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‘Creativity’ is a term that has been notoriously difficult to define with theorists such as Koestler (2020) and Feist (1998) defining the term differently. Koestler (2020, p.95) defined ‘creativity’ as “the ability to make connections between previously unconnected ideas.” However, Feist (1998) defined creativity as generating new ideas. As stated by Sharp (2004), there are many different definitions, yet many agree that creativity includes, (a) imagination; (b) originality; (c) productivity and (d) problem-solving. As a result of past theorists and psychologists defining creativity as what is now known as ‘innovation’ (Feist, 1998), there have been conflicting definitions and confusion amongst many regarding what is creativity. According to Feist (1998), there are clear differences between creativity and its commonly mistaken definition, innovation. Supporting this, Bateson et al., (2013) propose two separate definitions for creativity and innovation. They define creativity as divergent thinking or behaviour whereas innovation is implementing a form of behaviour to obtain practical benefits and create useful products. 
Duffy (2006) proposed a solution to overcome the confusion between the definitions by implementing the idea of ‘Big C’ and ‘Little C’. They suggested that Big C involved ‘high creativity’, including innovation that sought to change and develop past ideas. Little c however was proposed as a “process of conscious invention and describes the resourcefulness of ordinary people rather than extraordinary contributors’ (Duffy, 2006, p.17). 
Research designs and paradigms greatly influence the research investigated and, therefore, the data gathered. Whilst constructing a research investigation, researchers must understand their ontological and epistemological approaches as these influence the theoretical perspective that researchers undertake (Jacquette, 2014). Theorists undertake research design choices which influence their research methods and data collated. Firstly, they must understand their ontology and epistemology which accounts for their worldview (Crotty, 1998). Following these choices, their methodology is chosen in which they evaluate the strategies for their research, which allows for methods to be considered. The methods include tools for collecting or generating data regarding their research data (Crotty, 1998). 
Three main approaches considered within theoretical perspectives are Positivism, Interpretivism and Pragmatism (Crotty, 1998). 
Positivism is an objective approach in which patterns, rules and regularities in the world are considered through quantitative data (Crotty, 1998). Positivistic theorists and researchers believe there is a single reality through their ontological approach. As stated by Kaboub (2008), Positivistic theorists’ epistemological stance allowed for experimental research such as action research, allowing for measurable change to be observed empirically and analysed logically and in turn, eliminating complex outside variables. This suggested that positivist researchers valued high standards of validity and reliability (Cohen, 2007). However, Morgenthau (2017) stated this was a limitation of the paradigm due to the lack of external validity as the approach eliminated the complexity of the external world such as emotional and personal influences. 
Interpretivism however is a subjective approach in which researchers seek to understand the means people undertake to construct their world through social aspects such as communication and interaction (Crotty, 1998). As stated by Ryan (2018), “interpretivism is in direct opposition to positivism” due to its value of subjectivity with interpretivists adopting a relativist ontology (Pham, 2018). This ontological approach suggests there is a “single phenomenon may have multiple interpretations rather than a truth that can be determined by a process of measurement,” (Pham, 2018, p.3). Different to Positivism, Interpretivism maintains qualitative data to allow the researcher to draw conclusions through interviews and observations in which the researcher can interpret feelings, experiences and perceptions (Crotty, 1998). Interpretivism and qualitative data is an approach that has grown rapidly in recent years, however, Sandberg (2005) argued that the criteria for justifying this research have not developed along with this rapid growth. Although a growing approach, many theorists disagree regarding the correct way a question can be answered (Scauso, 2020). Tuli (2010) supported interpretivism due to its ability to allow research in a natural setting which allowed access to the inside of the research’s objects. Wellington and Szczerbinski (2007) also support this approach as the researcher gained access to investigate things that cannot be observed or measured such as thoughts, feelings and perspectives. Mack (2010) however states that the subjective nature of this approach is a disadvantage as research outcomes are affected by the researcher’s interpretation and can therefore cause bias. They also state that this theoretical perspective neglects many issues that are features of society such as power and agency (Mack, 2010). 
The third theoretical approach was pragmatism (Crotty, 1998) or also named the transformative paradigm (Riyami, 2015). Pragmatism was an approach that can be objective, subjective or both by focusing on solving specific practical issues (Crotty, 1998). This mixed methods research benefited from both quantitative and qualitative research. The ontological approach of Pragmatism is that reality is constantly changing, renegotiated and debated due to unpredictable situations (Crotty, 1998). Many theorists support the pragmatic approach as a theoretical perspective within social research due to its mixed-methods methodology. Morgan (2014) emphasised the support revolved around the practical works of the approach rather than the philosophical view. They supported the use of the pragmatic approach as it “disrupts the assumptions of older approaches based on the philosophy of knowledge while providing promising new directions for understanding the nature of social research,” (Morgan, 2014). Brierley (2017) also supported the pragmatic paradigm due to its ability for researchers to address a variety of social research investigations with no restrictions by ontological and epistemological. 
Physical education, like many other subjects, has developed tremendously throughout history. Toychievich (2022) suggested a socio-historical link to these changes. According to Toychievich (2022),  Physical education and physical training have been an integral part of society for centuries. Ancient humans dating from 3,000,000 BC onwards to around 600AD were natural predators and their actions and ability to survive would depict their physical stature as a result, younger generations would learn and develop these skills (Toychievich, 2022). In Toychievich’s (2022) article, they presented the introduction of sports in European countries with physical education and training in which individuals learned the skills needed to be a knight and a feudal lord. After the introduction of capitalism and the industrial revolution, it was understood that strength and good physical condition were associated with developing good workers (Toychievich, 2022). The World Wars brought about a militarization of physical education with a focus on making good soldiers Toychievich (2022). Broekhoff (1968) supported these findings stating “the Middle Ages have seldom evoked the enthusiasm of the historians of physical education.” As seen in these findings, the concept of physical education has developed greatly by adapting to the needs of its current society. This can be seen when evaluating physical education today, due to the promotion and use of technology in this digital era. As stated by Capel and Whitehead (2012), learning environments in schools have developed to the use of technology as an integral part of planning and learning, with this also applies to Physical Education. The use of technology is therefore allowing Physical Education to reflect current societal applications. Donnelly (2016) stated that there was an importance in considering the impact of technology on their learners’ lives and therefore, creating authentic, real-life learning contexts (Donnelly, 2016). 
As stated by Konstantinidou et al., (2015), creativity has become a foundation for many educational settings with educators promoting its use due to creativity being “considered crucial and significant for the growth of modern societies, and its promotion stressed through all educational levels,” (p.2). Although, these benefits are considered whilst also ensuring educators consider the barriers to focusing on creativity in educational settings (Craft (2000; Jeffrey and Woods (2003). Kolokoltsev et al., (2017) discovered that the use of creative projects and learners integrating self-reliant creativity components caused many benefits such as higher competencies and increased motivation in comparison to average planned Physical Education lessons. In consideration of these findings, Kolokoltsev et al., (2017) argued that educators of Physical Education should apply activities that ensure learners access self-reliant creativity in their Physical Education lessons to therefore access these benefits. The Greek Cross Thematic Curriculum Framework understood these benefits and as a result, has explored creativity-related issues within Physical Education to ensure that educators access extensive use of these benefits (Pedagogical Institute, 2003). However, Konstantinidou et al., (2015) found that due to the conflicting definitions and understandings of creativity, it has caused poor agreements or disagreements regarding fostering a beneficial concept of creativity in Physical Education. A research study conducted by Konstantinidou et al., (2015) in which quantitative and qualitative analysis was used discovered four thematic categories of barriers to the promotion of creativity in Physical Education. However, Konstantinidou et al., (2015) continued to argue that creativity should be promoted and ensured within Physical Education “for shaping the competitive and creative citizens of the future,” (p.29). 
In consideration of creativity becoming a growing discussion amongst educators of Physical Education, it was clear that this must be considered when researching topics within Physical Education. I proposed a research study in which undergraduates of a sports course would be investigated to gather whether personality traits within individual or team athletes differed and if so, how? As a result of the findings above, the topic of ‘creativity’ must be considered within the research topic.
The development of creativity among team sport athletes is a growing area of interest in the field of sports science (Santos et al., 2016). The Creativity Developmental Framework presented a framework in which five stages of creativity in team sports were considered such as beginner; explorer; illuminati; creator and rise.  The emphasis in the initial stage of training or as seen in the Framework, beginner, is diversification, deliberate play, and physical literacy. This training allows for more freedom for athletes to generate innovative solutions for scenarios. 
A study conducted by Aydin (2019) compared 143 individual and team athletes at creativity levels. The p of both factors’ “optimism on creativity” and “spiritual intelligence” scored less than 0.05 which was considered low. Both factors had a "significant positive effect” on teamwork and individual sports activities for all participants at the university. Based on this research, creativity and spiritual intelligence are factors that improve performance in both individual and team sports. There should therefore be measures put in place to aid the development of these factors in training across all sports (Aydin, 2019). 
The strategy put in place to aid creativity by Santos et al., (2016) could be beneficial in improving performance across all sports. If there was a focus on improving this concept to the point where creativity would improve then it’s very possible that it could measurably transform the sport.
As stated above, I proposed a research study regarding undergraduates with a sports degree and their personality traits. The feedback received on my proposal was positive overall. The comments made regarding the research proposal ‘Do personality traits an individual or team athlete?’ stated the opportunities available through this data collection had an interest in the investigation. As stated in the feedback, there is current data regarding professional athletes and the personality traits causing influence their success. However, the feedback suggested an interest in the research study proposed due to the opportunity to evaluate whether these themes found in current data would be reflected among undergraduate students undergoing a sports-based degree. 
In addition, the feedback reflected the in-depth evaluation of the research paradigm and its methodology. They stated that the methodology was clearly explained, including an evaluation of these choices. Some areas of improvement were mentioned also. It was suggested that the proposal should have mentioned more personality traits. I can understand that this would have provided a more in-depth analysis of the subject. It also mentioned that my explanation of how Likert scales can be formed from data collected from questionnaires.
An area can only be developed further when there is more available knowledge in a subject. This can only come from research. It's clear that Physical Education has evolved through time and this is because it tends to the needs of modern society.
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