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[bookmark: _Toc133828838]ABSTRACT
Purpose – The present study aims to conduct a comprehensive study to 1) Explore the relationship between the personality traits of entrepreneurs and the performance of their firms within the context of MSMEs of Gujarat, 2) Assess the influence of risk propensity on the relationship between the Entrepreneur’s personality and firm performance and 3) Measure the impact of risk perception on the relationship between the Entrepreneur’s Personality and Firm Performance.
Design/methodology/approach – A total of 420 entrepreneurs of Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) in the state of Gujarat were part of the study. The data was collected using a structured questionnaire from entrepreneurs based out of different districts like; Ahmedabad, Vadodara, Bhavnagar, and Gandhinagar. Surat, Navsari, Rajkot to name a few. The questionnaire was shared both online and offline.
Findings – The findings demonstrate that the personality of the CEO has a significant positive influence on firm performance. Furthermore, the study examined the individual impact of the five personality traits to determine the most influential personality trait. The results indicate that Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Conscientiousness significantly impacted firm performance, while Extroversion was found to be insignificant. Additionally, though the results show that the personality of the CEO has a direct impact on firm performance, this relationship is partially mediated by risk perception and risk propensity.
Originality/value –.
The study provides useful insights into the relationships between personality traits, risk propensity, risk perception, and firm performance among MSMEs in Gujarat. The study enhances the understanding of risk-taking behaviour in an entrepreneur’s journey by exploring the mediating role of risk perception and risk propensity.
Keywords-
Entrepreneurs’ Personality, Risk Propensity, Risk Perception, Firm Performance, Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises, MSME, Gujarat



[bookmark: _Toc133828839]INTRODUCTION
Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) are extremely relevant in the context of global economies as they account for approximately 90% of all businesses and employ more than 50% of the global workforce. Particularly, in developing economies, MSMEs contribute up to 40% of the GDP (The World Bank Group, n.d.). These contributions to the economy are achieved despite the limited resources and inadequate management processes (Orser et al., 2000). These limitations remain relevant throughout their growth stages, (Singh et al., 2008). 
The response CEO/owner to these challenges in MSMEs is to take sole and total responsibility for managing the business. The active involvement of the CEO in the operational aspects of managing a firm is almost unheard of in large companies however is common practice in MSMEs (Escribá-Esteve et al., 2009; Lal and Unny, 2023). There is a multitude of factors that influence the financial and non-financial performance of MSME which include cultural and demographic factors, strategic orientation, the size of the organization, and the intensity of control exercised by the top management to name a few (Chu, 2009; Escribá-Esteve et al., 2009; Davis et al., 2010; Hsu et al., 2013). The measure of financial performance includes revenue, profits, and return on investment, whereas non-financial measures may include customer satisfaction, employee engagement, and market share to name a few (Chu, 2009, 2011; Davis et al., 2010; Choi and Lee, 2013; Hsu et al., 2013; Friedmann et al., 2018). The disruptive events of the past two decades have reemphasised the need to conduct academic research to aid MSMEs in their quest to remain relevant. 
Given the importance of the CEO in the context of any MSME researchers have conducted multiple studies to understand the relationship between the personality of the CEO and Firm performance. These studies have revealed that the personality of the CEO has a significant influence on firm performance (Rauch and Frese, 2007; Zhao et al., 2010; Zhao and Jung, 2018) and these results hold across regions including India (Rauch and Frese, 2007; Araujo-Cabrera et al., 2017). It was also identified that the personality of the CEO bears a significant influence on the behaviour of the management team. Additionally, the relationship between personality and firm performance is also influenced by factors such as market conditions, resources, and the entrepreneur's ability to execute the plan (de Jong et al., 2013; Han et al., 2017; Isaga, 2018). Thus, further enquiry is warranted to better understand this relationship between personality and firm performance. 
Any CEO has to deal with uncertainty and risk when it comes to decision-making. The risk is perceived by the decision maker as a function of the likelihood and severity of a potential event disrupting an asset at risk. This perception of risk also determines how the decision maker will respond to the risk perceived (Robinson and Marino, 2015). The risk perception is influenced by personal characteristics and past experiences. cognitive biases, emotions, and cultural and societal factors amongst others (Dölarslan et al., 2017; Borsi and Dőry, 2020; Riasudeen et al., 2022; Yin and Wu, 2023). There have been studies in various contexts that have explored the relationship between risk perception and personality of individuals (Bouyer et al., 2001; Hampson et al., 2001; Siegrist et al., 2005; Chauvin et al., 2007; Fyhri and Backer-Grondahl, 2012; Morakabati and Kapuscinki, 2015; Reniers et al., 2016; Bogacheva and Kornilova, 2020; Ishfaq et al., 2020). However, it is important to note that the exploration into the influence of risk perception on the relationship between personality and firm performance is limited in the contemporary literature.
Similarly, the related but different construct that is often researched is Risk Propensity. Risk propensity is defined as the decision maker’s predisposition to take risks or be more cautious in uncertain scenarios. Just like risk perception, risk propensity also influences how a person would respond to a potential hazard or opportunity. Thus an individual with a high-risk propensity tends to be more comfortable with uncertainty and is willing to take risks, while those with a low-risk propensity tend to be more careful and avoid taking risks (Stewart Jr and Roth, 2001; Zhao et al., 2010; Kaldana and Ruzzier, 2012). The researchers have identified that the risk propensity is influenced by genetics, past experiences, context or situation and socioeconomic status to name a few (Gu et al., 2018; Zisser et al., 2019). Thus, researchers also have explored the relationship between risk propensity and personality (Mathur and Nathani, 2019; Reitter and Grossklags, 2019; Zhang et al., 2020; Joseph and Zhang, 2021; Rashid and Boussabiane, 2021; Shanmugam et al., 2023). Similar to risk perception, the studies that explored the impact of risk propensity on the relationship between personality and firm performance are also limited.
There have been studies that have explored a direct relationship between personality, risk perception and propensity (Wang et al., 2016) whilst excluding firm performance. Whereas most studies have investigated the connection between personality, risk perception and risk propensity in a variety of domains and diverse geographic contexts as individual relationships that have consistently yielded favourable results (Forlani and Mullins, 2000; Keil et al., 2000; Giunipero et al., 2008; Trahms et al., 2010; Zhu and Xie, 2010; Boermans and Willebrands, 2017). Despite the extensive research on the relationship between personality and firm performance, there has been a marked lack of consideration given to the mediating role of risk perception and risk propensity in the context of MSMEs. This is a critical gap in our understanding of the risk-taking behaviour in an entrepreneur’s journey to success. Thus, it is essential to explore the role of risk perception and risk propensity in shaping the relationship between the personality of entrepreneurs and firm performance. 
Hence, the objectives of this Minor Research Project were to conduct a comprehensive study to 1) Explore the relationship between the personality traits of entrepreneurs and the performance of their firms within the context of MSMEs of Gujarat,
 2) Assess the influence of risk propensity on the relationship between the Entrepreneur’s personality and firm performance and 
3) Measure the impact of risk perception on the relationship between the Entrepreneur’s Personality and Firm Performance.
This report provides a comprehensive summary of the project. In section 2, the authors have presented a summary of the literature review conducted. Section 3 presents the details of the methodology followed to carry out the research. Section 4 is dedicated to presenting the results and findings. Finally, in the last section, the implications and limitations of the study are discussed.

[bookmark: _Toc133828840]LITERATURE REVIEW 
[bookmark: _Toc133828841]Personality and Firm Performance
Personality has been defined as a set of characteristics that describe an individual's behaviour and way of thinking which includes emotional stability, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience (McCrae and Costa, 1987). Each person has a personality that is relatively consistent over time and context. Personality can influence a wide range of behaviours, outcomes, and mental relationships. There has been extensive research in the domain of personality and many eminent researchers have put forth theories that endure to explain how personalities develop and function. Trait theory posits that people have consistent patterns of behaviour, which can be grouped into broad categories called traits (Allport, 1927). In the Five Factor Model (FFM), the authors proposed five broad dimensions of personality: openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, agreeableness, and neuroticism (McCrae and Costa, 1987). In their study, Ashton and Lee (2002) proposed an expansion to the FFM to present 6 dimensions that include: honesty-humility, emotionality, extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, and openness to experience. Ashton and Lee (2008) further determined that the honesty-humility factor was better able to predict honesty-humility-related criteria than the Five-Factor model. These personality traits were explored by researchers in various contexts.
Sawyerr et al. (2009) found that extraversion, emotional stability, and conscientiousness were positively related to performance, while neuroticism was negatively related to performance. In the context of intrapreneurial orientation, Sinha and Srivastava (2013) found that extraversion and openness to experience have a positive impact. In a similar study, Woo (2018) found that extraversion, openness to experience, and conscientiousness positively influence career adaptability, which in turn positively impacted intrapreneurship whereas neuroticism had a negative influence on career adaptability and intrapreneurship. 
Overall, these above-mentioned studies suggest that personality traits influence various outcomes. To generalise, extraversion, emotional stability, conscientiousness, and openness to experience have been found to have a positive influence on the outcomes, while neuroticism has had a negative influence. 
There have been numerous studies that have studied the influence of entrepreneur’s personality on their respective firm’s performance. Welbourne et al. (1998) and Lee and Tsang (2001) explored the influence of an entrepreneur’s personality on venture growth and determined that the entrepreneur’s personality has a significant positive impact on venture growth. Zainol and Ayadurai (2011) also arrived at a similar conclusion in their study focused on the role of personality traits in family-run firms in Malaysia. The authors found that personality factors of extraversion, openness to experience, and agreeableness positively impacted the entrepreneurial orientation of the individual, which in turn was identified to be positively associated with firm performance. Similarly, Han et al. (2017) also found that performance in business management was positively influenced by agreeableness.
Nadkarni and Herrmann (2010) further explored the relationship between CEO personality, strategic flexibility, and firm performance in the context of the Indian business process outsourcing (BPO) industry and found that CEO openness to experience and conscientiousness have positive effects on firm performance. O’Reilly et al. (2014) examined the relationship between CEO personality, culture, and firm performance and found that CEO personality has a significant impact on organizational culture, which in turn affects firm performance. 
Zhao et al. (2010) conducted a meta-analytic review of the relationship between personality, entrepreneurial intentions, and performance. The authors were able to determine that the personality factors openness to experience, conscientiousness, and extraversion have a positive impact on both entrepreneurial intentions and performance. In a study focused on Chinese new ventures, Zhao and Jung (2018) explored the impact of an entrepreneur’s personality traits and firm network relationships on new venture performance and found that extraversion and openness to experience are positively related to firm performance. Similarly, Isaga (2018) examined the relationship between personality and cognitive characteristics and MSME performance in Tanzania and determined that openness to experience and agreeableness have a positive impact on MSME performance. 
Oh et al. (2015) found that employees with high levels of conscientiousness, emotional stability, and extraversion had a positive impact on their firm's financial performance. Moreover, the authors showed that employees with these personality traits also had higher levels of job satisfaction and organizational commitment, further improving firm performance. Sidik (2012) determined that the traits of MSME owners, such as risk-taking, proactive personality, and innovative orientation, have a direct and positive impact on SME performance. 
Overall, the studies suggest that the construct of personality as a whole or individual personality factors particularly openness to experience, conscientiousness, and extraversion have a strong positive influence on the firm performance in the context of MSMEs (Vakola et al., 2004; Zhao et al., 2010; Oh et al., 2015; Lal and Unny, 2023). 
As part of this study, the authors expect that the personality of the MSMEs CEO/Owner has a significant influence on the firm’s performance.
H1: Personality significantly influences firm performance.
[bookmark: _Toc133828842]Risk Propensity, Personality and Firm Performance
Risk propensity has been defined as the tendency of an individual to take or avoid risk. This concept has been explored in management literature by various researchers in a multitude of domains and contacts (Hung et al., 2012). It is accepted knowledge that there is a significant role of risk propensity in the context of entrepreneurship. It is found that individuals with higher levels of risk propensity are more likely to start entrepreneurial ventures (Kaldana and Ruzzier, 2012). These results were also replicated in the study conducted by Gu et al. (2018) within the context of Chinese entrepreneurs. A meta-analytical review by Stewart Jr and Roth (2001) revealed that entrepreneurs displayed a greater inclination to take risks when making financial and business-related decisions. Furthermore, entrepreneurs tended to view risky scenarios as more appealing and possessed a higher level of confidence in their capacity to handle risk in contrast to managers. Additionally, risk propensity is positively related to faster decision-making among entrepreneurs (Reitter and Grossklags, 2019). Given these results, the influence of risk propensity on entrepreneurship can be established.
Furthermore, there have been studies that have explored risk propensity in relation to an entrepreneur’s personality. These studies have revealed that personality factors influence risk propensity. The risk propensity is positively associated with extraversion, openness, and neuroticism, while it is negatively associated with conscientiousness and agreeableness (Highhouse et al., 2022). In other words, people who exhibit high levels of risk propensity are more likely to have outgoing and open-minded personalities, as well as emotional reactivity. On the other hand, they are less likely to possess traits of being organized and cooperative. These results were further expanded by Joseph and Zhang (2021) where the authors were able to establish that openness to experience, extraversion, and emotional instability (i.e., neuroticism) was positively associated with risk-taking behaviour. On the other hand, the study found that the facets of conscientiousness and agreeableness were negatively associated with risk-taking behaviour. These results were also replicated by (Shanmugam et al., 2023) within the context of Indian entrepreneurs. 
The findings of Zhang et al.,(2020) revealed that the association between extraversion and unsafe behavioural intention was fully mediated by risk propensity, while the relationship between neuroticism and unsafe behavioural intention was partially mediated by risk propensity. However, the relationship between conscientiousness and the unsafe behavioural intention was not mediated by risk propensity. Therefore, the study suggests that individuals with high levels of extraversion and neuroticism are more likely to engage in unsafe behaviours
The studies suggest that risk propensity and risk perception are important factors that influence decision-making in various contexts. The studies have also suggested that risk perception and risk propensity were significant predictors of decision-making (Keil et al., 2000). Trahms et al. (2010) found that entrepreneur risk propensity and entrepreneur risk perceptions had a significant impact on venture performance. Overall, these studies suggest that understanding risk propensity and risk perception can help in making better decisions and achieving better outcomes. As part of this study, the authors expect that the relation between the personality of the MSMEs CEO/Owner and the firm’s performance is mediated by risk propensity.
H2: Risk propensity has a mediating relationship between personality and firm performance
[bookmark: _Toc133828843]Risk Perception, Personality and Firm Performance
Risk perception and attitudes towards risk among entrepreneurs have been studied across different contexts. Bernat et al. (2016) and Borsi and Dőry (2020) found that compared to regular individuals, entrepreneurs tend to exhibit a greater level of ease when it comes to taking risks. Arafat et al. (2020) investigated the social and cognitive aspects of Indian women entrepreneurs and found that they tend to have a more cautious attitude towards risk and adopt a more conservative approach to decision-making. However, the authors also were able to determine that women entrepreneurs’ level of education and extensive experience tend to perceive risk positively. Similarly, Ackah et al. (2019) studied the differences in risk perception among men and women entrepreneurs in Ghana and Uganda to find that men had a higher tolerance, particularly in risky ventures. The authors concluded that the difference was most likely the result of socialization, cultural norms, and access to resources. Likewise, a study conducted by Dalborg et al. (2015) conclude that women entrepreneurs with a high passion for entrepreneurship may not start a business due to a greater risk aversion when compared to men.
In the context of financial risk associated with new ventures, it was found that entrepreneurial ability is an important factor in determining how SMEs perceive financial risk (Civelek et al., 2022). It is also suggested that in the context of the venture capital industry, the majority of the firms have a higher willingness to take risks (Koryak and Smolarski, 2008) and perceptions of risk are shaped by previous experience, knowledge, and the ability to assess risks accurately (Parhankangas and Hellström, 2007). In the context of MSMEs, risk perception is influenced by internal and external factors (Sobekova-Majkova, 2016). The study by Forlani and Mullins (2000) determined that entrepreneurs perceive risks differently depending on their level of experience and the type of firm.
Multiple factors affect the risk perception of entrepreneurs. Dölarslan et al. (2017) in their study determined that entrepreneurs tend to exhibit certain biases in their risk perception, such as overconfidence and the illusion of control. Additionally, Robinson and Marino (2015) found that overconfidence can lead to increased intentions to start a business and risk perception has a stronger influence on the process of venture creation. The nature of the organization influences risk perception. Family firm managers tend to have a lower risk perception compared to non-family firm managers (Brustbauer and Peters, 2013). Additionally, the size of the organization also influences the entrepreneur’s risk perception (Belás et al., 2015). The risk perception is also influenced by the immediacy of reward as it is found that entrepreneurs tend to be more risk-tolerant and have a higher preference for immediate rewards (Andersen et al., 2014). Risk perception is also found to influence the cognitive biases involved in new venture creation (Riasudeen et al., 2022). 
Some studies suggest that personality factors play a significant role in shaping risk perception and behaviour in various contexts. Morakabati and Kapuscinki (2015) found that personality traits such as neuroticism, openness, and conscientiousness are related to risk perception. The authors also concluded that these factors also correlate with the outcome of risky activities. In a study focused on medical professionals, Bogacheva and Kornilova (2020) found personality traits, particularly neuroticism and conscientiousness, are related to perception in their professional decision-making process. Fyhri and Backer-Grondahl (2012) found that personality traits such as sensation seeking, neuroticism, and openness are related to risk perception in transport. When it comes to personal health Hampson et al. (2006) found that certain personality traits are associated with risk reduction behaviours in the context of smoking and radon exposure. Winter et al. (2021) found that pilots' personality traits, particularly conscientiousness and emotional stability, are related to their safety attitudes, risk perception, and overall performance. Baffour et al. (2019) found that personality traits and gender are related to revealed risk preferences. Hampson et al. (2001) found that risk perception and alcohol use among adolescents are related to personality factors such as sensation seeking and impulsivity. Chauvin et al. (2007) found that certain personality facets, such as optimism and sensation seeking, are related to risk perception in the context of health risks. (Bouyer et al., 2001; Nordfjærn and Rundmo, 2015) found that certain personality traits, such as neuroticism, are associated with higher levels of risk perception. Aren and Hamamci (2020) found that emotional stability was positively related to risk aversion, while extraversion was positively related to risky investment intention.
Zambrano-cruz et al. (2022) found that perception of risk mediated the relationship between personality and perception of health. They found that people who scored high on neuroticism had a higher perception of risk and a poorer perception of health, while people who scored high on extraversion had a lower perception of risk and a better perception of health. Ramírez Hernández and Jiménez-Leal (2013) explored the relationship between risk perception and online shopping behaviour and found that personality traits such as openness to experience and conscientiousness were related to risk perception and online shopping behaviour. Reniers et al. (2016) studied risk perception and risk-taking behaviour during adolescence and found that personality traits such as sensation seeking and impulsivity were related to risk perception and risk-taking behaviour, while gender had a moderating effect. Overall, the studies suggest that personality traits play a significant role in risk perception and decision-making, and highlight the importance of understanding and managing risk perception in various domains of life. Overall, understanding the relationship between personality and risk perception can help to develop effective interventions to promote risk reduction and healthy behaviour.
An important study in this area is that of Boermans and Willebrands (2017) where they had studies the relationship between entrepreneurship, risk perception, and firm performance. The results of the study showed that entrepreneurs who view risks in a positive light are more likely to experience better firm performance. Furthermore, external factors, such as competition and industry regulations, can influence risk perception and significantly impact firm performance. Overall, these studies provide insights into the role of risk perception in entrepreneurship and suggest that risk perception is an important factor to consider in understanding venture creation decisions and firm performance (Handrito et al., 2020).
As part of this study, the authors expect that the relationship between the personality of MSMEs CEO/Owner and the firm’s performance is mediated by the risk perception.
H3: Risk perception has a mediating relationship between personality and firm performance.
[bookmark: _Toc133828851]Figure 1: Proposed Research Model
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[bookmark: _Toc133828844]Research Methodology
Cooper and Schindler (2000) defined the research process as the outline of the research process. It consists of various elements like research design, target population, scale/s used for data collection, method of sampling by which samples have been selected and various empirical and conceptual techniques used for analysing the data.
[bookmark: _Toc133828845]Research Design
The present investigation aims to investigate the influences of entrepreneur personality on the performance of the firm. To make it more laborious were have introduced, based on the literature two intervening variables namely risk perception and risk propensity. The intention was to measure the mediating effect of risk perception and risk propensity in the context of Gujarat. To achieve the objective of the study a descriptive cum exploratory design of the study was used.
[bookmark: _Toc133828846]Target Population
It can be defined as "the complete set of all individuals, cases, or elements for which the researcher aims to draw conclusions” (Horsemen, 1994). The present study focuses on the entrepreneurs of Micro, Small, and Medium Enterprises (MSMEs) in the state of Gujarat. The data was collected from different districts like; Ahmedabad, Vadodara, Bhavnagar, and Gandhinagar. Surat, Navsari, Rajkot to name a few. A total of 450 responses were collected via online and offline visits to the different organizations. At the time of data entry, 30 responses were found incomplete due to which finally we have considered 420 responses for the final analysis. At the time of data collection, participants were assured from our side related to the confidentiality and usage of their responses. It was clearly told to them that this data will be used for academic purposes only.
To gain a comprehensive understanding of the relationship between the study variables and to avoid various influences for the present study data was collected from the entrepreneurs of MSMEs from different parts of various districts of Gujarat.
[bookmark: _Toc133828847]Instruments for Data Collection: 
For the purpose of data collection, standardized scales for firm performance, risk perception, risk propensity, and entrepreneur personality were used in the present study. All these instruments were having high reliability and validity values in previous investigations.
The personality scale used in the study was developed by Lang et al. (2011) and included measures of Neuroticism, Extroversion, Openness to Experience, Agreeableness, and Conscientiousness.
Risk perception was assessed using the scale developed by Weber et al. (2002), which consisted of items related to different domains such as Social Items, Recreational, Gambling, Health/Safety, Ethical, and Investment. Risk propensity was measured using a 10-item scale developed by Hung and Tangpong (2010 and Hung et al. (2012) that evaluated the degree to which individuals were willing to take risks . Finally, firm performance was assessed using two dimensions, financial and non-financial performance, as measured by the scale developed by Han et al. (2017)
Data collection from entrepreneurs in Gujarat was conducted using a close-ended questionnaire that included the above-mentioned scales as well as demographic information such as name (optional), gender, marital status, age, and experience. Descriptive statistics were used to analyse the data collected from the standardized questionnaires. Overall, the standardized questionnaires employed in this study provided a comprehensive and reliable assessment of key dimensions related to entrepreneurship, risk perception, and firm performance.


[bookmark: _Toc133828848]RESULTS AND FINDINGS
The presented table no 1displays the age-wise distribution of respondents included in the survey. The respondents were categorized into four distinct age groups: group 1 consisting of individuals up to 30 years old, group 2 comprising those between 31-45 years old, group 3 containing those between 46-60 years old, and group 4 comprising those who are 61 years old and above.
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent

	Up to 30 (1)
	279
	66.4

	31-45(2)
	73
	17.4

	46-60(3)
	56
	13.3

	61 onward (4)
	12
	2.9

	Total
	420
	100.0


[bookmark: _Toc133828856]Table 1: Age-wise distribution of respondents
Upon analysing the table, it can be deduced that the majority of the respondents, approximately 66.4% of the total sample, belong to group 1. Group 2 consists of 17.4% of the respondents, while Group 3 and Group 4 represent 13.3% and 2.9% of the sample respectively. The data from the table indicates a growing trend in the state of Gujarat, where an increasing number of young individuals are choosing entrepreneurship as a viable career option. It is noteworthy that the majority of the respondents fall under group 1, suggesting that younger individuals are more inclined towards entrepreneurship. 
The following table, denoted as Table 2, displays the cross-tabulated data for the gender and age of the 420 respondents surveyed. Of the total respondents, 270 were identified as males, 142 as females, and 8 respondents chose not to reveal their gender.

	
	Gender
	Total

	
	Female
	Male
	Prefer not to say
	

	Age_Code
	1.00
	106
	168
	5
	279

	
	2.00
	23
	47
	3
	73

	
	3.00
	13
	43
	0
	56

	
	4.00
	0
	12
	0
	12

	Total
	142
	270
	8
	420


[bookmark: _Toc133828857]Table 2: Age Code * Gender Crosstabulation
The table further categorizes the respondents by age group, allowing for an analysis of gender representation within each category. As shown in Table 2, the age group category up to 30 years of age had a total of 274 respondents, with 106 females and 168 males.
In contrast, the age groups of 31-45 years, 46-60 years, and 61 years onward, respectively had 70, 60, and 20 respondents. Among these groups, there were 23-47 females and 23-47 males within the 31-45-year age group, while the 46-60 and 61 years and over groups had 13-47 females and 0-13 females and males, respectively.
From the data presented in Table 2, it is evident that the age group with the highest number of female entrepreneurs is those up to 30 years old, with 106 female entrepreneurs represented. In contrast, the fourth age group (61 years and over) had no representation of female entrepreneurs. In conclusion, Table 2 provides a detailed analysis of the gender and age distribution of respondents, allowing for an understanding of gender representation within each age group.
To assess the normality of the data, a Scatter-plot, Normal Probability Plot and Regression Standardized Residual were used (see Figure 1, 2 and 3). The results indicate that the data points form a straight diagonal line from the bottom left corner to the top right corner, indicating no normality issues. Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) have proposed that outliers are cases with standardized residuals of more than +- 3.3, and bigger samples may have several outliers. However, if only a few outliers are present, it may not be necessary to take action. Furthermore, the Scatter-plot in Figure shows the rectangular distribution of the residuals, and most scores are centred at 0, indicating no normality or multicollinearity issues in the data for this study.
[bookmark: _Toc133828852]Figure 2: Scatter-plot, Normal Probability Plot and Regression Standardized Residual for Personality and Firm Performance
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[bookmark: _Toc133828853]Figure 3: Scatter-plot, Normal Probability Plot and Regression Standardized Residual for Risk Perception and Firm Performance
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[bookmark: _Toc133828854]Figure 4: Scatter-plot, Normal Probability Plot and Regression Standardized Residual for Risk Propensity and Firm Performance
[image: ]
To check the strength of the association a correlation coefficient was run on the study variables which is represented in Table 3. The complete list of correlations of the studied variables in mentioned below;
1. Neuroticism (1) is not significantly correlated with any of the other variables in the table.
2. Extroversion (2) is positively correlated with Social (7), Recreational (8), Gambling (9), Health & Safety (10), Ethical (11), Risk Perception (13), Financial Performance (15), Non-Financial Performance (16), and Firm Performance (17).
3. Open to Experience (3) is negatively correlated with Agreeableness (4), and positively correlated with Extroversion (2), Conscientiousness (5), Personality (6), Social (7), Recreational (8), Gambling (9), Health & Safety (10), and Ethical (11).
4. Agreeableness (4) is negatively correlated with Open to Experience (3), Conscientiousness (5), Personality (6), and Risk Propensity (14), and positively correlated with Social (7), Recreational (8), Gambling (9), Health & Safety (10), and Ethical (11).
5. Conscientiousness (5) is positively correlated with Open to Experience (3), Agreeableness (4), Personality (6), Social (7), Recreational (8), Gambling (9), Health & Safety (10), Ethical (11), and Non-Financial Performance (16), and negatively correlated with Investment (12).
6. Personality (6) is positively correlated with Open to Experience (3), Agreeableness (4), Conscientiousness (5), Social (7), Recreational (8), Gambling (9), Health & Safety (10), Ethical (11), Non-Financial Performance (16), and Firm Performance (17).
7. Social (7) is positively correlated with Extroversion (2), Open to Experience (3), Agreeableness (4), Conscientiousness (5), Personality (6), Recreational (8), Gambling (9), Health & Safety (10), Ethical (11), Non-Financial Performance (16), and Firm Performance (17).
8. Recreational (8) is positively correlated with Extroversion (2), Open to Experience (3), Agreeableness (4), Conscientiousness (5), Personality (6), Social (7), Gambling (9), Health & Safety (10), Ethical (11), Non-Financial Performance (16), and Firm Performance (17).
9. Gambling (9) is positively correlated with Extroversion (2), Open to Experience (3), Agreeableness (4), Conscientiousness (5), Personality (6), Social (7), Recreational (8), Health & Safety (10), Ethical (11), Risk Perception (13), Financial Performance (15), Non-Financial Performance (16), and Firm Performance (17).
10. Health & Safety (10) is positively correlated with Extroversion (2), Open to Experience (3), Agreeableness (4), Conscientiousness (5), Personality (6), Social (7), Recreational (8), Gambling (9), Ethical (11), Risk Perception (13), Financial Performance (15), Non-Financial Performance (16), and Firm Performance (17).
11. Ethical (11) is positively correlated with Extroversion (2), Open to Experience (3), Agreeableness (4), Conscientiousness (5), Personality (6), Social (7), Recreational (8), Gambling 
From these results, it can be observed that firm performance is having a strong association with every study dimension: Extroversion.252**, Open to Experience.548**, Agreeableness.490**, Conscientiousness.512**, Personality.584**, Social.396**, Recreational.132**, Gambling.351**, Health & Safety.176**, Ethical.388**, Risk Perception.493**, Risk Propensity .564**, Financial Performance.959**, Non-Financial Performance.954** except 2 variables namely Neuroticism .029 and Investment	.012. which have shown a weak association with firm performance. 
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	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10
	11
	12
	13
	14
	15
	16
	17

	Neuroticism (1)
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Extroversion (2)
	.208**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Open to Experience (3)
	-.164**
	.394**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Agreeableness (4)
	-.225**
	.122*
	.455**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Conscientiousness (5)
	-.009
	.395**
	.558**
	.500**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Personality (6)
	.310**
	.709**
	.721**
	.569**
	.762**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Social (7)
	.235**
	.301**
	.463**
	.093
	.442**
	.503**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recreational (8)
	.104*
	-.009
	.212**
	.033
	.131**
	.155**
	.230**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Gambling (9)
	.102*
	.324**
	.253**
	.347**
	.340**
	.441**
	.241**
	.144**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Health &; Safety (10)
	.079
	.060
	.308**
	.243**
	.197**
	.287**
	.178**
	.160**
	.281**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Ethical (11)
	.236**
	.219**
	.283**
	.427**
	.382**
	.500**
	.208**
	.230**
	.568**
	.212**
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Investment (12)
	-.318**
	-.188**
	.065
	-.039
	-.061
	-.188**
	.104*
	.227**
	-.352**
	.082
	-.456**
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Risk Perception (13)
	.145**
	.240**
	.492**
	.399**
	.477**
	.564**
	.593**
	.574**
	.632**
	.519**
	.684**
	.119*
	1
	
	
	
	

	Risk Propensity (14)
	-.180**
	.022
	.518**
	.292**
	.434**
	.333**
	.318**
	.241**
	.052
	.224**
	-.010
	.338**
	.326**
	1
	
	
	

	Financial Performance (15)
	.024
	.214**
	.564**
	.443**
	.510**
	.559**
	.469**
	.181**
	.364**
	.212**
	.405**
	.035
	.554**
	.578**
	1
	
	

	Non-Financial Performance (16)
	.033
	.270**
	.482**
	.496**
	.469**
	.558**
	.283**
	.067
	.305**
	.122*
	.336**
	-.015
	.384**
	.499**
	.830**
	1
	

	Firm Performance (17)
	.029
	.252**
	.548**
	.490**
	.512**
	.584**
	.396**
	.132**
	.351**
	.176**
	.388**
	.012
	.493**
	.564**
	.959**
	.954**
	1

	**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

	*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).


[bookmark: _Toc133828858]Table 3: Correlations

Descriptive statistics are presented in table no. 4 for the study variables and dimensions. For each factor, the table provides the number of observations (N), minimum and maximum values, mean, standard deviation (Std. Deviation), and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). The VIF measures the degree to which multicollinearity exists among independent variables in a regression model. A VIF of 1 depicts no multicollinearity variables, while a value of VIF greater than 10 indicates the presence of multicollinearity.
	Factor
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	VIF

	Neuroticism
	420
	3
	15
	9.09
	2.653
	1.652

	Extroversion
	420
	5
	15
	10.14
	2.517
	1.621

	Open to Experience
	420
	3
	15
	11.84
	2.508
	2.556

	Agreeableness
	420
	5
	15
	11.17
	2.258
	1.918

	Conscientiousness
	420
	6
	15
	11.56
	2.007
	2.145

	Personality
	420
	33
	67
	53.80
	7.229
	1.766

	Social
	420
	16
	35
	27.89
	3.767
	1.375

	Recreational
	420
	20
	35
	26.26
	3.040
	1.828

	Gambling
	420
	5
	20
	16.30
	4.052
	1.279

	Ethical
	420
	12
	40
	31.63
	6.943
	2.361

	Risk Perception
	420
	110
	166
	139.03
	13.282
	2.006

	Risk Propensity
	420
	14
	50
	32.44
	6.320
	1.841

	Financial Performance
	420
	7
	25
	19.53
	4.064
	1.652

	Non-Financial Performance
	420
	7
	25
	18.83
	3.814
	1.621

	Firm Performance
	420
	14
	50
	38.36
	7.536
	2.556


[bookmark: _Toc133828859]Table 4: Descriptive Statistics
The personality traits have means ranging from 9.09 (Neuroticism) to 11.84 (Openness to Experience). The standard deviations are relatively small for all traits, ranging from 1.652 (Neuroticism) to 2.556 (Openness to Experience). The VIF values for all personality traits are below 2.6, indicating low multicollinearity. The mean values for the four activity types range from 16.30 (Gambling) to 31.63 (Ethical), with standard deviations ranging from 1.279 (Gambling) to 6.943 (Ethical). The VIF values for activity types range from 1.375 (Social) to 2.556 (Ethical). The mean values for Risk Perception and Risk Propensity are 139.03 and 32.44, respectively, with standard deviations of 13.282 and 6.320. The VIF values for both risk measures are below 2, indicating low multicollinearity. The mean values for Financial Performance, Non-Financial Performance, and Firm Performance are 19.53, 18.83, and 38.36, respectively. The standard deviations range from 3.814 (Non-Financial Performance) to 7.536 (Firm Performance). The VIF values for performance measures range from 1.621 (Non-Financial Performance) to 2.556 (Firm Performance). Overall, the table provides a summary of the distribution of variables in the sample and indicates the extent of multicollinearity among independent variables in the regression models.
The present study employs multiple linear regression analysis to investigate the impact of various personality traits on firm performance. The table 5 presents the results of the multiple linear regression analysis, including R2, adjusted R2, standardized beta value, t-value, and significance values. Prior to conducting the multiple regression analysis, an initial analysis was conducted to examine the normality, multicollinearity, linearity, and homoscedasticity assumptions. The results of this analysis indicated that there were no issues related to multicollinearity and normality.
	Independent
Variable
	Dependent
Variable
	R2

	Adjusted R2
	Beta
	t- value
	Sig.

	Personality
	FP
	.423
	.416
	.584
	14.701
	.000

	Neuroticism
	FP
	
	.156
	3.868
	.000

	Extroversion
	FP
	
	-.029
	-.672
	.502

	Open to Experience
	FP
	
	.356
	7.245
	.000

	Agreeableness
	FP
	
	.271
	[bookmark: _Hlk133601482]5.908
	.000

	Conscientiousness
	FP
	
	.191
	3.844
	.000


[bookmark: _Toc133828860]Table 5: Multiple Regression Analysis
The findings demonstrate that the personality of the CEO has a significant positive influence (beta, .584; t-value 14.701 and p<.001) on firm performance, explaining 41.6% (Adjusted R2 0.416) variance towards the dependent variable, namely firm performance. Furthermore, the study examined the individual impact of the five personality traits to determine the most influential personality trait. The results indicated that Openness to Experience (t-value: 7.245, p<.05), Agreeableness (t-value-5.908, p<.05), Neuroticism (t-value, 3.868 p<.05), and Conscientiousness (t-value-3.844, p <.05) significantly impacted firm performance, while Extroversion (t-value- -.672, p>.05) was found to be insignificant.

[bookmark: _Toc133828855]Figure 5: Measurement Model
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	Mediating Effect (Risk Perception and Risk Propensity)

	
	
	
	Estimate
	S.E.
	C.R.
	P
	Label

	RiskPerception
	<---
	Personality
	1.037
	.074
	13.990
	Significant

	RiskPropensity
	<---
	Personality
	.291
	.040
	7.235
	Significant

	FirmPerformance
	<---
	RiskPerception
	.093
	.023
	3.957
	Significant

	FirmPerformance
	<---
	RiskPropensity
	.475
	.043
	11.043
	Significant

	FirmPerformance
	<---
	Personality
	.367
	.045
	8.155
	Significant

	FirmPerformance
	<---
	Age
	.028
	.021
	1.340
	Insignificant

	FirmPerformance
	<---
	Gencode
	.476
	.517
	.922
	Insignificant

	Model Fit Indices

	CMIN/DF
	NFI
	RFI
	TLI
	CFI
	PCLOSE
	RMSEA

	4.170/5
	[bookmark: _Hlk133602498].963
	.853
	.876
	.970
	.061
	.067


[bookmark: _Toc133828861]Table 6: Mediating Effect and Model Fit Indices
To examine the mediating effect of risk perception and risk propensity between the CEO personality and firm performance relationship, two hypotheses (H2 and H3) were formulated. Mediation analysis was conducted through SPSS-AMOS to evaluate these hypotheses. The results, presented in Table 6, indicate that the independent variable (personality) has a significant and negative impact on the dependent variable (firm performance), with a p-value of less than .001 and a beta value of -1.449. The model fit indices (CMIN/DF-4.460/3, NFI-.910, RFI-.899, TLI-.925, CFI-.901, and RMSEA-.070) also support the significant direct relationship between the independent and dependent variables.
To further assess the indirect effect of risk perception and risk propensity on the relationship between CEO personality and firm performance, a model was developed and analysed using the maximum likelihood method. Two control variables age and gender were also introduced for the purpose of the analysis. The model fit indices (CMIN/DF-4.170/5, NFI-.963, RFI-.853, TLI-.876, CFI-.970, and RMSEA-.067) indicate that the model is acceptable and supports a partial mediating effect of .853, as the direct effect remains significant. Therefore, the hypotheses H2 and H3 are accepted, but the effect is partial.
Overall, the results suggest that CEO personality has a direct impact on firm performance, but this relationship is partially mediated by risk perception and risk propensity. These findings have important implications for organizations and highlight the importance of considering the role of CEO personality and risk-related factors in driving firm performance.


[bookmark: _Toc133828849]IMPLICATIONS AND LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
The present study "Measuring the Mediating Role of Risk Propensity and Risk Perception between Entrepreneurs’ Personality and Firm Performance – A Micro, Small and Medium Enterprises (MSME) Perspective from Gujarat" has several managerial implications. The findings of the study clearly proposed the statistically significant role of entrepreneur personality traits on firm performance. Subsequently, it can be observed that traits of entrepreneurs are also contributing toward risk-taking behaviour which turns impact on firms’ performance. Hence, it is very crucial for the entrepreneur to understand the various personality traits and focus on the most dominating traits of the personality to obtain better results for the organization. As discussed in contemporary literature CEO personality has an influence on the behaviour of the management in an MSME context. Hence entrepreneurs need to be aware of the impact of their personality traits is not only limited to their professional realms. 
From the investigation, it is clear that every personality trait has a significant influence on firm performance except the extroversion trait in the present study. This result is contrary to the commonly accepted literature. The probable reason for such an uncommon result, may be the conservative upbringing majority of the respondents. The target audience of MSMEs in west India are predominantly family-run businesses. 
The study also has focused on the comprehension of risk-taking behaviour with the help of two variables namely risk perception and risk propensity specifically in MSMEs context. In the existing literature, the role of prior exposure to risk and understanding of the market on improving risk perception and risk propensity has been explored. It has been found that risk taking behaviour across gender, age and domain perspective is improved when the individual has in-depth knowledge about the market conditions. Thus, it is suggested that entrepreneurs must expand their knowledge by attending different workshops, training programmes, seminars, tradeshows and conferences. Policymakers should focus on promoting entrepreneurship education programs to support the development of MSMEs in Gujarat.
The study suggests that there may be a need to develop tailored strategies for managing risk in MSMEs. Since MSMEs often have limited resources, it may be necessary to adopt a more proactive approach to risk management, particularly in light of the finding that risk perception and risk propensity have a mediating role in the relationship between personality traits and firm performance. The study suggests that a favourable business environment can positively impact entrepreneurs' personality traits and firm performance. Policymakers should create an enabling business environment that encourages entrepreneurship and supports the growth of MSMEs in Gujarat.
Finally, the study highlights the importance of measuring and monitoring the performance of MSMEs, particularly in the context of risk management. Managers should develop metrics and key performance indicators that take into account the risks associated with different business decisions, as this can help to identify areas where improvements can be made and support more effective decision-making.
 Though this study has been successful in meeting its objective and has identified several implications the present study is not without limitations. The sample size of the study may not be representative of the entire population of MSMEs in Gujarat, which could lead to biased results. Data collected through self-report measures could be subject to bias, as entrepreneurs may report their risk propensity, risk perception, and firm performance in a socially desirable manner, leading to overestimation or underestimation of the actual values.
While the study may establish correlations between variables, it may not be possible to establish causality due to the nature of the study design. For instance, it may not be possible to determine if the personality traits of entrepreneurs cause changes in risk propensity or if changes in risk perception are a result of changes in firm performance. The results of the study may not be generalizable beyond the context of MSMEs in Gujarat, as factors such as cultural, economic, and social contexts could influence the relationships between variables in different settings.
The study's mediation analysis may not provide conclusive evidence for the hypothesized mediation model. Mediation analyses are often sensitive to the methods used to estimate the model, such as the choice of statistical techniques or the order of the variables. Data Collection: The study's empirical findings may be limited by the availability and quality of data. Inaccurate or incomplete data could impact the study's results and limit the conclusions drawn from the study.
Overall, while the study may provide useful insights into the relationships between personality traits, risk propensity, risk perception, and firm performance among MSMEs in Gujarat, its findings should be interpreted with caution and its limitations carefully considered.
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