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Abstract 
 

In recent years, there has been a significant focus in psychology research on exploring creativity and divergent thinking 
(DT) among college students. However, limited empirical research exists on the relationship between parenting style, 
personality traits, and divergent thinking among middle school students. This research aims to address this gap by 
investigating how parenting style and personality influence adolescents’ divergent thinking (DT), particularly among 
those attending different types of schools. The study involved 116 participants, comprising 53.4% males and 46.6% 
females. These participants were 7th and 8th grade students aged 12 and 13 from different schools, including the Central 
Board of Secondary Education (CBSE), government schools, and matriculation schools from Tamil Nadu, India. The 
research used a descriptive cross-sectional study with a simple random sampling technique, and the data was collected 
by standardized psychometric questionnaires such as Sharma's Divergent Production Abilities Test, Standard 
Progressive Matrices, the Big Five Personality Inventory, and the Perceived Parenting Style Scale. The findings indicate 
that there is a significant connection between parenting style and personality. In addition, students from CBSE schools 
achieved higher scores in DT compared to students from matriculation and government schools. Ultimately, educational 
institutions have the opportunity to cultivate their students' personal and professional development by promoting DT 
in classroom settings. However, this study has revealed complex findings that require thorough examination. 
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Introduction  

The ability to engage in divergent thinking (DT) is 

crucial in our rapidly changing society. It enables 

individuals to break free from conventional 

thoughts, explore alternative perspectives, and 

generate innovative solutions for current 

challenges. DT is widely recognized as a 

fundamental element of fostering creativity, as it is 

frequently referenced in the field of creativity 

research. Research by Runco demonstrates the 

common use of DT tests to assess creativity. 

Studies have highlighted the fact that DT is a core 

component of creativity. It entails assessing an 

individual's creative potential and forecasting 

their creative accomplishments (1). By 

encouraging a DT that embraces different 

perspectives, individuals can cultivate fresh and 

unique ideas that have the potential to drive 

progress and change across various fields. DT is a 

valuable skill that can assist students in navigating 

complex problems and adapting to challenges (2). 

To achieve success and fulfilment in personal and 

professional pursuits, students must have 

unwavering confidence in their creative potential 

(3). A wide range of factors, including internal and 

external influences, shape DT. Family factors have 

a significant impact on student DT development 

(4). Research has shown that family factors, 

particularly parenting style, play a crucial role in 

shaping a child's creativity. Researchers have 

conducted extensive research and validated this 

relationship, highlighting its significance in 

influencing a child's creative potential and future 

pursuits (3, 5–8). Previous researchers have 

primarily concentrated on highly creative or 

talented individuals rather than the general 

population in their studies (5, 9). And mostly, 

researchers examined both stable and changing 

factors, including socioeconomic status, cultural 

diversity, demographics (9–11), and personal 

characteristics like problem-solving skills, 

academic achievement, memory, and intelligence 

quotient (IQ) (12, 13). Nevertheless, recent 

research has shifted towards analysing divergent 

thinking (DT) in normal school and college 
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students (14–16). Additionally, researchers 

revealed that children consistently demonstrate 

high levels of DT in their early years but show a 

decline once they enter formal education at around 

11 years old (8, 17–19). As a result, it is critical to 

thoroughly examine the influence of various 

educational institutions on DT growth among 

adolescents. As a result, this study aims to 

investigate the impact of various types of schools, 

parenting styles, and personality traits on 

students' DT development. Developing a profound 

comprehension of this correlation can provide 

invaluable insights for educators, psychologists, 

and policymakers who are eager to tap into the 

creative potential of students. 

Parenting style and Divergent Thinking 
Parents can shape their children's creativity 

through various means, including engaging with 

them, being actively involved in their lives, and 

providing a supportive family environment. The 

way parents interact with their children directly 

influences how they develop and express their 

creative abilities. While we often emphasize 

parental involvement in academic achievement, 

we often overlook their influence on their 

children's creative thinking abilities. This gap in 

research highlights the need for further 

exploration into the role of parents in fostering 

creativity in adolescence (20). Research has 

consistently shown that responsive parenting 

styles, such as permissive and authoritative, have a 

positive impact on children's creativity. 

Conversely, low-responsiveness in parenting, such 

as authoritarian and uninvolved styles, is 

associated with lower levels of creativity in 

children (21, 22). Considering the significant 

influence of familial circumstances on creativity, it 

is crucial to emphasize the importance of parents' 

approach, especially during their adolescence 

stage. This highlights the longstanding research 

focus on exploring the connection between 

creativity and parenting methods rather than DT 

(23). DT is defined as “a significant basis of creative 

thinking and creative production” (24). It is a 

cognitive strategy that generates creative ideas by 

exploring multiple possible solutions. It typically 

occurs spontaneously and freely, in a non-linear 

manner, leading to the creation of several ideas in 

an emergent cognitive structure (1). Multiple 

alternatives are promptly explored, resulting in 

unexpected connections. It can be cultivated 

through evaluation and instruction (25). Most 

studies have established a correlation between 

parenting styles and creativity or personality. 

However, only a small number of studies have 

investigated the influence of parenting approaches 

on middle school students' DT and personality. 

This study aims to find out the influence of 

parenting style on students’ innovative thinking. 

Parenting Style and Dimension 
Parenting styles have become a focal point within 

the realm of developmental psychology due to 

their growing importance and impact on child 

development (26). Parenting style is a consistent 

and enduring collection of attitudes that a parent 

holds towards their child. It is defined as 

“constellations of attitudes towards the child that 

are communicated to the child and that, taken 

together, create an emotional climate in which the 

parent’s behaviours are expressed” (3). Baumrind 

categorized the concept of parenting styles, 

according to the level of parental responsiveness 

and demands placed on children. These styles 

include authoritative, characterized by high 

demands but minimal support; authoritarian, 

known for significant demands and strong 

support; and permissive, where there is minimal 

demand but high levels of support. Later on, an 

additional parenting style called uninvolved was 

identified, characterised by minimal demands and 

inadequate support. These distinct parenting 

styles play a crucial role in shaping a child's 

development and behaviour (27, 28). 

Authoritative parenting places a high value on 

enforcing rules and emphasizing discipline over 

nurturing their children's emotions. This 

parenting style is characterized by setting clear 

expectations and holding children accountable for 

their actions, while also showing less sensitivity 

towards their emotional needs (29, 30). 

Authoritarian parenting involves a child striving to 

act autonomously and competently. When parents 

exhibit authoritative parental behaviour, they 

support and give guidance to their children, as well 

as encourage their autonomy (31). This parenting 

approach facilitates the acquisition of crucial life 

skills and problem-solving capabilities in children. 

Authoritative parents promote self-reliance and 

competence, enabling their children to assume 

accountability for their behaviour and make well-

informed choices (27, 32). Permissive parents 

prioritise their children's happiness and refrain 
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from establishing explicit boundaries or 

expectations. They frequently encounter 

difficulties in enforcing discipline with their 

children and may not consistently offer direction 

(33, 34). Neglectful parenting, also referred to as 

uninvolved parenting, is characterised by a lack of 

concern for a child's needs. These parents have low 

expectations for their children and often show 

indifference, dismissiveness, or neglect. These 

youngsters lack sufficient parental guidance, 

discipline, and nurturing. Often, parents allow 

their children to advocate for themselves and make 

independent decisions (27). 

Personality and Parenting Style and DT 
Personality and DT are critical for identifying an 

individual's uniqueness and distinctiveness. 

Personality shapes our thoughts, feelings, and 

behaviours, whereas DT helps us understand how 

different personality traits relate to DT, which can 

help individuals and organisations better leverage 

their strengths and weaknesses in the creative 

problem-solving process. Recognising both helps 

we appreciate the diverse perspectives and 

contributions of each person (35). Research on 

personality and creativity repeatedly indicates 

strong connections with extraversion and 

openness to experience, in addition to some 

negative relationships with neuroticism (35–38). 

Researchers typically assert that DT primarily 

correlates with openness to experience 

personality dimensions (39). This research aims to 

explore the impact of personality traits on DT in 

middle school students. By examining how 

different dimensions of personality may affect DT 

processes, this study seeks to contribute to a better 

understanding of the factors influencing DT in this 

age group of students. 

Parental support is an essential component in 

children's personality development (40). 

However, various parental styles may have a 

negligible or positive impact on the personality of 

their children (41). Parenting styles impact the 

development of children, and younger people are 

associated with many aspects of their emotional, 

cognitive, and social abilities. According to the 

American Psychological Association, personality is 

defined as ‘‘Personality refers to the enduring 

characteristics and behaviours that comprise a 

person’s unique adjustment to life, including major 

traits, interests, drives, values, self-concept, 

abilities, and emotional patterns’’. The 

construction and evolution of personality have 

been the subject of several theories, each of which 

asserts that an individual's personality plays a role 

in shaping their conduct. The personality 

dimension is categorised as extraversion, 

agreeableness, conscientiousness, neuroticism, 

and openness to experience (42). Extraversion 

refers to engagement in social interactions, the 

ability to experience happiness, the degree of 

activity, and the tendency to seek stimulation. 

Conscientiousness refers to the level of 

organization, responsibility, and self-discipline an 

individual possesses. Agreeableness relates to a 

person's ability to cooperate, empathize, and 

maintain harmonious relationships with others. 

Neuroticism is characterized as emotional 

fluctuation, anger, worry, self-doubt, sadness, and 

other negative emotions. Lastly, openness to 

experience refers to an individual's preparedness 

to accept new experiences, concepts, and 

viewpoints. These five dimensions provide a 

comprehensive framework for understanding and 

evaluating an individual's unique personality traits 

(42). Previous research indicates that extraversion 

and agreeableness are linked to high support and 

high demand parenting styles, conscientiousness 

to high support and low control, and neuroticism 

to persons’ parents being less adept at exercising 

authoritarian parenting (29).  

More research has focused on young children than 

middle school students. It is crucial to focus on 

school students, as this is when social behaviours 

tend to emerge. Furthermore, research has 

demonstrated that parents continue to be 

significant influencers in shaping behaviour, such 

as through their approach to parenting. Therefore, 

this research aims to evaluate the connection 

between parenting style, personality, and various 

types of schools in DT.  

Based on the previous literature we framed 

following hypothesis (H), 

H1: Demographic factors will have a significant 

impact on the study variables  

H2: Parenting style and personality will have a 

positive relationship with DT  

H3: Parenting style and personality 

interdimensional will have a relationship with DT 

dimensions 

H4: Various types of school will have a significant 

effect on the study variables
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Figure 1: Illustration of Research Model

Methodology 
The study adopted a descriptive research design 

with cross-sectional study with a simple random 

sampling approach. Data was gathered from 6 

schools in the Tirupur district using a 

computerized random number generator. The 

selection of students from each school was done 

through a lottery method without replacement, 

and the students in each class were chosen based 

on their average class size. The study involved 116 

participants, with 53.4% boys and 46.6% girls in 

the 7th and 8th grade, aged between 12 and 13 

years. The adolescent stage is a critical period of 

development and growth, during which young 

individuals shape their creative identities through 

social, emotional, and interpersonal experiences. 

The education system especially for middle school 

students plays a vital role in fostering cognitive 

development among students, which can have a 

lasting impact on their future creative abilities 

(43). Piaget's developmental theory emphasizes 

the importance of this transitional phase, as it 

opens up opportunities for creative thinking and 

abstract reasoning around the age of 12. This study 

specifically focuses on this population to better 

understand and support their creative growth 

(44). Participants were from various schools, 

including 47 students from government, 31 

students from matriculation and 38 students from 

Central Board of Secondary Education (CBSE) in 

Tamil Nadu, India. In terms of birth order, 47.4% 

were from the first and second born, 4.3% were 

from the third born, and 0.9% were from the 

fourth-born students. The study revealed that 

80.2% of students come from middle-class 

backgrounds. Furthermore, 13.8% of students are 

from low-income economic backgrounds, and 6% 

are from high-income economic backgrounds. In 

terms of residential areas, 48.3% of the students 

resided in suburban areas, followed by 30.2% in 

urban areas and 21.6% in rural areas. The 

information gathered was systematically coded 

and analysed using inferential and descriptive 

statistical techniques such as mean, standard 

deviation, t-test, f-test, and correlation in Excel, 

Jamovi, and Statistical Package for Social Sciences-

26. 

Procedure 
The study has been approved by the institutional 

ethical board for studies involving human subjects 

as it includes human participation, especially 

among minors. Following the ethical clearance, the 

researcher also obtained the required permission 

from the governmental educational authority and 
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the concerned school management to collect data 

from the students. The researcher began the data 

collection process by visiting the students and 

teachers in the school and explaining in detail 

about the study, its aim and objective, its benefits 

and perks, and the withdrawal rights. The 

researcher also ensured the participants that the 

study did not involve any monetary benefits and 

was purely voluntary in nature. They could 

withdraw from the study at any time if they 

notified the researcher. After which, the parental 

consent of the sample and individual assent was 

acquired, ensuring their willingness to participate 

in the study. Later, the researcher briefed the 

samples about the questionnaire's process and 

provided them with ample time to comprehend 

and complete it. The researcher administered the 

questionnaire in the local language to the 

respondents to enhance their understanding and 

gain an effective answer to the questions. 

Questionnaires 
The Sharma's Divergent Production Abilities Test 

(DPA) (45) was used to evaluate the level of 

divergent thinking (DT) among 12–14-year-old 

students. This examination measures divergent 

thinking (DT) by assessing the individual's ability 

in fluency, flexibility, originality, and elaboration.  

The framework consisted of six separate 

components: word production (α=0.67), uses of 

things (α=0.80), similarities (α=0.68), sentence 

construction (α=0.84), titles (α=0.85), and 

solutions/completion (α=0.82). The assessment 

evaluates the individual's fluency, flexibility, and 

originality. The manual description contained 

detailed instructions for each scoring procedure. 

The instructions were followed accordingly during 

the scoring process. The assessment of originality 

is based on the production of unconventional ideas 

in the 'If' answer. Responses falling within the 1% 

range receive 5 marks, whereas those falling 

within the 2% range receive 3 marks. Responses 

that fall within a range of 3% are given a score of 2, 

whereas those that fall within a range of 4% are 

given a score of 1. Finally, any responses falling 

under the 5% range are assigned a score of zero. 

The assessment of elaboration was performed by 

evaluated through the detailed responses 

provided. At the end, the individual outcomes are 

summed up to calculate the composite score for all 

students. 1. Write as many as possible words 

starting with ‘S’, 2. Uses of brick, 3. What should a 

person do if a robbery takes place in his house? Each 

subcategory within the division was evaluated 

individually. The assessment consisted of 6 parts. 

Part 1 was ‘writing words’ which included 5 

subtests with the total of 25 marks with each 

subset having a total of 5 marks. Part 2 of the 

questionnaire consisted of ‘writing uses’ with five 

subtests and the total possible score was 25. Part 3 

focused on ‘writing meanings or relationships’ with 

six subtests the maximum possible score was 30. 

Part 4 evaluated ‘sentence construction’ with five 

subtests, each correct answer was awarded one 

mark and maximum the potential score attained 

was 20. In Part 5, participants wrote the ‘story's 

title’ across three subtests, with a maximum score 

of 15. Part 6 had three subtests namely ‘solution 

writing and story completion’. Each solution was 

allocated one mark while five marks was awarded 

for each subtest completed. 

The Big Five Personality Inventory (BFI) (46) was 

the tool used to assess the individual's personality 

traits. It consisted of 44-items that measured the 

levels of extraversion, agreeableness, 

conscientiousness, neuroticism, and openness to 

experience. Each item was rated on a 5- point scale 

from strongly disagree to strongly agree. This 

inventory provided specific scores for each factor, 

some of which were reverse-scored. The overall 

scores ranged from 44 to 220. Extraversion include 

items such as 1, 6R, 11, 16, 21R, 26, 31R, and 36. 

Agreeableness: 2R, 7, 12R, 17, 22, 27R, 32, 37R, 42. 

Conscientiousness: 3, 8R, 13, 18R, 23R, 28, 33, 38, 

43R. Neuroticism: 4, 9R, 14, 19, 24R, 29, 34R, 39. 

Openness: 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30, 35R, 40, 41R, 44. 

(“R” denotes reverse-scored items: 5, 4, 3, 2, 1). 

Overall, the composite measured the individual's 

personality trait. The reliability coefficients for 

each dimension were 0.86, 0.76, 0.92, 0.97, and 

0.87 respectively. 

The perceived parenting style questionnaire (47) 

helps to assess adolescents’ opinions on parenting 

styles. This questionnaire assesses three different 

styles of parenting: authoritarian, 

democratic/authoritative, and laissez-

faire/permissive. It contained of 42 statements 

and assessed using 5-point scale from ‘always to 

never’ (1–5). ‘‘1. My parents ignore my queries; 2. My 

parents give me pocket money for my needs; 3. My 

parents give me timely advice’’. The overall score 

ranges from 42 to 210. This questionnaire doesn’t 

have any reverse scoring, and the authoritarian 
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includes the following items: 1, 4, 7, 10, 13, 16, 19, 

22, 25, 28, 31, 34, 37, and 40. 

Democratic/authoritative includes 2, 5, 8, 11, 14, 

17, 20, 23, 26, 29, 32, 35, 38, and 41. Laissez-faire 

includes 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18, 21, 24, 27, 30, 33, 36, 39, 

and 42. Overall, the composite measures the 

individual's perceived parenting style. The scale's 

reliability was 0.86 while the Cronbach’s alpha 

value for authoritarian was 0.82, authoritative was 

0.83, and permissive/laissez-faire was 0.78. 
 

Results 
Table 1 shows independent t-test results for the 

perceived parenting style, personality, and DT 

among school students. Based on hypothesis 1, we 

compared the male students (M = 94.81, SD = 

11.04) with the girl students (M = 96.48, SD = 8.0) 

on perceived parenting style (t (114) = 0.363, p > 

0.05, d = -0.17); and male students (M =113.79, SD 

= 11.99) with the girl students (M = 114.28, SD = 

10.38) on personality (t (114) =0.817, p > 0.05, d=-

0.04); and also, male students (M = 89.87, SD = 

16.18) with the girl students (M = 83.80, SD = 

20.45) on DT (t (114) =0.077, p > 0.05, d=0.322). 

This result suggests that gender does not play a 

significant role in influencing these variables 

among school students. Similar to gender, other 

demographic factors like birth order and 

geographical location do not have any significant 

impact on the variables. 

 

Table 1: Gender Differences Among the Study Variables 

Variables 
Male (62) Female (54) 

t df p d 
M SD M SD 

Perceived parenting 

style 

94.81 11.04 96.48 8.00 -.933 114 0.363 -0.17 

Personality 113.79 11.99 114.28 10.38 -.232 114 0.817 -0.04 

DT 89.87 16.18 83.80 20.45 1.78 114 0.077 0.322 
 

Table 2: Descriptions and Multiple Comparisons Among the Variables

Variables 
CBSE Matriculation Government F P η2 

M SD M SD M SD    

Perceived  

parenting style 

94.69 9.97 94.72 5.90 97.31 11.57 .925 .399 .232 

Personality 111.5 12.46 116.7 7.37 115.0 11.62 2.24 .110 .228 

DT 95.65 12.91 88.72 19.43 75.21 17.56 17.06 .000* .686 
*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level
 

Table 2 shows a one-way ANOVA to compare the 

effect of perceived parenting style, personality, and 

DT among various school students. This result 

indicates that there were no significant differences 

among perceived parenting style [F = (2,114) = 

0.925, p = 0.399 >0.05] and personality [F = 

(2,114) =2.249, p = 0.228 >0.05] among different 

boards of school students. At the same time, there 

was a significant relationship between composite 

DT scores between CBSE and government schools, 

matriculation, and government schools [F = 

(2,114) = 17.07, p = 0.00 < 0.05]. The DT mean 

score for CBSE students (M = 95.65, SD = 12.91) 

was significantly different from that of 

matriculation students (M = 88.72, SD = 19.43) and 

government school students (M = 75.21, SD = 

17.56). Furthermore, when comparing parenting 

styles (M = 88.72, SD = 19.43) and personality (M = 

114.02, SD = 11.23) among government, CBSE, and 

matriculation students, we found no significant 

differences among the various school students. 

The results indicate that there is a significant 

difference in DT. And there were no significant 

results found in parenting and personality among 

various types of school students. 

Table 3 results show the relationship between the 

composite score of DT, personality, and perceived 

parenting style among school students. The 

findings show that there is a positive relationship 

between personality (M = 114, SD = 11.23) and 

perceived parenting style (M = 87, SD = 18.46) (r 

=.368, p<0.01) at the 99% confidence level (2-

tailed). However, on DT, there was no significant 

relationship between personality (r =.082, p<0.01) 

and perceived parenting style (r =.156, p<0.01). 

Interestingly, the results showed that DT (M = 87, 
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SD = 18.46) does not have any significant 

relationship with any of the study variables. 

Furthermore, the study revealed a significant 

relationship between parenting style and 

personality.

Table 3: Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlations Among the Study Variables

Variables M SD 1 2 3 

1. Perceived Parenting style 87.04 18.46 1 - - 

2. Personality 114.02 11.23 .368** 1 - 

3. DT 87.04 18.46 -.156 -.082 1 

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

Table 4: Mean, Standard Deviation, and Interdimensional Correlations Among Variables

*Correlation is a significant at the 0.05 level (2 tailed) **Correlation is a significant at the 0.01 level (2 tailed) 

(M=Mean, SD= Standard Deviation, 1. 

Authoritarian, 2. Democratic, 3. Laiseez-faire, 4. 

Extraversion, 5. Agreeableness, 6. 

Conscientiousness, 7. Neuroticism, 8. Openness to 

experience, 9. Word Fluency, 10. Ideational 

fluency, 11. Associational Fluency, 12. 

Expressional Fluency, 13. Spontaneous Flexibility, 

14. Originality, 15. Elaboration)  

Table 4 presents the study variable’ 

interdimensional correlations among school 

students, it indicates that authoritarian parenting 

styles are negatively correlated with democratic 

(r = -.193, p<0.05) and laissez-faire (-.293, p<0.05) 

parenting styles at 95% confidence intervals. 

Democratic negatively correlated with laissez-

faire (r = -.647, p<0.01), neuroticism (r = -.331, 

p<0.05), and ideational fluency (r = -.241, p<0.01). 

And positively correlated with extraversion (r 

=.307, p<0.01), agreeableness (r =.414, p<0.01), 

conscientiousness (r =.414, p<0.01), and openness 

to experience (r = -.377, p<0.01) at the 99% 

confident interval. Laissez-faire positively 

correlated with ideational fluency and 

spontaneous flexibility (r = .220, p<0.05, and r = 

.240, p<0.05). Agreeableness and 

conscientiousness negatively correlate with 

ideational fluency (r = -.186, p<0.05, and r = -.222, 

p<0.05). In personality types, extraversion 

positively correlates with their subtypes, except 

neuroticism. Word fluency, ideational fluency, 

expressional fluency, spontaneous flexibility, 

originality, and elaboration do not correlate with 

parenting and personality variables.  
 

Discussion  
In today's educational context, it is essential to 

promote the development of divergent thinking in 

students. By fostering critical thinking in students, 

 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

1 38.9

8 

8.1

8 

1               

2 49.4

4 

7.8

8 

-.19* 1              

3 28.8 7.3

8 

-.29** -.64** 1             

4 27.8

1 

4.5

4 

-0.13 .30** -.42** 1            

5 33.8 5.2

4 

0.03 .41** -.47** .41** 1           

6 31.4 6.6

5 

0.02 .47** -.37** .41** .71** 1          

7 21.0

1 

5.3

8 

-0.00 -.23* .34** -.45** -.50** -.54** 1         

8 33.0

4 

5.1

9 

-0.05 .39** -.38** .45** .65** .64** -.54** 1        

9 19.1

7 

4.1

1 

-0.07 -0.07 0.07 0.02 0.04 -0.01 0.04 0.01 1       

1

0 

13.9

2 

5.2

9 

-0.01 -.24** .22* -0.07 -.19* -.22* 0.13 -0.13 .44** 1      

1

1 

17.5

3 

5.0

1 

-0.13 -0.06 0.05 0.05 -0.04 -0.13 0.09 -0.08 .42** .31** 1     

1

2 

10.9

7 

4.6

6 

-0.00 -0.12 0.17 -0.06 -0.15 -0.1 0.09 -0.07 .36** .49** .26** 1    

1

3 

12.5

8 

4.0

1 

-0.02 -.33** .24* -0.09 -0.13 -0.18 0.09 -0.11 .45** .71** .50** .36** 1   

1

4 

8.11 2.9

3 

-0.06 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.05 -0.03 -0.03 0.09 .39** .45** .33** .41** .42** 1  

1

5 

9.22 2.0

5 

-0.06 -0.07 -0.04 0.01 0.06 -0.05 
-0.01 

-0.05 .25** 0.09 .28** -0.04 .22* .32** 1 
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we empower them to think creatively and explore 

diverse options. This not only cultivates creativity 

but also enhances productivity as individuals learn 

to weigh various perspectives before arriving at a 

conclusion. The study at hand aims to delve into 

how parenting styles and personality traits play a 

role in shaping divergent thinking skills in students 

across different educational platforms. It is 

imperative that we understand the factors that 

influence critical thinking development in order to 

better support and guide students towards 

becoming well-rounded individuals in both 

academic and personal spheres. This initial 

investigation focused on examining our first 

hypothesis, which stated that there will be a 

significant difference between demographic 

variables and parenting style, personality, and DT. 

More specifically, there is no gender difference in 

parenting style due to parents increasingly placing 

equal value on all children, irrespective of their 

gender. As a result, both boys and girls now have 

the ability to access and benefit from equal 

possibilities. We are increasingly valuing all 

children equally, regardless of their gender. 

Consequently, both boys and girls now have equal 

access to and can benefit from the same 

opportunities (48). And some studies contrast this 

result: fathers are more likely to exhibit overly 

protective behaviour towards their daughters than 

their sons, thereby highlighting a gender disparity. 

The findings corroborated conventional gender 

norms, as mothers allocated a greater amount of 

time to their offspring, and youngsters reported a 

stronger emotional bond with their moms during 

their upbringing (49). Gender disparities 

predominantly occur in traditional parenting 

practices. Now there has been a shift, and parents 

are treating their children with equal regard. The 

results of the t-test indicate that there are no 

notable differences in personality traits based on 

gender. It appears that culture plays a more 

substantial role in shaping personality 

development compared to gender. Culture 

intricately influences the development of 

personality, significantly shaping an individual's 

traits. People from different cultures and regions 

may exhibit diverse characteristics based on their 

cultural backgrounds. It is important to emphasize 

that personality traits typically evolve and expand 

as individuals transition into adulthood, 

undergoing substantial changes during this phase 

when compared to adolescence. Therefore, it is 

crucial to recognise the influence of cultural factors 

on the development of personality traits in order 

to comprehend the differences among individuals 

(50). In DT, there is no noteworthy difference in 

gender. On the other hand, earlier research has 

shown that boys tend to outperform girls in DT 

(51). Another study also highlighted the gender 

disparities in DT, with findings indicating that 

females exhibited either exceptionally high or low 

levels of creative thinking (52). Research has 

shown significant gender differences in DT. Some 

studies have identified significant differences, 

while others have reported no similarities 

between men and women (53). The findings 

suggest that personal drive and external 

surroundings play a greater role in divergent 

thinking than gender. Furthermore, our research 

found that factors such as birth order, handedness, 

and location do not significantly affect personality 

traits, parenting styles, and DT. The study once 

again highlighted the unique differences among 

individuals and emphasised the importance of 

individual interests (53). 

In line with our second hypothesis, we investigated 

how different parenting styles and personalities 

influenced a student's ability to think divergently. 

Our findings suggest that there is no connection 

between parenting style and the composite score 

for divergent thinking, leading us to partially 

accept hypothesis 2. Furthermore, an examination 

of the relationship between specific parenting 

dimensions and divergent thinking components 

revealed that authoritarian parenting does not 

play a significant role in improving DT. Other 

researchers in the field (29, 44) have validated 

these results. Because authoritarian parents are 

very hard on their children and value punishment 

more than love and support, it will not enhance 

students’ DT. Research suggests that a more 

hands-on approach may hinder children's 

creativity, as the democratic parenting style is 

associated with reduced ideational fluency and 

spontaneous flexibility. On the other hand, the 

laissez-faire parenting style encourages a creative 

environment where children are free to explore 

their thoughts and ideas without restrictions. This 

approach allows for a greater range of innovative 

solutions, as children are empowered to think 

outside the box and combine concepts in unique 

ways. In essence, a laissez-faire parenting style 
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nurtures creativity by fostering independent 

thinking and problem-solving skills in students. H3 

is partially accepted. This study contradicts the 

previous studies suggesting that authoritarian 

parenting has a significant impact on DT in 

adolescents. This study discovered that a 

permissive parenting style improves DT ability 

among the middle school students because these 

students may highly prioritise autonomy and value 

their freedom from parental constraints, indicating 

that a lack of stringent regulations may contribute 

to the development of enhanced DT skills. 

Furthermore, the research examines the variations 

in parenting approaches between students from 

CBSE, matriculation, and government schools. The 

findings reveal that CBSE students tend to exhibit 

a slightly higher laissez-faire parenting style 

compared to students from other boards, and they 

also outperform in DT. On the other hand, previous 

research found that authoritative parenting styles 

can hinder creativity, while democratic or 

authoritarian styles can foster it, with permissive 

styles showing no influence on creativity (17, 21, 

54). In the present context, students often expect 

their parents to allow them to freely pursue their 

own choices and actions to be more like friends 

rather than taking on a conventional parental 

position. And offering guidance and discipline, 

have minimal expectations for maturity, and place 

few restrictions on their behaviour. Finally, the 

overall findings of this study suggest that 

parenting style has no significant impact on a 

student's divergent thinking. However, existing 

literature suggests a direct relationship between 

parenting style and DT (3, 20). While parenting 

styles are important in fostering DT, they are not 

the only determining factor. School types also play 

a crucial role in developing DT among students. 

Our research results suggest that students in CBSE 

schools tend to perform higher than students in 

other types of schools. Factors such as teacher 

involvement, class structure, school environment, 

recognition for creative work, assignments, and 

proper training all may contribute to developing 

students’ DT. Additionally, individual differences, 

educational context, a parent's personality, and 

familial background also play a role in shaping a 

student's ability to think critically and creatively. 

According to self-determination theory, creativity 

is closely linked to intrinsic motivation, which is 

influenced by factors such as personality and 

internal locus of control (55). Intrinsic motivation 

stems from a genuine passion for an activity, while 

extrinsic motivation is driven by external rewards 

or benefits (20, 56). However, it is important to 

note that external motivation can also fuel internal 

drive. Students who excel in DT might receive 

support and acknowledgment from their teachers 

and parents, which, in conjunction with their 

internal drive, can enhance their creative thinking 

abilities (20, 56).  

Conversely, a strong correlation exists between 

parenting style and personality, partially 

supporting hypothesis 2. Research shows that 

different parenting styles have varying impacts on 

a student's personality. Researchers have found no 

significant relationship between personality 

dimensions and authoritative parenting, which 

involves setting clear boundaries and expectations 

while also being responsive to a child's needs. On 

the other hand, democratic parenting, which 

involves involving children in decision-making and 

encouraging independence, has shown links to 

extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness, 

and openness to experience. Laissez-faire 

parenting, where parents are hands-off and 

uninvolved, is associated with neuroticism and 

doesn't support the development of positive 

personality traits (20). Therefore, we can conclude 

that authoritarian or democratic parenting styles 

have more positive effects on adolescent 

development than laissez-faire parenting. It is 

beneficial for students to experience a parenting 

approach that emphasises collaboration, respects 

their autonomy, allows them to express their 

opinions, and encourages them to take 

responsibility for their actions and decisions. This 

type of supportive environment helps children 

flourish into well-rounded individuals who are 

confident in themselves and able to navigate 

challenges effectively rather than over-demanding 

parenting and less controlled parenting, as well as 

previous research that also supported these 

similar findings (17, 29). 

We investigated the correlation between DT and 

personality traits, as outlined in hypothesis 3. The 

findings revealed that there was no significant 

association between personality and DT. It was 

explicitly mentioned that an individual's 

personality does not impact the student’s DT. The 

results partially supported hypothesis 3. 

Conversely, previous research suggests that 
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individuals with higher levels of openness to 

experience and extraversion tend to display 

curiosity, a willingness to experiment, and a 

fascination with unconventional ideas, potentially 

leading them to create unique and creative 

solutions (37, 38). It clearly shows that while 

extroverted individuals may be more likely to 

exhibit creative behaviours in general, those with a 

high level of openness to experience specifically 

excel in divergent thinking tasks (37, 57, 58). Batey 

et al., discovered that extraversion and openness to 

experience predict the Consequences DT test. 

Based on the previous literature results, openness 

is crucial for fostering creativity and exploring 

innovative ideas. It's evidence that there is a strong 

connection between being open to experience and 

DT (36); however, this study did not support these 

results. It is possible that DT tests, which involve 

time-restricted tasks, such as having only 2 

minutes per item, may pose challenges for 

individuals who tend to think about more distant 

possibilities. Similarly, individuals who prioritize 

originality and quality in their responses may focus 

on providing unique and high-quality answers 

rather than simply focusing on quantity. As a 

result, this emphasis on remote associations could 

potentially lead to lower DT scores due to the 

additional time required. 

Past studies have illustrated the crucial role of 

parenting styles in shaping children's and 

adolescents' creative thinking abilities. 

Nonetheless, the current research revealed that DT 

is not directly correlated with parenting styles. 

Additionally, even the personality traits also did 

not have any significant relationship with DT. It is 

important to consider that personality may not be 

fully development in the students of age 12 to 13, 

explaining the lack of results in this age group. 

Future studies involving secondary school and 

higher secondary school students may provide 

more insight into the influence of personality on 

divergent thinking skills. 

Based on the fourth hypothesis, we examined the 

differences between various school students and 

the study variables (H4). The results of this study 

indicate that there are no significant differences in 

personality and parenting style among various 

school students. However, there are significant 

differences among the various boards of education 

in DT. Our fourth hypothesis was partially 

accepted. CBSE school students outperformed 

matriculation and government school students, 

particularly DT. In comparison to matriculation 

and government schools, students from 

government schools demonstrated lower 

performance than students from matriculation 

schools. Previous research findings also supported 

these conclusions (46). Traditional assessment, 

choice restrictions, competition, student-teacher 

relationships, low self-motivation, low self-esteem, 

and teacher perceptions about creativity 

frequently lead to the exclusion or punishment of 

creative children in the classroom (59), and 

teacher perceptions about creativity, creative 

children are frequently excluded or punished for 

their creative activities. In collectivist cultures, 

inexperienced teachers tend to favour non-

creative students over creative ones. Some 

researchers believe that creative students might 

pose challenges in terms of teaching and 

maintaining order and discipline in classes. These 

factors prevent students from utilising and 

enhancing their creative abilities in school (59), 

and they can potentially impede the development 

and hinder the emergence of government school 

students. Government school students are 

encouraged to think creatively and unlock their full 

creative potential through a comprehensive 

training programme. Encouraging students to 

submit innovative assignments that stimulate their 

creativity and problem-solving skills can greatly 

benefit their cognitive development. In addition to 

acknowledging their creative work in subjects like 

algebraic equation solving and story writing, it is 

important to provide opportunities for students to 

participate in brainstorming sessions where they 

can freely express their thoughts and ideas. 

Enhancing the plasticity of an adolescent brain is 

important for the development of DT, education 

policymakers should consider placing a greater 

emphasis on fostering a creative environment that 

nurtures students' unique abilities and talents 

(60). Although this study provides valuable 

insights, it is crucial to recognise specific limits that 

should be considered in the upcoming research. 

This research primarily focuses on the influence of 

parenting style and personality on DT. Exploring 

the impact of parental personality and the amount 

of time they dedicate to their children is a 

fascinating endeavour for students of innovative 

thinking. Furthermore, our study focused 

exclusively on middle school students, employing a 



 
Sandhiya and Bhuvaneswari                                                                                                                      Vol 5 ǀ Issue 3 

 

619 
 

limited sample size. Therefore, it is not possible to 

apply these finding to a larger population. 

Consequently, future research should use an 

increased sample size. Furthermore, it would be 

advantageous to carry out studies among both high 

school and college students to gain a deep 

understanding of them. Moreover, conducting a 

longitudinal or qualitative study in this context 

offers novel insights and facilitates the resolution 

of significant issues and it will provide more 

comprehensive information regarding the 

influence of this variable on cognitive 

development. Finally, we assessed parenting styles 

from the perspectives of the students, and further 

investigation will also examine the parents' 

perspectives. Additional study is necessary to have 

an in-depth understanding of the complex 

connection among the home environment, 

parental educational levels, classroom settings, 

and peer impact. In addition, teachers have a more 

significant influence than parents. Therefore, 

further studies should focus on the teacher's 

creativity and perception of students' DT.  
 

Conclusion 
There is no significant gender, birth- order, 

geographical location differences in DT, 

personality, and parenting style. DT is not linked to 

personality and over all parenting style, but it is 

influenced by the type of school a person attends. 

Students in CBSE schools exhibit higher levels of 

DT compared to students in government and 

matriculation schools. These findings support the 

idea that the educational environment can 

substantially improve cognitive and creative 

abilities. Based on the results permissive parenting 

style is associated with DT than other parenting 

styles. Permissive style prioritises empathy, 

responsiveness, and warmth, while authoritative 

parents focus on fostering self-regulation, 

decision-making skills, and implementing strict 

rules. Permissive parenting may stimulate DT but 

in the study, it is associated negatively with the 

personality traits. In contrast, authoritative 

parenting is linked to positive personality 

development but does not impact DT. Therefore, a 

balanced approach combining both the aspects of 

parenting styles can lead to the development of 

good personality traits and support overall 

cognitive and emotional growth. Embracing DT 

can help the individuals to improve their cognitive 

flexibility, critical thinking skills, and adaptability 

which are the essential traits for effectively 

manoeuvring through the ever-evolving landscape 

of the modern world. So, fostering open-

mindedness and breaking out the rigid thinking 

patterns, empowers DT which in turn result in 

exploring new possibilities for generating a variety 

of solutions for various challenges. 
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