business also prove to be beneficial
within large corporations. The concept of intrapreneurship (Wennekers & Thurik, 1999) or corporate
entrepreneurship (Bouchard & Fayolle, 2018) refers to the aspiration of large companies to achieve
higher performance by increasing their entrepreneurial spirit (Gubik, 2020).

Within the promotion of entrepreneurship, special attention is paid to youth’s and especially uni-
versity students’ entrepreneurial activity (Meyer & Kriiger, 2021; Wach & Bilan, 2021; Loan et al., 2021)
and their competencies (Solesvik, 2019). This is partly due to the conclusions of the research that ed-
ucation positively affects the probability of trying to be an entrepreneur (Nikolova et al., 2012), and
these companies outperform the average in terms of their growth orientation (Autio, 2005; Schrér,
2006) and innovation (Richert & Schiller, 1994, cited by Lithje & Franke, 2002). Another reason is the
fact that higher education can influence the entrepreneurial ideas of these young people under the
right conditions.

Recognizing the role of young people in entrepreneurship, a broad range of reports have been
published that make recommendations for modernising education (methodology and content) and for
the services provided to increase entrepreneurial intention and activity (EC, 2013; Eurofound, 2015;
EYE, 2015). This article also focuses on young people, examining students in higher education.

The objective of this article is to investigate career choices of the Hungarian youth and to highlight
some important driving forces of students’ entrepreneurial career plans. In the literature, we often
come across works that look for a correlation between certain factors and entrepreneurial intention,
or a model that shows the combined effect of some factors in the evolution of entrepreneurial inten-
tion. The present work also aims to contribute to this area of research. What is new about our approach
is that instead of the entrepreneurial intention used in the literature, we examine student career plans
because we estimate that this variable (which career path do you intend to pursue) is more valid for
future student plans. A further advantage of our work is that the questionnaire revealed not only the
career ideas right after studies, but also highlights what longer-term plans the students have. Thus, we
can also map the development of entrepreneurial ideas over time. In our work, we rely on the GUESSS
(Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Students’ Survey) project database which is major interna-
tional research on entrepreneurship, involving about 50 countries. Descriptive statistics, hypothesis
testing and binary logistic regression are used to get to know the topic.

In this article, we attempt to create a complex model that shows the combined effects of individual
characteristics, family entrepreneurial background, higher education, and the social environment on
career plans. On the one hand, the idea fits into the complex approach of entrepreneurship, and on
the other hand, it also provides an opportunity to be convinced of the partial impact of each factor.

The structure of the article is as follows: after reviewing the literature background and presenting
our hypotheses, we clarify some methodological issues of the research. This is followed by a presenta-
tion of the research results and a discussion. Finally, we summarize the key lessons of the work.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Individual characteristics

The individual level addresses demographic factors (gender, age), as well as the role of skills and abili-
ties in entrepreneurial issues. Entrepreneurial personality traits also emerge in the literature as critical
individual characteristics (Wach & Gtodowska, 2021). The ability to take risks (Meager et al., 2003;
Reissova et al., 2020; Shamsudin et al., 2017; Kljucnikov et al., 2019; Dankiewicz et al., 2020) and the
desire to become independent (Meager et al., 2003) are especially crucial entrepreneurial character-
istics (Mensah et al., 2021). Bigos and Michalik (2020) found a statistically significant correlation be-
tween self-awareness and self-motivation and the students’ entrepreneurial intentions using the bi-
nomial logistic regression model.

Other studies suggest that in addition to examining individual characteristics, the issue of entre-
preneurial mindset should also be addressed. Because while the former is not, or is difficult to modify,
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the latter can be shaped and demonstrate what behaviours and attitudes can be expected from indi-
viduals during an entrepreneurial process (Gauthier et al., 2018).

Krueger et al. (2000) emphasize that the individual variables alone are poor predictors and inten-
tion models offer opportunities to improve the explanatory power. Such models are known in the en-
trepreneurship literature, for example, the Social Cognitive Theory (Bandura, 1977; 1989), the Entre-
preneurial Event (Shapero & Sokol, 1982), and the Theory of Planned Behaviour (Ajzen, 1991). These
models consider the individual’s values, attitudes and impressions important, at the same time, they
also emphasize that signs from an individual’s environment greatly shape these individual characteris-
tics and the entrepreneurial ideas themselves.

The above highlights that skills and abilities alone are not enough, emotional charge must be pre-
sent, a positive attitude and a sense of confidence in achieving goals are necessary conditions for in-
tentions and then action. Besides, attitudes influence the transfer of knowledge and skills, thus, the
relationship between these factors is reciprocal (OECD, 2019).

Almost all research examining the role of attitudes in entrepreneurship found a positive relation-
ship between the two variables (Wach & Wojciechowski, 2016; Gubik & Farkas, 2019; Nishimura &
Tristan, 2011, Lifdn & Chen, 2009, Autio et al., 2001, Krueger et al., 2000), we only know of one or two
studies that came to the opposite conclusion (Pingying et al., 2014; Siu & Lo, 2013).

The concept of self-efficacy comes from Bandura (1982). It is “people’s sense of personal efficacy
to produce and regulate events in their lives”. Bandura emphasizes that these judgments, whether
accurate or faulty, influence peoples’ choices. People with a strong sense of efficacy make a greater
effort to master challenges. In the entrepreneurship literature, entrepreneurial self-efficacy is rele-
vant, which is the “strength of a person’s belief that he or she is capable of successfully performing
the various roles and tasks of entrepreneurship” (Chen et al., 1998). Several studies have confirmed
the positive effect of self-efficacy on business start-up intent (Autio et al., 2001; Krueger et al., 2000;
Nishimura & Tristan, 2011; Liidn & Chen, 2009; Kautonen et al., 2015; Farashah, 2015; Zellweger et
al., 2011; Bartha et al., 2018; Wach & Wojciechowski, 2016). The analysis of the Hungarian database
came to the same conclusion (Gubik & Farkas, 2019). These prior empirical results allowed us to
assume the following research hypotheses:

H1: The more positive a student’s entrepreneurial attitude is, the greater the chances of choos-
ing an entrepreneurial career.

H2: The higher self-efficacy of students is, the greater the chances of choosing an entrepreneur-
ial career.

Social environment

Concerning the impact of the social environment on entrepreneurial intentions, there are usually two
focal points in the literature. One focuses on the relationship between general acceptance and status
of entrepreneurship in society and thus the role of positive feedback from society in the development
of entrepreneurial ideas (Turulja et al., 2020; Nowinski et al., 2020; Shamsudin, 2017; Doanh, 2021),
the other is on the role of culture in entrepreneurship (Thurik & Dejardin, 2012; Thomas & Mueller,
2000; Shane et al., 1991; Zhao et al., 2012).

Persistent differences (beyond economic reasons) in entrepreneurship data in individual countries
suggest that cultural factors, as “a subset of stable contextual factors”, may also play a role (Thurik &
Dejardin, 2012). As for the role of culture, its influence on individuals’ characteristics (Thomas &
Mueller, 2000; Thurik & Dejardin, 2012) and aggregated entrepreneurial statistics (Shane et al., 1991;
Zhao et al., 2012) are the focus of scientific interest. In this article, we will deal only with the influence
of the perception of the individual’s narrower and wider environment because we believe that these
behaviours are substantially influenced by deep-rooted cultural patterns.

As far as the importance of the environment is concerned, according to Autio and Wennberg
(2010), the norms and attitudes of an individual’s community may have a greater impact on entrepre-
neurial behaviour than their attitudes and perceived self-efficacy. These links are typical for all spheres
of youth engagement, including the employment relations (Bilan et al., 2020).
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During the analysis of the social environment, the subjective norm is the most often used term. It
refers to the ‘perceived social pressure to perform or not to perform the behaviour’ (Ajzen, 1991).
Research that seeks to assess the impact of the subjective norm usually asks about the supportive
nature of the respondent’s environment (family, friends, colleagues, schoolmates) (Lifidn & Chen,
2009; Gubik & Farkas, 2019). Some research uses different terms, but the same solutions during oper-
ationalisation. For example, Turulja et al. (2020) use the informal support expression, others use the
social norm expression (even if it is a wider concept than subjective norms).

Regarding the role of the subjective norm, there is no consensus in the literature. Engle et al.
(2010), Ozaralli and Rivenburgh (2016), and Kautonen et al. (2015) proved subjective norms to be an
important predictor of entrepreneurial intention. However, other research did not find a significant
correlation between entrepreneurial intentions and subjective norms (Autio et al., 2001; Krueger et
al., 2000; Nishimura & Tristdn, 2011; Lifan & Chen, 2009; Wach & Wojciechowski, 2016).

The reasons for the different research results can be very diverse. Often methodological reasons
may lie in the background. Some research on the relationship between entrepreneurial intentions and
the subjective norm has found that norms have an indirect effect, they participate in models by influ-
encing attitudes (Nowinski et al., 2020; Gubik & Farkas, 2019; Wach & Bilan, 2021), entrepreneurial
self-efficacy and risk attitudes (Nowinski et al., 2020).

Another reason for the different results may be the low social prestige of being an entrepre-
neur, which is also true for the Hungarian society (Szerb & Kocsis-Kisantal, 2008), which not only
can lead to not finding a meaningful relationship, but also to the relationship becoming negative.
We want to test this on our database.

Norms and values are part of the social culture that an individual acquires during socialisation.
Some individual values have a great impact on entrepreneurial aspirations and intentions of university
students as it is proved by Eyel et al. (2020), Cera et al. (2018). The first scene of this process is the
family. From the point of view of entrepreneurial ideas, the importance of family (business) back-
ground is decisive (Belas et al., 2017; Gubik & Farkas, 2019; Shamsudin, 2017). Role models are crucial
in the personal decision-making process (Bosma, 2012), and these roles often come from the family.
Under certain circumstances, a family business can also appear as an entrepreneurial experience, and
when planning to take over a family business, it significantly determines career ideas.

Laspita and his colleagues (Laspita et al., 2012) highlighted that the strength of the effect varies
across cultures. As for the relationship itself, we only know of one research that found no connec-
tion. Nguyen (2018) failed to prove the relationship between the family entrepreneurial environ-
ment and entrepreneurial intention in his research among Vietnamese students. We do not know
of any research that found a negative relationship. These prior empirical results allowed us to as-
sume the following research hypotheses:

H3: Subjective norms negatively affect students ‘entrepreneurial career plans.

H4: A family entrepreneurial background increases the chances of choosing an entrepreneur-
ial career.

Education

The role of education in entrepreneurship is one of the most frequently investigated topics in entre-
preneurial literature (Wach & Gtodowska, 2019; Kobylirska & Lavios, 2020). Empirical studies show
that formal education has a significant impact on entrepreneurial intention (Gubik, 2014), but there is
a growing need for innovative solutions in education that effectively contribute to the transfer of skills
and knowledge needed to start and run a business successfully (EC, 2008; Solomon et al., 1994, Kickul
& Fayolle, 2007; Harms, 2015; Costin et al., 2018). Kurczewska et al. (2020) stated that education and
professional experience are mutually indispensable to succeed as an entrepreneur, which draws at-
tention to the complementarity between them.

The impact of education on entrepreneurial ideas and activity is not questioned by the scientific
public, however, little is known about the mechanism of action (Gubik & Bartha, 2021). Research find-
ings suggest that education has a direct impact on intentions towards entrepreneurship (Nowinski et
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al., 2017; Maresch et al., 2016; Turker & Selcuk, 2009; Kramarz et al., 2019, Karyaningsih et al., 2020),
Students’ involvement in entrepreneurship programmes at university is positively related to start-up
activities, too (Morris et al., 2017).

At the same time, entrepreneurship education also indirectly influences student decisions. It is
likely to be a proxy for other individual characteristics that encourage entrepreneurial attempts
(Nikolova et al., 2012; Dvorsky et al., 2019). By gaining entrepreneurial knowledge, students also
get an impression of their entrepreneurial aptitude (von Graevenitz et al., 2010), increase their self-
efficacy (Egerovad et al., 2017) and, as a result, increase their chances of running a successful busi-
ness (Kolstad & Wiig, 2015).

There are three important aspects to mention in connection with entrepreneurship education.
One is that entrepreneurship is not for everyone. An important task of entrepreneurship education
is also to support students in learning about their abilities and drawing the right conclusion about
their suitability for entrepreneurial activity. Von Graevenitz and his colleagues (2010) point out that
the impact of entrepreneurship education is not uniform. It can be very different depending on
what beliefs about their entrepreneurial aptitude students have, what signals they receive during
education, and how these are valued.

The second is that the knowledge and experience gained can be used elsewhere. Entrepreneur-
ship education boosts not only entrepreneurship but enhances the overall employability of stu-
dents (Ling & Venesaar, 2015).

The third is that it would be a mistake to think only of the curriculum when assessing the role of
education. Entrepreneurial ideas can also be encouraged by creating an entrepreneurial environment
that makes clear the institution’s commitment to entrepreneurial values, which should be apparent in
communication and different activities (programmes, supports). We focus on this broader role in re-
search and formulate our hypothesis accordingly:

H5: Thereis a positive correlation between the entrepreneurial university environment and stu-
dents ‘entrepreneurial career plans.

The framework of the research

In the course of the analyses, we could not measure the already presented influencers (individual char-
acteristics, family background, universities and social environment), instead, the students’ self-assess-
ments on them (attitude, self-efficacy, subjective norms, perceived university environment and entre-
preneurial models from the family). The relationship between the variables is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Career choice model
Source: own elaboration.
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RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Database

The research aims to explore the reasons behind the differences in student career plans, primarily to
understand the driving forces behind choosing an entrepreneurial career. For this, we use the latest
(2018) Hungarian database of the GUESSS research.

The GUESSS (Global University Entrepreneurial Spirit Students’ Survey) is one of the largest entrepre-
neurship research in the world. The main focus of it is the entrepreneurial intentions and activity of stu-
dents. Emphasis is also placed on the issue of the university environment, family background and family
firm succession. The research was established in 2003, in 2018 55 countries participated and 208 636
students answered the questionnaire. The article relies on the analysis of the sample in Hungary, where
9 667 responses were collected from 19 universities. The composition of the respondents by field of
study is as follows: engineering 22.3%; business, management and economics 22.2%, computer sci-
ences/IT 9.3%; arts/humanities 8.4%; medicine, health sciences and social sciences 8.3%. 70% of re-
spondents study on BSc and 16% on the MSc level. As regards gender distribution, the female-male ratio
is 58.2% and 41.8%. The distribution by the level of education and by gender is close to the distribution
of the total population, which, according to the level of education is as follows: 60% BSc, 12% MSc and
15% undivided, long-term Master’s degree programme (in some fields of study, e.g. in human medicine,
dentistry, pharmacy, law etc.) and by gender: 53% female, 47% male. 85.2% of respondents were born
after 1990, that is, they were younger than 28 at the time of completing the questionnaire.

Variables

The dependent variable of the research was the career choice intention. Respondents were also asked
to report on their career plans right after graduation and 5 years later (“Which career path do you
intend to pursue right after completion of your studies?” “Which career path do you intend to pursue
5 years later?”). One of the following answers could be marked (only one per question): an employee
in a small business (1-49 employees); an employee in a medium-sized business (50-249 employees);
an employee in a large business (250 or more employees); an employee in a non-profit organisation;
an employee in academia (academic career path); an employee in public service; a founder (entrepre-
neur) working in my own business; a successor in my parents’/family’s business; a successor in another
business; Other / do not know yet. These answers were grouped into 4 response categories during the
analysis, these are: Employee, Founder, Successor and Other / do not know yet.
During the analysis we used the following independent variables:

Attitudes (ATT)

Students "attitudes towards entrepreneurship were measured following Lifidn and Chen (2009) using
the following items “Being an entrepreneur implies more advantages than disadvantages to me”; “A
career as an entrepreneur is attractive for me”; “If | had the opportunity and resources, | would be-
come an entrepreneur”; “Being an entrepreneur would be very satisfying for me”; “Among various
options, | would rather become an entrepreneur” (1-7 Likert scale) (Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.955). Stu-
dents "attitudes were assessed by the arithmetic mean of the four items.

Subjective norms (SUB)

For subjective norms we used three items (Lifidn & Chen, 2009): If you were to pursue a career as an
entrepreneur, how would people in your environment react? Your close family/your friends/your fel-
low students (1-7 Likert scale) (Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.797). Students’ subjective norms were assessed
by the arithmetic mean of the three items.

Self-efficacy (SEF)

Entrepreneurial self-efficacy was measured by the level of competence required for 6 entrepreneurial
tasks (Chen et al., 1998): “Identifying new business opportunities”; “Creating new products and ser-
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vices”; “Managing innovation within a business”; “Being a leader and a communicator”; “Building up a
professional network”; “Commercialising a new idea or development”; “Successfully managing a busi-
ness” (1-7 Likert scale) (Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.920). Students’ self-efficacy was assessed by the arith-
metic mean of the three items.

Family background (FAM)

In assessing the family environment, we examined whether parents are self-employed or majority
owners of a business: Are your parents self-employed? No/Yes, my father is/Yes, my mother is/Yes,
both are; Are your parents majority owners of a business? No/Yes, my father is/Yes, my mother
is/Yes, both. By merging the two variables, we created a new variable (has/does not have a family
business background).

University entrepreneurial climate (ECO)

Students rated their university entrepreneurial environment by answering the following items
(Franke & Lithje, 2004): ” The atmosphere at my university inspires me to develop ideas for new
businesses”; “There is a favourable climate for becoming an entrepreneur at my university”; “At my
university, students are encouraged to engage in entrepreneurial activities” (1-7 Likert scale)
(Cronbach’s Alpha is 0.877). Students’ evaluation on entrepreneurial climate was assessed by the

arithmetic mean of the three items.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Figure 2 illustrates the differences in students’ future career plans. A significant proportion of students
preferred to be employed immediately after graduation and wanted to find a job in a large company
or a small and medium-sized company. Working in the public sector was also attractive to respondents.
Overall, 84.9% of the students intended to become employees after graduation. Five years after grad-
uation, the attractiveness of employee status diminished in favour of entrepreneurial career (as found-
ers or followers). The responses suggest that students only want to start their own business after gain-
ing a few years of employee experience.

an employee in a large business (250 or more employees)

*

an employee in a medium-sized business (50-249 employees)

an employee in a small business (1-49 employees) [l —
an employee in public service e
Other / do not know yet [
an employee in academia (academic career path) G
a founder (entrepreneur) working in my own business [N .
an employee in a non-profit organization [k
a successor in my parents' / family's business [Jl®
a successor in another business [®
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000

B 5years later  MRight after studies

Figure 2. Career aspirations right after graduation and five years after studies (Number of students)
Source: own elaboration, N=9667.

To test the hypotheses, the first step was to calculate the arithmetic mean of the Likert scale items
(attitude (ATT), self-efficacy (SEF), subjective norms SUB), perceived university environment (ECO) so that
we could express each variable with one value. The variable of career plans is also aggregated because
for the focus of this article the distinction according to entrepreneurial / non-entrepreneurial career is
relevant, so we aggregated all employee career choices into one category. After that, we examined what
assessment students give according to their career ideas. Table 1 shows that after graduation and also
five years later students with entrepreneurial plans gave above-average evaluations for each variable.
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As the variables are not normally distributed, we performed Kruskal-Wallis test. The significance level
of the test justified the differences according to the career plans (all null hypotheses were rejected), and
the pairwise comparisons showed that these differences are significant in each pairing except
founder/successor comparison. The strength of the relationship was checked using Eta statistics.

Table 1. Relationship between career plans and attitudes, self-efficacy, subjective norms and perceived uni-
versity environment

Right after studies 5 years later
Variables
ATT SUB SEF ECO ATT SUB SEF ECO

Mean 3.92 5.59 3.93 3.61 3.27 5.36 3.69 3.48
Employee

N 6239 8159 6225 8151 3827 4377 3824 4370
Founder Mean 5.85 5.90 4.85 3.79 5.47 5.93 4.53 3.81

N 89 436 88 437 1970 3607 1965 3600
Successor Mean 4.94 5.69 4.50 4.13 4.54 5.82 4.36 4.03

N 90 168 90 168 186 302 185 302
Other / do not Mean 3.45 5.31 3.31 3.32 3.27 5.30 3.37 3.30
know yet N 703 844 700 840 1138 1321 1129 1324
Total Mean 3.91 5.58 3.89 3.60 3.91 5.58 3.89 3.60

N 7121 9607 7103 9596 7121 9607 7103 9596
Eta 0.158 0.094 0.163 0.075 0.546 0.255 0.312| 0.131
Kruskal-Wallis p 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.000 0.000| 0.000

Source: own study.

Based on the data of Table 1, it can be seen that in the case of entrepreneurial careers, higher
averages were obtained for all the variables examined. That is, the more positive entrepreneurial
attitudes, the more supportive environment, the greater self-confidence and the entrepreneurial
university atmosphere are more likely to go hand in hand with entrepreneurial career ideas. The
direction of the relationship is uncertain, nor do these cross-sectional studies clarify how entrepre-
neurial ideas are shaped as a result of education.

Our fifth variable in this study is family background, the effect of which was measured through the
family entrepreneurial background: namely whether there is a sole proprietor or a majority owner of
a business between the parents. We found that an entrepreneurial background increases the chances
of an entrepreneurial career: those who report a family business are more likely to choose an entre-
preneurial career themselves. The Chi-square test is significant. To test also the strength of the associ-
ation we calculated Cramer V, an indicator with a value between 0 and 1 facilitates interpretation, in
our case, it shows that the relationship is rather weak.

Table 2. Relationship between career plans and family business background

Right after studies 5 years later
Variables
No Yes Total No Yes Total

5809 2398 8207 3308 1097 4405

Employee
70.8% 29.2% 100.0% 75.1% 24.9% 100.0%
Founder 283 158 441 2333 1292 3625
64.2% 35.8% 100.0% 64.4% 35.6% 100.0%
Successor 44 124 168 120 185 305
26.2% 73.8% 100.0% 39.3% 60.7% 100.0%
Other / do not 637 214 851 1012 320 1332
know yet 74.9% 25.1% 100.0% 76.0% 24.0% 100.0%
Total 6773 2894 9667 6773 2894 9667
70.1% 29.9% 100.0% 70.1% 29.9% 100.0%
Cramer’s V 0.134 0.167
p 0.000 0.000

Source: own study.



Entrepreneurial career: Why is it (not) desirable for Hungarian students? | 51

Once we have determined that the variables included in the study are individually related to career
choice, the next step is to examine 1) the extent to which they jointly explain the career choice decision,
and 2) whether they retain their explanatory power when included with the other variables in the model.

For the analysis, we used binary logistic regression, which can be performed as opposed to linear
regression even if the variables are not normally distributed (as in our case). The price of the “leniency”
of the method is the more difficult interpretation of the model. In the study, we used an aggregate
version of the career variable (1: planning a non-entrepreneurial career, 2: planning an entrepreneurial
career). As an independent variable, we used the 5 variables of our analysis (attitude, self-efficacy,
subjective norms, perceived university environment and entrepreneurial family background).

The developed model is significant (Chi-square test is significant), its explanatory power is 12.6%
right after studies and 41.5% after 5 years (Nagelkerke’s R? values). The significant effect of the varia-
bles included in the model can be verified individually with the help of Wald statistics.

Table 3. Relationship between career plans and attitudes, self-efficacy, subjective norms and perceived uni-
versity environment

Right after studies B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
ATT 0.534 0.066 65.977 | 1 0.000 1.705
SEF 0.157 0.075 4.351 1 0.037 1.170
Entrepreneurial | SUB -0.264 0.085 9.770 | 1 0.002 0.768
career ECO 0.074 0.054 1.888 | 1 0.169 1.077
FAM 0.992 0.156 40.199 | 1 0.000 2.697
Constant -6.015 0.488 151.904 | 1 0.000 0.002

5 years later B Std. Error Wald df Sig. Exp(B)
ATT 0.882 0.027 1046.331 | 1 0.000 2.416
SEF 0.069 0.030 5410 | 1 0.020 1.072
Entrepreneurial | SUB 0.023 0.034 0451 | 1 0.502 1.023
career ECO -0.064 0.022 8.225 | 1 0.004 0.938
FAM 0.401 0.069 33943 | 1 0.000 1.493
Constant -5.028 0.204 609.109 | 1 0.000 0.007

The reference category is the non-entrepreneurial career. Nagelkerke’s R2 =0.126 right after studies and 0.415 after 5 years
Source: own study.

An examination of odds ratios shows the role of each factor in the development of an entrepre-
neurial career. Given that entrepreneurial family background is a dichotomous variable (the effect of
the appearance of entrepreneurial background is shown in the Table), it is unfortunate to compare its
odds ratio with the effect of other variables obtained by averaging items measured on a Likert scale
from 1 to 7. But logistic regression helps us to show which factors are also partially significant, i.e.,
keeping the effect of the other variables under control.

The role of attitudes is decisive in the development of both post-graduate plans and plans 5
years later, but its role will increase significantly in more distant career plans. In the case of the
family entrepreneurial background, the case is opposite, the role of the family is much greater im-
mediately after graduation than 5 years later, but in both periods it is a significant explanation of
the student’s decision. The explanatory power of self-efficacy is modest despite its significance (this
is even more so for more distant plans).

In the case of career plans immediately after studies the effect of the university entrepreneurial
environment and after 5 years the subjective norm is not significant, apart from these all the variables
appearing in the model affect the career plans.

We also examined the effect of several other factors that are not currently part of the article, such
as demographic variables (gender and age). These variables showed a significant correlation in pairs
with career plans, but their explanatory power was no longer significant when we included them in
the model along with the variables we examined. Their effect is presumably exerted through our vari-
ables included in the study.
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Based on our calculations, we can accept Hypothesis 1 on attitudes, Hypothesis 2 on the role of
self-efficacy, and Hypothesis 4 on the family entrepreneurial background. The third hypothesis can
only be accepted conditionally, the negative correlation between the subjective norm and entrepre-
neurial ideas is significant only immediately after the studies. Our fourth hypothesis about the univer-
sity entrepreneurial climate is also not acceptable for career choices in general, as its significant effect
was only demonstrated on plans after 5 years of study.

Regarding attitudes, our work supports the research results learned from the literature (Wach
& Wojciechowski, 2016; Gubik & Farkas, 2019; Nishimura & Tristan, 2011; Lifan & Chen, 2009; Autio
et al., 2001; Krueger et al., 2000). Regarding the family entrepreneurial background, our results
also confirm previous results (Belas et al., 2017; Gubik & Farkas, 2019; Shamsudin, 2017; Bosma,
2012). Since all students were interviewed for two dates (immediately after graduation and 5 years
after graduation), so our analyses shed light on the changing role of these factors over time. The
role of attitudes is intensifying and the role of family background is diminishing in the development
of career plans for the distant future.

We were able to show the positive effect of self-efficacy similarly to previous research (Wach
& Wojciechowski, 2016; Autio et al., 2001; Krueger et al., 2000; Nishimura & Tristan, 2011; Lifidn &
Chen, 2009; Kautonen et al., 2015; Farashah, 2015), but we found its significance to be small in the
explanatory building.

In terms of subjective norms, our results do not help resolve the debate among researchers on the
topic. The peculiarity of the Hungarian economy, that the substantive development of entrepreneur-
ship could take place only after 1990, and the supporting institutional system was not available in the
right quality from the beginning, certainly determines the negative social opinion related to entrepre-
neurship, which does not help the development of entrepreneurial ideas.

As for the role of the university environment, universities in Hungary are making serious efforts both
to transform curricula and to build other services (entrepreneurial clubs, programmes, start-up competi-
tions, etc.), but we cannot show the remarkable impact of this in the development of career decisions yet.

There are many other aspects of deciding on career ideas. The modest explanatory power of the
model (12.6% and 41.5%) also draws attention to this. At the same time, we have demonstrated the sig-
nificant effects of some variables that can be mainly shaped within the framework of higher education.

Entrepreneurial careers are not an option for many students at the moment, but labour market
rearrangements and the trends we experience have an impact on the spread of entrepreneurial ca-
reers. Conscious preparation for this can increase the chance for survival, profitability and so on, so
university efforts are important for both the individual and society.

CONCLUSIONS

We examined the impact of the following factors: individual characteristics, family background, uni-
versities and social environment on students’ future career plans. Instead of examining these directly,
we focused on perceptions of students based on the fact that students perceive their opportunities
and strengths very differently because of their inherent interests, different efforts and backgrounds.
The five variables we analysed were attitudes, self-efficacy, subjective norms, perceived university en-
vironment and entrepreneurial family background. According to our results, we can conclude that at-
titudes considerably influence students’ career plans. The more positive the entrepreneurial attitude
of students, the more likely they are to plan an entrepreneurial career. Self-efficacy, which is about
the strength of a “person’s belief that he or she is capable of successfully performing the various roles
and tasks of entrepreneurship” (Chen et al., 1998), is also a weak but significant influencing factor.
Social norms, that is the behaviour of the environment (family, friends, etc.), also shapes plans. We
were able to prove the decisive role of the family background, it conveys successful entrepreneurial
patterns and experiences that contribute greatly to the formation of future entrepreneurial career
aspirations. The weak negative effect of the subjective norm indicates that the social status of entre-
preneurship is low in Hungary and at the same time does not significantly affect student perceptions.
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Our analyses shed light on the changing role of these factors over time. The role of attitudes is
intensifying and the role of family background is diminishing in the development of career plans
(plans right after studies and five years later).

The university itself could be part of this environment, and the entrepreneurial ecosystem it
creates could be an important favourable influence on student career plans, but our results indicate
that there is still work to be done in this area.

Understanding student opinions in the context of entrepreneurship, and in particular the key
drivers behind them, makes it possible to develop policies and university practices that can increase
students’ entrepreneurial intention and thus entrepreneurial activity.

The results suggest that to make the entrepreneurial career more attractive, a complex solution
is needed, which simultaneously conveys knowledge and information and also changes students’
attitude and way of thinking. This goes beyond traditional curricula, there would be a need to de-
velop new solutions that allow students to deepen their knowledge through experience and make
them possible to try out different roles. Also for services that collect information, help to develop
business ideas, and also in implementation. Unfortunately, these are processes that change very
slowly and require a lot of resources (both human and financial), so a serious commitment is needed
from both decision-makers and university management.

There are several limitations to our work, three of which we highlight. First, we analysed only the
responses of students who participated in the Hungarian higher education and not the entire youth
population, which may affect our outcomes. Second, questionnaire research, by its nature, is not suit-
able for full-depth understanding, with many individual motives remaining hidden. Finally, although
the career questions formulated for the two dates attempted to illustrate the role of temporal change,
due to the cross-sectional nature of the research, the exploration of causal relationships and the un-
derstanding of impact mechanisms are incomplete. These limitations must be taken into account when
interpreting our conclusions. Applying qualitative research methods (case studies and interviews)
could help to ensure a better understanding of the topic.
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