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Critical evaluation of the traits, characteristics, attributes and motivations of entrepreneurs
The majority of firms in many countries are considered to be small enterprises, making them an essential component of the global economy (Mazzarol and Reboud 2020). Entrepreneurs generate a significant influence on the development of economy on particular nations through the establishment of new small enterprises (Bosma et al. 2018). For the purpose of encouraging entrepreneurial behaviour and offering assistance to proprietors of small businesses, it would be vital to study the traits and characteristics of entrepreneurs who run small enterprises (Shane 2003). As a result of this, both academics and policymakers are interested in finding out how the features, characteristics, attributes, and motives of entrepreneurs differ from those of the general population.
There is a very wide variety of entrepreneurial classifications, with very little overlap between them (Wickham 2006). Some research on entrepreneurial personality traits, for instance, focus on the founders of technology-based businesses, while others define entrepreneurs as local farmers and conduct surveys with nursing students as future business owners (Salmony, and Kanbach, 2022). In the same vein, assigning a single, definition for "entrepreneur" would confine the insights that may be derived from diverse samples.
The "Big Five" (Goldberg 1990) is a well-known approach for classifying different aspects of a person's personality. It is a strong and reproducible method for grouping hundreds of possible personality traits, and it does so while preserving generalizability across a variety of samples and research approaches (Mammadov, 2022). This model consists of Extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to new experiences. This framework is utilized Since the 1980s for determining personality traits of entrepreneurs, and research has shown that the Big-5 features have an effect on both the choice of a profession and performance at work.
It has been shown that entrepreneurs typically have slightly lower levels of agreeableness and neuroticism than the average person. But the disparities that have been measured between business owners and managers aren't that significant. Some studies have hypothesised that entrepreneurs do not need to worry about satisfying other people around them because the many entrepreneurs end up becoming Chairmen of their own companies. On the other hand, managers are required to appease their own superiors at the very least. According to Zhao and Seibert (2006), entrepreneurs had lower levels of neuroticism compared to managers. They hypothesise that this is due to the fact that entrepreneurs need to have an exceptionally high level of self-confidence in order to take on the risks associated with beginning a business. On the other hand, in general, the existing body of research on these two dimensions does not present a clear pattern of results that are statistically significant.
It has been proven that entrepreneurs are more receptive to new information when compared to managers in organizational context. It has been found that an entrepreneur is fond of constantly changing environments and to face new challenges. Individuals who flourish in fresh situations and difficulties are the ones who propose creative ideas, business strategies, and goods, and the openness of entrepreneurs may assist in the performance of these activities.
According to Zhao and Seibert (2006), the most important distinction between business owners and managers is a much greater level of conscientiousness. The traits of dependability and accomplishment drive are what go into making up conscientiousness. According to Zhao and Seibert's (2006) research, the dependability of entrepreneurs and managers is comparable; nevertheless, the accomplishment scores of entrepreneurs are much higher than those of managers.
The answer to the question of whether or not entrepreneurs are more extraverted than managers is not universally agreed upon. This characteristic evaluates one's level of dominance, energy, activity, talkativeness, and enthusiasm in a given situation (Costa and McCrae, 1992). It has been hypothesised by some academics that extraversion is more crucial for entrepreneurs than it is for managers. This is because entrepreneurs are accountable for selling their viable ideas and attract potential investors, partners, employees, and consumers. As found by Envick and Langford (2000), Entrepreneurs are considered less extroverted when compared to managers. That is the reason, many entrepreneurs tend to operate their small business at homes to prevent socializing with others. Self-employed people and people who are focused on growth typically display quite distinct qualities. This is one of the many areas in which the definition of "entrepreneur" is extremely important.
Need for Achievement is a multidimensional concept that was developed by Murray in 1938 and further developed by McClelland and his colleagues in 1953. It encompasses individual incentives to attain objectives. McClelland (1961) revealed that having a high level of nAch orient individuals toward entrepreneurial activities. Further he suggests that individuals with a high level of nAch derive a greater sense of achievement satisfaction from activities associated with entrepreneurship. A number of the studies that were conducted on nAch looked on the characteristics of people who did not go on to start their own businesses. This was done by investigating the levels of entrepreneurial intention present in people who had not yet established their own companies. For instance, Zeffane (2013) showed that nAch was the most relevant factor in determining the self-assessed entrepreneurial capacity of business students in the UAE. 
The tendency for an entrepreneur to be innovative was one of the early psychological traits that attracted the attention of academics. An early notion postulated that business owners and managers would be most diverse from one another in terms of their tendency toward innovation. According to Mueller and Thomas (2001) this hypothesis was based on the observation that different types of businesses had different levels of innovation. It can be said that, inventiveness is a trait that entrepreneurs typically foster and act as a motive for the entrepreneurial mindset and activity.
According to Bandura (1997) person's self-efficacy is referred to their belief on "ability to control events that affect their life". It is conceivable for it to change during the course of an individual's lifespan, for instance through the use of various therapies ESE is a composite of a person's level of self-efficacy with the following five tasks: innovation, risk-taking, marketing, management, and financial control, according to Chen et al. (1998). 
Within the field of study pertaining to entrepreneurship, the locus of control is seen as an important quality to investigate (LOC) which was introduced by (Rotter, 1954). LOC is perceived as internal and external. Individuals with internal locus of control are in the opinion of that their lives are entirely based on their decisions. On the other hand, individuals with external locus of control believe that their lives are based on chance, fate, or aspects of their environment over which they have no control. Those who have an internal locus of control feel that their lives are directed by the choices that they make. People who believe that they can influence the results of situations through their own efforts, capabilities, or talents rather than through the control of external factors are said to have an internal locus of control. People with an external locus of control believe that the outcomes of situations are under the control of other factors. Previous research has shown that the likelihood that an individual will participate in entrepreneurial endeavours is correlated with the degree to which they have faith in the internal control mechanisms of the firm in which they work.









Comparison between ‘for profit’ and ‘not for profit’ small organizations 
The primary characteristic that sets apart the various types of business organisations is the reason why they are in business. For instance, the pursuit of profit is not the driving force behind all organisations; rather, there are certain businesses whose primary objective is to be of service to the community. In this sense, there are two primary categories of organisations, which are referred to respectively as profit organisations and non-profit organisations (Salamon, and Anheier, 1992). It is one of the most popular and pervasive misunderstandings about non-profit organisations because most people believe a nonprofit organisation does not produce a profit from its commercial operations. This is one of the most common misconceptions about nonprofit organisations. However, in reality, a non-profit organisation may create a profit from a number of activities just as a for-profit organisation does (Anheier, 2000). The only difference between the two types of organisations is the method in which they handle their revenues once they have been generated.
A profit organisation can be introduced as any commercial enterprise whose main focus is to increase the wealth for its shareholders (Moore, 2000). This is done through the commercial activities carried out by the organization. The profits that these kinds of businesses bring in are either put aside in the form of reserves to be used by the firm in the case of unforeseen occurrences and retained there, or they are distributed to the shareholders of the company in the form of dividends (Teece, 1996). There are a few different organisational options available for running a business, including sole proprietorship, partnership, joint venture, or corporation. These kinds of commercial enterprises are always working to reduce their costs as much as possible while simultaneously increasing their revenues as much as possible in order to boost their profits and improve their market share. They must keep their books of accounts in order so that they may be audited and pay their taxes. In addition, the tax levied on the earnings of the company is calculated as a flat rate.
There are three basic characteristics that define companies that are run for profit. To begin, the ultimate goal of most corporations is to increase the wealth of its owners during the course of the company's existence. That does not imply, however, that the interests of the firm's other stakeholders, like as its customers, workers, or suppliers, must be subordinated to those of the shareholders in order to satisfy those stakeholders. After all, the only way to maximise the wealth of shareholders over the long term is to cultivate consumer loyalty while also involving suppliers and employees in the work of the business (Moore, 2000). Second, in most cases, they are accountable for paying taxes on profits (Lien, 2002). Last but not least, the majority of their revenue comes from the provision of goods and services to clients.
The main aim of a non-profit organisation is not to produce profits but rather to serve the society as indicated by "not-for-profit." This is in sharp contrast to the principal objective of a business that is primarily concerned with making a profit. Typically, they are begun by a group of people who have a same objective and make the decision to collaborate in order to accomplish it. For example, by providing members and individuals with service. The organization is managed by a committee which is comprised of a group of individuals appointed by the members of the particular organisation. These organizations are formed to advance a certain political or social agenda or lending support for a particular social view or opinion (Benz, 2005). Some examples of these kinds of organisations are the literacy society, the cooperative societies, the public hospitals, the religious institutions, and the sports club. Even in the unlikely event that non-profit organisations are successful in turning a profit, that money is used toward furthering the organization's objective rather than being dispersed to shareholders. They raise funds through a variety of channels, including bequests, gifts, membership dues, entrance fees, legacies, charity contributions, subscriptions, and subscription fees, amongst other things.
Emerson and Twersky (1996) are only one of the many recent books that encourage individuals working in the nonprofit sector to take on the role of social entrepreneurs or to use "private sector tactics for social sector success". There are five primary characteristics that define organisations that are not for profit. To begin, non-profit organisations often have an end goal that is distinct from that of for-profit businesses. One of the many roles of the aim is to maximise output, budget, prestige, quality, and remuneration for employees. Second, they are not allowed to raise capital through equity financing, which means that they are compelled to operate within a restricted budget and are unable to continue business activities that result in a loss. This leaves them in a difficult financial position. Thirdly, they are constrained by factors that are not related to distribution (Lien, 2002). They are permitted, according to the law, to accumulate profits; yet, they are not permitted by law to distribute these gains to the owners of the organisation. This is despite the fact that they are permitted to accumulate profits (Steinberg, 1986). These gains are often put to use by the company in the form of investments of various kinds. Fourth, their principal source of income is mainly from sales. Fifth, the local community is the major focus of their attention and efforts (Moore, 2000). It's probable that the latter won't wind up being the largest or most essential source of cash for non-profit organisations in the long run. Donations from supporters continue to be the most important source of income for charities and other nonprofit organisations, notwithstanding this fact. This is due to the fact that nonprofit organisations are established for the exclusive purpose of collecting and distributing voluntary contributions. As a result, these organisations will become more attuned (at least partially) to the desires of the contributors. Moore (2000) came to the conclusion that the most important value that can be provided by organisations that are not-for-profit is the realisation of the social intentions of the organisation as well as the satisfaction of the ambitions of donors who have contributed to the cause that the organisation embodies. In order for charitable organisations to collect financial contributions, such organisations are required to participate in fundraising efforts, which themselves entail expenses. Okten and Weibrod (2000) draw the conclusion that the expenditures made for fundraising have two affects on donations that are diametrically opposed to each other. As a consequence of this, Okten and Weibrod's conclusion is as follows: "They improve contributions directly by lowering the amount of information that contributors need to provide. On the other hand, they may reduce contributions by raising the cost of giving; that is, they could reduce the average percentage of total funds that are committed to output by lowering the price of giving." Because of this, charitable organisations will only actively seek donations up until the point at which the expenditures involved with fundraising no longer contribute to the enhancement of the function for which they are primarily intended to provide assistance (Liu and Weinberg, 2009). Fifth, in compared to their analogous organisations that are for-profit, virtually all organisations that are not-for-profit are granted advantageous tax status by the state and federal taxing authorities in each of their different jurisdictions (Hansmann, 1980).
To conclude, organizations that are run for profit and those that are run without profit can be distinguished from one another in a variety of ways. Non-profit organisations are eligible for certain tax benefits while for-profit organisations are not. For-profit organisations are owned by their shareholders while non-profit organisations are not owned by anyone, not even their founders, are some of the ways in which for-profit organisations and non-profit organisations are differentiated from one another.
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