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ABSTRACT
It has previously been argued that science has only made a limited 
contribution to the sport of golf, particularly the human element. This 
lack of impact could, in part, be attributed to the absence of an 
appropriate theoretical framework in most empirical investigations of 
the golf swing. This position paper outlines an ecological-dynamical 
approach to golf science that is better able to capture the interactions 
among the many structural parts of a golfer, and the relations between 
a golfer, his or her equipment, and his or her surrounding environment 
than other theoretical approaches have hitherto. It is proposed that 
the conjoining of principles and concepts of ecological psychology 
and dynamical systems theory could make a significant contribution to 
the enhancement of knowledge and understanding of swing biome
chanics, club design and customisation, and coaching practice. This 
approach could also provide a platform on which to integrate the 
various subdisciplines of sport and human movement science to gain 
a more holistic understanding of golf performance.
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Introduction

Over the years, golf science has been criticised for not having the impact on the sport that 
perhaps it should have had or is commonly believed to have had. For example, Neal et al. 
(2001) observed:

As scientists, we would like to believe that systematic analysis of golfers and their swings has led to 
changes in practice and performance over the last 25 years. In truth, golf-interested scientists 
have served in an advisory capacity of providing explanations as to why a particular change 
actually worked, or whether a product is likely to provide the promised benefits. However, after 
examining the scientific literature, it appears as though golfers and their coaches, as well as 
equipment manufacturers appear to be the people who have led the revolution of change in golf. 
This is not a criticism but simply a statement of what has transpired to date.     (pp. 189–190)

Additionally, Zumerchik (2002) commented:

Science has actually contributed very little to the discoveries made in golf: It usually only 
confirms what has been proven through the endless trial and error experimentation that takes 
place every day on golf courses throughout the world. The history of innovations in golf often   
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goes something like this: An experiment is tried, results follow that show it works, and then 
only later, after the innovation has been widely adopted, is it proven to be scientifically sound. 
For instance, up until very recently the design of equipment, selection of materials, and 
evaluation of performance have been rather scientifically unsophisticated. Usually this hap
hazard analysis has been used primarily to confirm the efficacy of an existing direction of 
innovation or an improvement already advocated; rarely has scientific research alone resulted 
in a revolutionary discovery. The greatest contribution of science has been in the refinement of 
innovations after a scientific analysis has shown that it works and why . . .                 (p. xv)

Although the volume of published golf-related scientific research has been steadily 
increasing since the publication of the seminal text by Cochran and Stobbs (1968), and 
has further expedited in the three decades following the inaugural World Scientific 
Congress of Golf held in St Andrews in 1990, it could be argued that many of the 
aforementioned observations are still applicable today.

One reason why science has only had a limited impact on the human element of the 
sport, in particular, is that there has been a lack of focus on the coordination and control 
of the golf swing and the internal and external factors that shape these behavioural 
patterns. Indeed, Martin (2008) argued that it is insufficient just to analyse how body 
segments rotate during the golf swing, how these rotations are timed with respect to one 
another, and how energy is transferred between body segments and to the club, although 
that would still represent substantial advancement, especially if applied at the individual 
level. Rather, he suggested that biomechanical analyses should be combined with theory 
and data from other subdisciplines of sport science, including sport physiology and sport 
psychology, to get a more complete understanding of the golf swing. This integrated 
approach, however, would necessitate an underpinning interdisciplinary theoretical 
framework, which has been absent from most empirical investigations of golf perfor
mance hitherto. The lack of an appropriate theoretical framework has also meant that 
many extant studies have failed to attend to substantive issues, such as variability and 
consistency of technique within and between golfers, in part, because they have been 
deemed to have limited theoretical relevance as any variability has been typically dis
regarded as noise or error (e.g., Glazier & Lamb, 2018; Glazier, 2011; Langdown et al., 
2012).

In this position paper, an ecological-dynamical theoretical approach to golf science is 
outlined, which could make a significant contribution, inter alia, to the enhancement of 
knowledge and understanding of swing biomechanics, club design and customisation, 
and coaching practice. In the context of golf, the ecological-dynamical approach pro
poses that patterns of coordination and control defining the golf swing emerge from the 
confluence of interacting constraints via the formation and self-organisation of coordi
native structures (Bernstein, 1967; Kelso, 1995; Kugler et al., 1980; Newell, 1986) and that 
perceptual information can be directly and unambiguously picked-up and used to tune 
or modulate these task-specific structural units (Fajen et al., 2009; Fitch et al., 1982; 
Gibson, 1966, 1979; Turvey, 1977). As will be discussed, the ecological-dynamical 
approach appears to be well-suited, not only to providing greater insights into interac
tions among parts of a golfer’s body (e.g., pelvis-thorax coupling), but also relations 
between golfers and their surrounding environment, and, more importantly, between 
golfers and their golf clubs. This theoretical approach also provides a platform on which 
to integrate principles, concepts, methods, and data from the other subdisciplines of 
sport and human movement science (see Glazier, 2014, 2017), thereby enabling a more 
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holistic understanding of golf performance to be gained, as identified as a research 
priority by Dillman and Lange (1994), Farrally et al. (2003), and Martin (2008). To 
begin, the task demands of hitting a golf shot are described and theoretical explanations 
about how a golfer may meet these requirements are considered before a unifying 
theoretical model of the golfer is outlined.

Hitting a golf shot: task description and theoretical explanations

The task of hitting a golf shot is a complex one. Despite the spatial and temporal certainty 
of striking a stationary golf ball at a stationary target, the golfer must ensure that the 
many interacting structural parts or degrees of freedom of his/her movement system 
(e.g., joints, muscles, motor units, neurons, etc.) are suitably organised to enable the golf 
club to be delivered to the ball with the appropriate force and club face orientation to 
produce the desired ball flight trajectory and shot outcome (Williams & Sih, 2002). The 
golfer must also contend with changeable environmental factors (e.g., atmospheric 
conditions, undulating terrain, etc.) of the golf course whilst concomitantly managing 
fluctuations in psychological (e.g., anxiety) and physiological (e.g., fatigue) states.

To date, most theoretical explanations of how golfers meet the requirements of hitting 
a golf shot have been based on principles and concepts from information processing 
theory derived from cognitive psychology and computational neuroscience (e.g., 
Marteniuk, 1976; R. A. Schmidt et al., 2018; Wolpert, 1997). From this perspective, the 
duration, magnitude, and relative timing of muscle activation defining the golf swing are 
prescribed by a motor program stored in the golfer’s brain and controlled in open-loop 
fashion (e.g., Abernethy et al., 1990; Barclay & McIlroy, 1990; Jäncke et al., 2009; Neal 
et al., 1990). Over the years, however, the motor program concept, in particular, and the 
information processing approach, more generally, have come under intense criticism 
from sceptics who have targeted issues related to: the limited storage capacity of the long- 
term memory; the computational burden associated with the hierarchical control of 
a seemingly infinite number of independent degrees of freedom; the insensitivity to 
changes in internal and external conditions; and the problem of context-conditioned 
variability, to name but a few (Carello et al., 1984; Kelso, 1981; Turvey et al., 1982). 
Although the motor program concept has undergone substantial revision, most notably 
by R. A. Schmidt (1975, 2003), to make it more abstract and, therefore, more versatile, the 
explanatory power of information processing theory in the context of flexible and 
adaptive motor behaviour in dynamic performance environments typically found in 
sports like golf remains questionable (e.g., Davids et al., 1994, 2008; Handford et al., 
1997).

An alternative theory, advocated in this paper, that has rarely been used to explain 
how the task requirements of hitting a golf shot are met (although see Knight, 2004, for 
an initial move in this direction), is the ecological-dynamical approach. This theoretical 
approach, which conjoins key principles and concepts from ecological psychology and 
dynamical systems theory, asserts that, rather than being explicitly prescribed by a motor 
program, patterns of coordination and control that characterise the golf swing emerge 
from ubiquitous processes of physical self-organisation (Kelso, 1995) and the confluence 
of interacting constraints (Newell, 1986) impinging on the golfer (see Glazier & Robins, 
2013, for an overview of these constructs in the context of sports performance). 
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Constraints can be viewed as boundaries, limitations, or architectural design features that 
apply restrictions to movement. Following Newell (1986), constraints can be categorised 
as being either golfer-related (e.g., body mass and composition, anthropometric and 
inertial characteristics of body segments, strength and elasticity of skeletal muscle, etc.), 
environment-related (e.g., weather conditions, surface compliance, course topography, 
etc.), or task-related (e.g., shot distance, club properties, rules, etc.). In addition to placing 
physical restrictions on golfers, constraints can be informational in nature, providing 
metaphorical ‘equations of constraints’ that get ‘written over’ degrees of freedom of the 
golfer’s movement system to form functional collectives known as coordinative struc
tures (Saltzman, 1979; R. C. Schmidt & Fitzpatrick, 1996; Tuller et al., 1982). These 
equations of constraint specify the mutual dependencies among degrees of freedom, 
thereby simplifying the control problem. Once formed, degrees of freedom self-organise 
with other degrees of freedom comprising the same coordinative structure, and coordi
native structures, which themselves can be considered as a single degree of freedom 
(Turvey et al., 1978) because of their self-similar (fractal) characteristics, self-organise 
with other coordinative structures to produce well-defined movement trajectories known 
as attractors. These attractors graphically represent the observable patterns of coordina
tion and control that define the golf swing.

To understand more about how informational constraints shape patterns of coordi
nation and control that define the golf swing―or, more specifically, how perceptual 
e.g., visual, haptic, auditory) information can be picked-up and used to tune or 
modulate coordinative structures―it is necessary to invoke principles and concepts 
from ecological psychology (Gibson, 1966, 1979). In contrast to information processing 
theory, which maintains that perceptual information about the surrounding environ
ment is equivocal and impoverished and, therefore, requires embellishment by mem
orial processes, ecological psychology suggests that environmental information is rich 
and meaningful and can be directly and continuously picked-up from the environment 
with minimal cognitive intervention (Fajen et al., 2009; Gibson, 1966, 1979; Michaels & 
Carello 1981). The task of performing a golf shot requires the integration of multiple 
sources of sensory information, most notably visual information about the intended 
target, the golf ball, and the turf it is lying on, and haptic information about the 
position and orientation of body segments and the golf club throughout the duration of 
the swing. In the former, the surface of the ball and turf have different texture elements 
that reflect light to form a densely structured optic array at the golfer’s eye (e.g., Lee, 
1980). In the latter, the deformation of muscular and tendinous tissues of key body 
segments and joints continuously stimulates mechanoreceptor discharge (e.g., Turvey, 
1996). In both instances, the structured energy distributions provide reliable patterns of 
information called invariants that can be directly perceived and used to tune coordi
native structures (Fitch et al., 1982; Turvey, 1977). However, what opportunities for 
action or affordances these higher-order invariants offer depends on the action cap
abilities (e.g., strength, speed, mobility, etc.) of the golfer. Importantly, ‘Affordances do 
not cause behaviour but constrain or control it’ (Gibson, 1982, p. 411). As will be 
discussed in the 'Club design and customisation' section, these theoretical concepts 
potentially offer a more principled basis for the custom fitting of golf clubs to indivi
dual golfers than other methods have hitherto.
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A unifying theoretical model of the golfer

Recently, Glazier (2014) suggested that the constraints model proposed by Newell (1986) 
could provide the basis for a unifying theoretical model of the golfer and, by extension, 
golf science (see also Glazier, 2017, for further expansion of this approach). In the 
schematic shown in Figure 1, the shaded areas summarise how patterns of coordination 
and control, which ultimately determine impact conditions and shot outcome (assuming 
neutral environmental conditions), emerge from the confluence of interacting con
straints via the formation and self-organisation of coordinative structures. The unshaded 
areas indicate where the various subdisciplines of sport and human movement science 
could be integrated to provide interdisciplinary insights and a more holistic under
standing of golf performance.

In reverse order, working back from the shot outcome, the potential roles and 
contributions of the different subdisciplines identified in the unshaded areas of 
Figure 1 can be summarised as follows:

● Performance analytics can interpret shot outcome data obtained from databases 
such as ShotLink® to objectively identify variables and playing strategies that are 
associated with high-level golfing performance (e.g., Broadie, 2014; Broadie & 
Hurley, 2017; James, 2007, 2009).

● Sport technology can provide the apparatus for measuring and analysing impact 
conditions and ball flight. Launch monitors can provide extensive information 
about club (e.g., speed and path, attack and face angles, dynamic loft, etc.) and 
ball (e.g., speed, launch angle, spin rate, etc.) dynamics. Some of these devices, such 
as TrackMan® (TrackMan A/S, Denmark) and Foresight® (Foresight Sports, San 
Diego, CA), have previously undergone independent testing and have been shown 
to demonstrate adequate accuracy and validity for coaching and club fitting pur
poses (e.g., Leach et al., 2017). As will be discussed in the 'Coaching practice' section, 
the data provided by these devices can be used as a basis for directed search or 

Figure 1. An adapted (drawn as a Venn diagram) and extended version of Newell (1986) model of 
constraints as applied to golf (adapted from Glazier, 2014).
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guided discovery learning in which augmented information is used to channel, 
rather than specify, the patterns of coordination and control to be adopted 
(Glazier, 2010).

● Sport biomechanics can provide the methods and tools for measuring and analysing 
patterns of coordination and control that define the golf swing predominantly at the 
behavioural level of analysis (Glazier et al., 2003, 2006). As will be discussed in the 
‘Swing biomechanics’ section, this type of analysis would represent a significant 
departure from the more conventional biomechanical paradigms that have featured 
previously in the golf science literature. The neuromuscular level of analysis is 
accessible but measurement tools and techniques for analysing the output of 
individual degrees of freedom, such as muscles or motor units, are inherently 
limited in a practical context (Glazier & Davids, 2009a; Glazier, 2021).

● Skill acquisition and motor control can enhance understanding of how coordinative 
structures are formed and how their morphology changes during learning (e.g., 
Vereijken et al., 1992, 1997), how practice design and training environments can be 
manipulated to accelerate their assembly and optimisation (e.g., Chow et al., 2011; 
Renshaw et al., 2019, 2020), and how the degrees of freedom comprising them re- 
organise as internal and external constraints change.

● Sport physiology and sport psychology can provide the methods and tools for 
measuring and analysing key functional organismic constraints, such as fatigue 
and anxiety, which have both been shown to have a substantial impact on the 
interaction and (re-)organisation of degrees of freedom at different levels of analysis 
(e.g., Bonnard et al., 1994; Collins et al., 2001; Forestier & Nougier, 1998; Higuchi 
et al., 2002).

● Motor development can provide insights into how structural organismic con
straints, such as strength and flexibility, change across the lifespan (see 
Vandervoort et al., 2018, for a review of age-related changes affecting golfers) and 
how they impact on the patterns of coordination and control that characterise the 
golf swing. Movement variability and consistency have been identified as important 
issues, especially among the senior golfing population (Farrally et al., 2003). 
Research has shown that there is a change―typically a loss―of ‘complexity’ (i.e., 
flexibility/adaptability/variability) in biomechanical and physiological processes 
with age (Lipsitz & Goldberger, 1992), although this change is largely dictated by 
the confluence of constraints on action (e.g., Newell et al., 2006; Vaillancourt & 
Newell, 2002).

● Strength and conditioning can contribute to the augmentation or attenuation of 
structural and functional organismic constraints through carefully devised and 
implemented training interventions (e.g., Ives & Shelley, 2003). The contribution 
of this subdiscipline is important in physical preparation since any physical and 
physiological deficiencies or weaknesses in individual degrees of freedom may 
compromise the structural and functional integrity of its constituent coordinative 
structure, thereby potentially jeopardising its collective output. Additionally, restric
tions on joint ranges of motion limit the number of body segment configurations 
that a golfer can adopt. The relaxation or removal of these constraints through 
mobility and flexibility training can increase the number of solutions available to 
that golfer. Functional movement screening may provide useful information for 
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guiding exercise prescription, although golf-specific tests, such as the Titleist® 
Performance Institute movement screen (Gulgin et al., 2014), still require further, 
more robust, validation.

● Sports engineering can provide insights into the physical properties and design 
characteristics of golf clubs, which represent key task constraints. As will be dis
cussed in the 'Club design and customisation' section, golfer-club interactions (i.e., 
how the golfer biomechanically responds to changes in club properties and how the 
golf club responds to changes in swing biomechanics) have received limited cover
age in the scientific literature but is a potentially valuable area of study given the 
direct implications for club design and customisation.

The above list is not intended to be exhaustive or definitive but, rather, it should be 
viewed as a guide as to how the various subdisciplines of sport and human movement 
science could work more interactively―using the constraints model advanced by Newell 
(1986) as a theoretical backdrop―to gain a deeper, more complete, understanding of golf 
performance.

Implications of adopting an ecological-dynamical approach for golf science

In the following sections, the implications of adopting an ecological-dynamical approach 
to golf science, specifically regarding swing biomechanics, club design and customisation, 
and coaching practice, will be considered.

Swing biomechanics

The biomechanics of the golf swing have received much coverage in the scientific 
literature (see Hume et al., 2005, and Glazier & Lamb, 2013, for scientific and coach 
friendly reviews, respectively). Although early empirical studies provided some useful 
preliminary insights, the research designs and analysis techniques traditionally adopted 
have arguably contributed little to knowledge advancement in recent years. The common 
strategy of reducing or collapsing biomechanical time series measurements to single data 
points, such as the peak angular velocity of a joint or the angular displacement of a body 
segment at a key moment (e.g., Chu et al., 2010), to facilitate statistical analysis has been 
a particular issue. This practice is commonplace in applied sports biomechanics research 
and has been justified if these time-discrete or zero-dimensional variables―known as 
performance parameters (Bartlett & Bussey, 2012)―are derived from a hierarchical or 
deterministic model of performance (see Figure 2). However, the removal of the remain
ing data points from the time series precludes insight into how a particular body segment 
moves throughout the swing, and, more importantly, how multiple body segments move 
in relation to each other throughout the swing. In other words, this approach provides 
very little information about how a golfer controls and coordinates his or her body 
segments, respectively, when executing a shot (see Sparrow, 1992, for elaboration of the 
distinction between coordination and control with specific reference to the golf swing).

Another issue with many extant biomechanical investigations of the golf swing is that 
they have adopted cross-sectional, group-based, research designs, where a very limited 
number of performance trials are collected, either from a single group of golfers of 
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Figure 2. A hierarchical or deterministic model of a golf shot (adapted from Cheetham, 2014, with 
permission). The performance criterion (‘final ball resting position’) is identified at the top of the model 
and the factors that completely determine it (‘ball displacement after landing (run)’ and ‘ball 
displacement at landing (carry)’) are identified in the layer below. Each subsequent layer completely 
determines all the factors directly above it. The hashed box contains factors related to impact, which 
have particular significance to coaching practice as will be discussed in the ‘Coaching practice’ section. 
Despite being promoted in the golf science literature by Hume et al. (2005) and, more recently, by 
MacKenzie (2014) as a basis for evaluating technique, deterministic models are performance models 
not technique models and, as such, are inherently limited as they identify factors relevant to 
performance but not aspects of technique relevant to these factors (Glazier & Robins, 2012; Lees, 
2002). In other words, these theoretical models identify what factors are important but not how these 
factors are produced. For example, this deterministic model suggests that a high clubhead speed at 
impact (the what) is an important performance parameter, but does not specify the movement 
patterns (the how) required to achieve a high clubhead speed for a specific golfer. As body segments 
can be coordinated and controlled in different ways to produce similar clubhead speeds (i.e., their 
interactions are indeterminate), body segment sequencing should not, by definition, be included in 
these performance models, contrary to the assertions of MacKenzie (2014).
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comparable skill level (e.g., Burden et al., 1998), or two or more groups of golfers of 
different skill levels (e.g., Zheng et al., 2008) and/or on some other level, such as gender 
(e.g., Egret et al., 2006). In a single-group design, performance parameters are typically 
correlated with the performance criterion or outcome measure, such as clubhead speed, 
ball speed, or distance hit—all of which have been shown to be strongly related to skill 
level (e.g., Fradkin et al., 2004)—whereas in a multiple-group design, mean differences in 
performance parameter data are calculated and compared across groups. Again, these 
correlation and contrast approaches (Glazier & Mehdizadeh, 2019a) are commonplace in 
applied sports biomechanics research because they purportedly enable inferences to be 
made about the wider population of golfers from which the study samples were drawn, 
thus facilitating the development of putatively generalisable laws and principles that 
govern the golf swing. However, the results of these group-based analyses cannot 
necessarily be applied to individual golfers because the patterns of coordination and 
control generating the data are unlikely to be ergodic owing to variability in technique 
within and between golfers (see Fisher et al., 2018). Of course, the research designs 
typically used in biomechanical studies of the golf swing do not permit formal assessment 
of ergodicity because, in addition to not routinely analysing patterns of coordination and 
control, the pooling of individual data masks inter-individual variability, and the reliance 
on a single ‘best’ or a putatively more ‘representative’ average trial precludes the analysis 
of intra-individual variability.

To overcome the aforementioned issues and to develop knowledge to aid the optimi
sation of individual golfers’ swings, alternative research designs and analysis techniques 
need to be explored. One approach that has featured in several recent ecological- 
dynamical investigations of human movement is coordination profiling (Button et al., 
2006; Davids et al., 2003; Glazier et al., 2003). This approach combines analytical 
methods, such as continuous relative phase, vector coding, self-organising maps, cluster 
analysis, and principal component analysis (e.g., Federolf et al., 2014; Schöllhorn et al., 
2014; Wheat & Glazier, 2006), that are capable of examining multiple time series datasets 
simultaneously, with a repeated measures research design (see also Caldwell & Clark, 
1990, for a detailed exposition of how more traditional biomechanical analysis methods 
can be used to evaluate technique from an ecological-dynamical perspective). Indeed, 
continuous relative phase and vector coding have already fleetingly been used, for 
example, to examine differences in pelvis-thorax coordination between male and female 
golfers (Horan et al., 2011), amateur and professional golfers (Sim et al., 2017), and when 
hitting to different distances using the same club (Lamb & Pataky, 2018). Additionally, 
self-organising maps have been used to examine changes in inter-limb coordination 
during the performance of chip shots to different distances (Lamb et al., 2011). By 
adopting these more progressive approaches, golf researchers will be better equipped to 
identify the patterns of coordination and control that produce the best performance 
outcomes for individual golfers. As it is currently not possible to computationally 
determine golfer-specific optimum techniques (see Glazier & Davids, 2009b; Glazier & 
Mehdizadeh, 2019b), coordination profiling may offer the most efficacious method of 
‘optimising’ swing mechanics, especially if kinematic and kinetic data are combined with 
club delivery and ball flight measurements (see the 'Coaching practice' section).
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Club design and customisation

It has previously been argued that golfer-club interactions are too crudely understood to 
enable clubs to be fitted properly (Farrally et al., 2003). Most equipment-related studies, 
to date, have been limited to comparisons of swing biomechanics when using different 
golf clubs, such as irons and woods (e.g., Egret et al., 2003; Nagao & Sawada, 1973; 
Sinclair et al., 2014; Wallace et al., 2004). However, many of these investigations have 
been based on the paradigms criticised in the ‘Swing biomechanics’ section and have, 
therefore, tended to be narrow in scope and have yielded somewhat superficial findings. 
For example, Sinclair et al. (2014) showed that, although swing kinematics were broadly 
similar across clubs, clubhead speed at impact was significantly greater, stance at address 
and top of backswing was significantly wider, and torso, hip, and knee angles at address 
were significantly more extended, when using a driver compared to a 9-iron and a 6-iron 
(see Egret et al., 2003, for similar findings).

Two noteworthy investigations that demonstrate the virtues of adopting a more 
individualised approach when evaluating golfer-club interactions were the studies of 
Haeufle et al. (2012) and Worobets and Stefanyshyn (2012). In the former study, the 
effect of adding mass to the shaft on clubhead speed in a group of low-handicap golfers 
was examined. By adding 22 grams, or 7 percent, of mass to the shaft, a 2 percent decrease 
in clubhead speed was predicted based on the output of a mechanical double pendulum 
model. However, of the 12 golfers tested, one golfer produced significantly reduced 
clubhead speed (−1.4 percent), another golfer produced a significantly increased club
head speed (+3.0 percent), whereas the other golfers exhibited little or no change in 
clubhead speed when swinging the heavier driver compared to the lighter driver. It was 
concluded that golfers do not respond to changes in club mass properties in mechanically 
predictable ways. In the latter study, the influence of shaft stiffness on clubhead speed in 
a group of 40 golfers was examined. It was found that, on average, there was no 
significant difference in clubhead speed between drivers with shafts of different stiffness. 
However, when data from individual golfers were analysed, significant differences in 
clubhead speed were found for 27 golfers, with the average largest difference in clubhead 
speed between drivers being 2.6 percent (1.5–5.0 percent). Seventeen golfers produced 
their highest clubhead speeds with one of the two drivers with the most flexible shafts, 
whereas only four golfers produced their highest clubhead speeds with one of the two 
drivers with the stiffest shafts. The results of these two studies collectively indicate that 
the properties of golf clubs can have a large impact on performance but are dependent on 
how a golfer loads the club, which are, in turn, dictated, in large part, by the golfer’s 
organismic constraints, specifically the force-length and force-velocity relationships of 
skeletal muscle (see Stefanyshyn & Wannop, 2015).

The properties of golf clubs that contribute to their perception during the golf swing 
have received sparse coverage in the scientific literature. Previous investigations into the 
‘feel’ of golf clubs have largely been limited to the examination of the haptic and acoustic 
information produced and transmitted during club-ball impact, and golfers’ subjective 
interpretation of that information (e.g., Hedrick & Twigg, 1995; Hocknell et al., 1996; 
Roberts et al., 2005a, 2005b). One of the few exceptions in the literature, however, was the 
study of Harper et al. (2005), which examined the effect of swingweight on the perception 
and performance of drivers. Swingweight provides a measure of weight distribution and 
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is considered to be the industry standard for ‘matching’ golf clubs across a set (see 
Figure 3a for a schematic detailing how swingweight is measured). Based on data 
obtained from 30 skilled golfers using four drivers of different swingweights (C7, D0, 
D5, E0), Harper et al. (2005) concluded that the golfers, on average, were unable to 
perceive small changes in swingweight (±3 points) and that these changes had little 
impact on player performance in terms of clubhead speed and impact location. However, 
on closer inspection of the available data, over half of category one (<5 handicap) golfers 
were able to distinguish between the drivers with the smallest difference in swingweight 
(C7-D0). Although it is not possible to determine whether the increased sensitivity to 
changes in swingweight materially impacted on performance for these particular golfers, 
these insights further demonstrate the need to adopt an individual-specific approach 
when studying golfer-club interactions.

An alternative to swingweight matching, which has only been used sparingly in the 
custom fitting of golf clubs and has seldom featured in the scientific literature, is moment 
of inertia matching. The moment of inertia of a golf club can be defined as the resistance 
to rotational acceleration about an axis at the butt end of the grip that is approximately 

Figure 3. (a) The swingweight of a golf club is commonly defined as the first moment of mass about 
a fulcrum 14 inches from the butt end of the grip and is measured using a ‘lorythmic’ swingweight 
scale (analogue version shown). When mounted on the scale, a moment is generated about the 
fulcrum by the weight, mg, of the club. The sliding mass, m, is then positioned to balance the club 
moment. Swingweight is calculated by multiplying, m, by its distance, d, from the fulcrum and the 
resulting number being divided by two (i.e., two inch-ounces represent one swingweight). Alpha- 
numeric values ranging from A0 to G9 (i.e., A0-A9, B0-B9, . . . , G0-G9) are used to designate swing
weights with each swingweight point being progressively heavier than the preceding swingweight 
point. (b) The moment of inertia or second moment of mass of a golf club is defined as the resistance 
to rotational acceleration about an axis at the butt end of the grip that is approximately normal to the 
swing plane at impact and is commonly measured using a compound cantilevered device. Once 
clamped to the cantilever, the club is retracted and released, allowing it to oscillate back and forth. 
The cycle period, t, is measured and, with the known elastic constant, k, of the previously calibrated 
internal spring, the moment of inertia, I, of the club is calculated (I=k[t/2π]2) and displayed on the 
digital readout.
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normal to the swing plane at impact (see Figure 3b for a schematic detailing how moment 
of inertia is measured). Both mechanical engineers (e.g., Budney & Bellow, 1982) and 
club fitters (e.g., Wishon, 2011) have suggested that moment of inertia is the only method 
of truly matching golf clubs and ensuring they have identical swing ‘feel’. The use of 
moment of inertia in the custom fitting of golf clubs is further supported by psychophy
sical research, most notably in studies of dynamic touch (Gibson, 1966), which have 
identified moment of inertia as a haptic invariant (see Carello & Turvey, 2000, 2017; 
Turvey & Carello, 1995, 2011 for comprehensive reviews and also Kim et al., 2013, for 
a case study examining wrist positioning at the top of the back swing using the dynamic 
touch concept). Although preliminary findings reported by MacKenzie et al. (2016) 
indicated no performance differences between swingweight and moment of inertia 
matched golf clubs, further research similar to that conducted on tennis racket (e.g., 
Carello et al., 1999) and ice hockey stick (e.g., Hove et al., 2004, 2006) usage would 
increase understanding of golfer-club interactions and potentially enhance the custom 
fitting process, particularly for junior and senior golfers. For example, golf clubs could be 
fitted according to the affordances they offer the golfer using them—that is, woods and 
long irons could be fitted with inertial characteristics that the golfer deems to afford 
power hitting whereas short irons and wedges could be fitted with inertial characteristics 
that the golfer deems to afford precision hitting. This somewhat esoteric and complex 
area of study should be of great interest to golf club manufacturers, especially if tangible 
performance benefits can be demonstrated, given that the scope for innovation in most 
other aspects of golf club design is extremely limited due to the regulations imposed by 
golf’s governing bodies.

Coaching practice

A view held by some golf coaching practitioners is the existence of an optimum or ideal 
golf swing that should be achieved if peak performance is to be realised and injury risk is 
to be minimised. This perspective has been reflected in numerous coaching texts and 
instructional videos, which have tended to emphasise a standard grip, stance, backswing, 
downswing, and follow-through. Even putatively more scientific approaches have 
attempted to identify an optimum or ideal golf swing that can be used for comparative 
purposes to identify faults and specify remedial action. For example, Mann and Griffin 
(1998) formulated a composite model called the ‘ModelPro’ based on the average of 100 
US PGA, LPGA, and Senior PGA Tour players’ swings, that they championed as the 
template or criterion golf swing that all golfers should strive to achieve. Similarly, Ae et al. 
(2021) created a ‘standard motion model’ based on the averaged three-dimensional 
kinematics of 25 skilled golfers’ swings, which they claimed could be used as a basis for 
teaching the driver swing. However, a casual observation of some of the game’s greatest 
players, such as major championship winners analysed by Mann and Griffin (1998) that 
included Paul Azinger, Raymond Floyd, and Jim Furyk, reveals considerable differences 
in their golf swings, implying that a one-size-fits-all model may not be an effective 
instructional strategy owing to variations in organismic constraints. Given that golfers 
can exhibit marked differences in their swings but, yet, are still able to achieve high levels 
of performance, how can golf coaching practitioners effectively evaluate technique to 
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accurately diagnose faults and reliably distinguish them from idiosyncrasies or functional 
adaptations? What strategies can golf coaching practitioners adopt to enhance the 
performance of their students?

One strategy would be to use club delivery parameters as augmented information to 
channel the golfer’s search towards his or her own ‘optimal’ swing (e.g., Newell et al., 
1989; Newell & McDonald, 1992; Pacheco et al., 2019). This approach aligns with the 
philosophies of some of the game’s most eminent coaching practitioners (e.g., Jacobs, 
2005) and coach educators (e.g., Wiren, 1991) who have also recognised the primacy of 
impact. As identified in the deterministic model shown in Figure 2, the outcome of a golf 
shot is related to the initial launch conditions (assuming neutral environmental condi
tions), which are, in turn, directly related to the impact conditions, most notably the 
clubface-to-path relationship (see Figure 4 for an elaboration of how impact affects ball 
flight). Club delivery parameters can be easily and reliably measured using launch 
monitor technology and can provide guidance about the types of technical adjustments 
that may achieve more functional club delivery at impact and, therefore, better shot 
outcomes. The golfer, with or without the input of a coach, can explore different 
combinations of body segment motions and observe concomitant changes in club 
delivery parameters. If a particular technical change has no material effect on club 
delivery, it can likely be disregarded as it provides no tangible performance benefit. 
Once more functional club delivery has been achieved, the golfer can attempt to recreate, 

Figure 4. Club motion in the (a) horizontal and (b) vertical planes combine to create the (c) D-plane 
during club-ball impact. The club-ball impact phase lasts approximately .5 milliseconds (Cochran & 
Stobbs, 1968) and determines ball launch, which subsequently determines the outcome of a golf shot 
(assuming neutral environmental conditions). Wood et al. (2018) calculated that the average horizontal 
launch angle was 61–76 percent towards the face angle from the club path and the average vertical 
launch angle was 72–83 percent towards the dynamic loft from the angle of attack (differential known 
as spin loft) based on data collected from golfers and a golf robot swinging a driver, a 7-iron, and a 58- 
degree wedge. The D-plane, first described by Jorgensen (1999), determines the spin axis of the golf 
ball at launch, which will be orthogonal to the D-plane for centre impacts. The rate of spin around the 
spin axis combined with the initial launch velocity determine the curvature of the ball flight trajectory.
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refine, and stabilise the patterns of coordination and control that produced it over 
iterative shots during practice. In effect, club delivery parameters derived from launch 
monitor technology can be used to calibrate patterns of coordination and control without 
making explicit reference to them. To support the calibration process, biomechanical 
(kinematic and kinetic) feedback describing the golf swing can be used to supplement 
club delivery parameters, although its role is largely incidental and may simply be to 
make more salient aspects of coordination and control that would otherwise go unde
tected (Brisson & Alain, 1996).

A key reason why ecological-dynamical proponents favour this guided discovery approach 
over more traditional prescriptive instruction is that, in addition to the fact that markedly 
different patterns of coordination and control can produce the same club delivery para
meters, predicting whether a given technical change will lead to consistently better club 
delivery for an individual golfer is challenging owing, in large part, to his/her unique intrinsic 
dynamics. These intrinsic dynamics—described by Thelen (1995) as the ‘preferred states of 
the system given its current architecture and previous history of activity’ (p. 76)—provide the 
backdrop to learning upon which the new or modified pattern of coordination and control 
must be developed. However, the extent to which the new or modified pattern of coordina
tion and control can be reliably adopted depends on both the layout and topography of the 
attractor landscape representing the golfer’s intrinsic dynamics (e.g., Kostrubiec et al., 2012). 
If the attractor corresponding to the golfer’s existing swing is well-developed (i.e., if existing 
patterns of coordination and control are stable and robust), substantial changes will likely be 
difficult to attain. Similarly, if the attractor corresponding to the swing the golfer is 
attempting to adopt is not in close proximity to the attractor corresponding to the golfer’s 
existing swing (i.e., if the two patterns of coordination and control are markedly different), 
the former is unlikely to be attainable irrespective of the amount of practice undertaken 
(Corbetta & Vereijken, 1999; Kostrubiec et al., 2012; Zanone & Kelso, 1992). Importantly, in 
both scenarios, any attempt to modify the pattern of coordination and control through 
extended practice will change the characteristics of the existing attractor, possibly irrever
sibly. Anecdotally, this account of skill development may explain why some previously 
successful elite golfers, including major championship winners (Barkow, 1998), have not 
only been unable to successfully adopt desired technical changes, but then have subsequently 
been unable to rediscover the swing that brought them success in the first instance.

Concluding remarks

This paper has considered how golf science could be informed by the ecological-dynamical 
approach. Although issues regarding the integration of ecological psychology and dyna
mical systems theory remain (see Beek & van Wieringen, 1994; Beek et al., 2003; Michaels 
& Beek, 1995), the analysis provided here suggests the ecological-dynamical approach has 
the potential to make a significant contribution to the enhancement of knowledge and 
understanding of swing biomechanics, club design and customisation, and coaching 
practice. Additionally, it can provide a platform on which to integrate the various sub
disciplines of sport and human movement science to gain a more holistic understanding of 
golf performance. It is, therefore, recommended that golf scientists explore the virtues of 
the ecological-dynamical approach in future studies of the human element of the sport.

2480 P. S. GLAZIER



Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Funding

The author(s) reported there is no funding associated with the work featured in this article.

ORCID

Paul S Glazier http://orcid.org/0000-0002-0569-4342

References

Abernethy, B., Neal, R. J., Moran, M. J., & Parker, A. W. (1990). Expert-novice differences in 
muscle activity during the golf swing. In A. J. Cochran (Ed.), Science and Golf: Proceedings of the 
World Scientific Congress of Golf (pp. 54–60). E & FN Spon.

Ae, M., Kihara, Y., Kobayashi, Y., Inoue, Y., Kashiwagi, Y., & Funato, K. (2021). The standard 
motion model of the driver swing for skilled male golfers. Bulletin of Nippon Sport Science 
University, 50, 2025–2039.

Barclay, J. K., & McIlroy, W. E. (1990). Effect of skill level on muscle activity in neck and forearm 
muscles during the golf swing. In A. J. Cochran (Ed.), Science and Golf: Proceedings of the World 
Scientific Congress of Golf (pp. 49–53). E & FN Spon.

Barkow, A. (1998). The perfect swing: Is it an unattainable ideal? The New York Times. https:// 
www.nytimes.com/1998/05/14/sports/the-golf-report-the-perfect-swing-is-it-an-unattainable- 
ideal.html 

Bartlett, R. M., & Bussey, M. (2012). Sports biomechanics: Reducing injury risk and improving sports 
performance (2nd ed.). Routledge.

Beek, P. J., Jacobs, D. M., Daffertshofer, A., & Huys, R. (2003). Expert performance in sport: Views 
from the joint perspectives of ecological psychology and dynamical systems theory. In 
J. L. Starkes & K. A. Ericsson (Eds.), Expert performance in sports: Advances in research on 
sport expertise (pp. 321–344). Human Kinetics.

Beek, P. J., & van Wieringen, P. C. (1994). Perspectives on the relation between information and 
dynamics: An epilogue. Human Movement Science, 13(3–4), 519–533. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
0167-9457(94)90052-3 

Bernstein, N. (1967). The co-ordination and regulation of movements. Pergamon Press.
Bonnard, M., Sirin, A. V., Oddsson, L., & Thorstensson, A. (1994). Different strategies to 

compensate for the effects of fatigue revealed by neuromuscular adaptation processes in 
humans. Neuroscience Letters, 166(1), 101–105. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3940(94) 
90850-8 

Brisson, T. A., & Alain, C. (1996). Should common optimal movement patterns be identified as the 
criterion to be achieved? Journal of Motor Behavior, 28(3), 211–223. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
00222895.1996.9941746 

Broadie, M. (2014). Every shot counts: Using the revolutionary strokes gained approach to improve 
your golf performance and strategy. Gotham Book.

Broadie, M., & Hurley, W. J. (2017). Golf analytics: Developments in performance measurement 
and handicapping. In J. Albert, M. E. Glickman, T. B. Swartz, & R. H. Koning (Eds.), Handbook 
of statistical methods and analyses in sports (pp. 425–444). CRC Press.

Budney, D. R., & Bellow, D. G. (1982). On the swing mechanics of a matched set of golf clubs. 
Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 53(3), 185–192. https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367. 
1982.10609338 

SPORTS BIOMECHANICS 2481

https://www.nytimes.com/1998/05/14/sports/the-golf-report-the-perfect-swing-is-it-an-unattainable-ideal.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/05/14/sports/the-golf-report-the-perfect-swing-is-it-an-unattainable-ideal.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1998/05/14/sports/the-golf-report-the-perfect-swing-is-it-an-unattainable-ideal.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-9457(94)90052-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0167-9457(94)90052-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3940(94)90850-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3940(94)90850-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1996.9941746
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1996.9941746
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1982.10609338
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.1982.10609338


Burden, A. M., Grimshaw, P. N., & Wallace, E. S. (1998). Hip and shoulder rotations during the 
golf swing of sub-10 handicap players. Journal of Sports Sciences, 16(2), 165–176. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/026404198366876 

Button, C., Schöllhorn, W., & Davids, K. (2006). Coordination profiling of movement systems. In 
K. Davids, S. Bennett, & K. Newell (Eds.), Movement system variability (pp. 133–152). Human 
Kinetics.

Caldwell, G. E., & Clark, J. E. (1990). The measurement and evaluation of skill within the 
dynamical systems perspective. In J. E. Clark & J. H. Humphrey (Eds.), Advances in motor 
development research (Vol. 3, pp. 165–200). AMS.

Carello, C., Thuot, S., Anderson, K. L., & Turvey, M. T. (1999). Perceiving the sweet spot. 
Perception, 28(3), 307–320. https://doi.org/10.1068/p2716 

Carello, C., & Turvey, M. T. (2000). Rotational invariants and dynamic touch. In M. Heller (Ed.), 
Touch, representation and blindness (pp. 27–66). Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10. 
1093/acprof:oso/9780198503873.003.0002 

Carello, C., & Turvey, M. T. (2017). Useful dimensions of haptic perception: 50 years after the 
senses considered as perceptual systems. Ecological Psychology, 29(2), 95–121. https://doi.org/ 
10.1080/10407413.2017.1297188 

Carello, C., Turvey, M. T., Kugler, P. N., & Shaw, R. E. (1984). Inadequacies of the computer 
metaphor. In M. S. Gazzaniga (Ed.), Handbook of cognitive neuroscience (pp. 229–248). 
Plenum. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2177-2_12 

Cheetham, P. (2014). The relationship of club handle twist velocity to selected biomechanical 
characteristics of the golf drive [Unpublished doctoral dissertation]. Arizona State University. 
https://www.philcheetham.com/media/Phillip-Cheetham-Doctoral-Dissertation-2014.pdf 

Chow, J. Y., Davids, K., Hristovski, R., Araújo, D., & Passos, P. (2011). Nonlinear pedagogy: 
Learning design for self-organizing neurobiological systems. New Ideas in Psychology, 29(2), 
189–200. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2010.10.001 

Chu, Y., Sell, T. C., & Lephart, S. M. (2010). The relationship between biomechanical variables and 
driving performance during the golf swing. Journal of Sports Sciences, 28(11), 1251–1259. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2010.507249 

Cochran, A., & Stobbs, J. (1968). The search for the perfect swing. Heinemann.
Collins, D., Jones, B., Fairweather, M., Doolan, S., & Priestley, N. (2001). Examining anxiety 

associated changes in movement patterns. International Journal of Sport Psychology, 32(3), 
223–242.

Corbetta, D., & Vereijken, B. (1999). Understanding development and learning of motor coordi
nation in sport: The contribution of dynamic systems theory. International Journal of Sport 
Psychology, 30(4), 507–530.

Davids, K., Button, C., & Bennett, S. (2008). Dynamics of skill acquisition: A constraints-led 
approach. Human Kinetics.

Davids, K., Glazier, P., Araújo, D., & Bartlett, R. (2003). Movement systems as dynamical systems: 
The functional role of variability and its implications for sports medicine. Sports Medicine, 33 
(4), 245–260. https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256-200333040-00001 

Davids, K., Handford, C., & Williams, M. (1994). The natural physical alternative to cognitive 
theories of motor behaviour: An invitation for interdisciplinary research in sports science? 
Journal of Sports Sciences, 12(6), 495–528. https://doi.org/10.1080/02640419408732202 

Dillman, C. J., & Lange, G. W. (1994). How has biomechanics contributed to the understanding of 
the golf swing? In A. J. Cochran & M. R. Farrally (Eds.), Science and Golf II: Proceedings of the 
World Scientific Congress of Golf (pp. 1–13). Routledge.

Egret, C. I., Nicolle, B., Dujardin, F. H., Weber, J., & Chollet, D. (2006). Kinematic analysis of the 
golf swing in men and women experienced golfers. International Journal of Sports Medicine, 27 
(6), 463–467. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2005-865818 

Egret, C. I., Vincent, O., Weber, J., Dujardin, F. H., & Chollet, D. (2003). Analysis of 3D kinematics 
concerning three different clubs in golf swing. International Journal of Sports Medicine, 24(6), 
465–470. https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2003-41175 

2482 P. S. GLAZIER

https://doi.org/10.1080/026404198366876
https://doi.org/10.1080/026404198366876
https://doi.org/10.1068/p2716
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198503873.003.0002
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198503873.003.0002
https://doi.org/10.1080/10407413.2017.1297188
https://doi.org/10.1080/10407413.2017.1297188
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4899-2177-2_12
https://www.philcheetham.com/media/Phillip-Cheetham-Doctoral-Dissertation-2014.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2010.507249
https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256-200333040-00001
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640419408732202
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2005-865818
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2003-41175


Fajen, B. R., Riley, M. A., & Turvey, M. T. (2009). Information, affordances, and the control of 
action in sport. International Journal of Sport Psychology, 40(1), 79–107.

Farrally, M. R., Cochran, A. J., Crews, D. J., Hurdzan, M. J., Price, R. J., Snow, J. T., & Thomas, P. R. 
(2003). Golf science research at the beginning of the twenty-first century. Journal of Sports 
Sciences, 21(9), 753–765. https://doi.org/10.1080/0264041031000102123 

Federolf, P., Reid, R., Gilgien, M., Haugen, P., & Smith, G. (2014). The application of principal 
component analysis to quantify technique in sports. Scandinavian Journal of Medicine & Science 
in Sports, 24(3), 491–499. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0838.2012.01455.x 

Fisher, A. J., Medaglia, J. D., & Jeronimus, B. F. (2018). Lack of group-to-individual generalizability 
is a threat to human subjects research. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 115(27), 
E6106–E6115. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1711978115 

Fitch, H. L., Tuller, B., & Turvey, M. T. (1982). The Bernstein perspective: III. Tuning of 
coordinative structures with special reference to perception. In J. A. S. Kelso (Ed.), Human 
motor behavior: An introduction (pp. 271–281). Erlbaum.

Forestier, N., & Nougier, V. (1998). The effects of muscular fatigue on the coordination of 
a multijoint movement in human. Neuroscience Letters, 252(3), 187–190. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/S0304-3940(98)00584-9 

Fradkin, A. J., Sherman, C. A., & Finch, C. F. (2004). How well does club head speed correlate with 
golf handicaps? Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport, 7(4), 465–472. https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
S1440-2440(04)80265-2 

Gibson, J. J. (1966). The senses considered as perceptual systems. Houghton Mifflin.
Gibson, J. J. (1979). The ecological approach to visual perception. Houghton Mifflin.
Gibson, J. J. (1982). Notes on affordances. In E. Reed & R. Jones (Eds.), Reasons for realism: Selected 

essays of James J. Gibson (pp. 401–418). Erlbaum.
Glazier, P. S. (2010). Augmenting golf practice through the manipulation of physical and informa

tional constraints. In I. Renshaw, K. Davids, & G. Savelsbergh (Eds.), Motor learning in practice: 
A constraints-led approach (pp. 187–198). Routledge.

Glazier, P. (2011). Movement variability in the golf swing: Theoretical, methodological, and 
practical issues. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 82(2), 157–161. https://doi.org/10. 
1080/02701367.2011.10599742 

Glazier, P. S. (2014). Professionalism, golf coaching and a Master of Science degree: A 
commentary. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 9, 851–856. https://doi.org/ 
10.1260/1747-9541.9.4.717 

Glazier, P. S. (2017). Towards a grand unified theory of sports performance. Human Movement 
Science, 56, 139–156. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2015.08.001 

Glazier, P. S. (2021). Beyond animated skeletons: How can biomechanical feedback be used to 
improve sports performance? Journal of Biomechanics, 129, 110686. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
jbiomech.2021.110686 

Glazier, P. S., & Davids, K. (2009a). The problem of measurement indeterminacy in complex 
neurobiological movement systems. Journal of Biomechanics, 42(16), 2694–2696. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2009.08.001 

Glazier, P. S., & Davids, K. (2009b). Constraints on the complete optimization of human motion. 
Sports Medicine, 39(1), 15–28. https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256-200939010-00002 

Glazier, P. S., Davids, K., & Bartlett, R. M. (2003). Dynamical systems theory: A relevant frame
work for performance-oriented sports biomechanics research. Sportscience, 7. http://www. 
sportsci.org/jour/03/psg.htm 

Glazier, P. S., & Lamb, P. F. (2013). The swing. In M. F. Smith (Ed.), Golf science: Optimum 
performance from tee to green (pp. 38–63). University of Chicago Press.

Glazier, P. S., & Lamb, P. F. (2018). Inter- and intra-individual movement variability in the golf 
swing. In M. R. Toms (Ed.), Routledge international handbook of golf science (pp. 49–63). 
Routledge.

Glazier, P. S., & Mehdizadeh, S. (2019a). Challenging conventional paradigms in applied sports 
biomechanics research. Sports Medicine, 49(2), 171–176. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-018- 
1030-1 

SPORTS BIOMECHANICS 2483

https://doi.org/10.1080/0264041031000102123
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1600-0838.2012.01455.x
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1711978115
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3940(98)00584-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-3940(98)00584-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1440-2440(04)80265-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1440-2440(04)80265-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2011.10599742
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2011.10599742
https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.9.4.717
https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.9.4.717
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2021.110686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2021.110686
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2009.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2009.08.001
https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256-200939010-00002
http://www.sportsci.org/jour/03/psg.htm
http://www.sportsci.org/jour/03/psg.htm
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-018-1030-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-018-1030-1


Glazier, P. S., & Mehdizadeh, S. (2019b). In search of sports biomechanics’ holy grail: Can athlete- 
specific optimum sports techniques be identified? Journal of Biomechanics, 94, 1–4. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2019.07.044 

Glazier, P. S., & Robins, M. T. (2012). Comment on “Use of deterministic models in sports and 
exercise biomechanics research” by Chow and Knudson (2011). Sports Biomechanics, 11(1), 
120–122. https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2011.650189 

Glazier, P. S., & Robins, M. T. (2013). Self-organisation and constraints in sports performance. In 
T. McGarry, P. G. O’Donoghue, & J. Sampaio (Eds.), Routledge handbook of sports performance 
analysis (pp. 42–51). Routledge.

Glazier, P. S., Wheat, J. S., Pease, D. L., & Bartlett, R. M. (2006). The interface of biomechanics and 
motor control: Dynamic systems theory and the functional role of movement variability. In 
K. Davids, S. Bennett, & K. Newell (Eds.), Movement system variability (pp. 49–69). Human 
Kinetics.

Gulgin, H. R., Schulte, B. C., & Crawley, A. A. (2014). Correlation of Titleist Performance Institute 
(TPI) level 1 movement screens and golf swing faults. Journal of Strength & Conditioning 
Research, 28(2), 534–539. https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e31829b2ac4 

Haeufle, D. F., Worobets, J., Wright, I., Haeufle, J., & Stefanyshyn, D. (2012). Golfers do not 
respond to changes in shaft mass properties in a mechanically predictable way. Sports 
Engineering, 15(4), 215–220. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12283-012-0104-9 

Handford, C., Davids, K., Bennett, S., & Button, C. (1997). Skill acquisition in sport: Some 
applications of an evolving practice ecology. Journal of Sports Sciences, 15(6), 621–640. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/026404197367056 

Harper, T. E., Roberts, J. R., & Jones, R. (2005). Driver swingweighting: A worthwhile process? 
Proceedings of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers, Part B: Journal of Engineering 
Manufacture, 219(5), 385–393. https://doi.org/10.1243/095440505X32247 

Hedrick, M., & Twigg, M. (1995). The feel of a golf shot: Can we measure it? In A. Cochran (Ed.), 
Golf: The scientific way (pp. 131–133). Aston Publishing.

Higuchi, T., Imanaka, K., & Hatayama, T. (2002). Freezing degrees of freedom under stress: 
Kinematic evidence of constrained movement strategies. Human Movement Science, 21(5–6), 
831–846. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-9457(02)00174-4 

Hocknell, A., Jones, R., & Rothberg, S. (1996). Engineering ‘feel’ in the design of golf clubs. In 
S. Haake (Ed.), The engineering of sport (pp. 333–337). Balkema.

Horan, S. A., Evans, K., & Kavanagh, J. J. (2011). Movement variability in the golf swing of male 
and female skilled golfers. Medicine and Science in Sports and Exercise, 43(8), 1474–1483. 
https://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e318210fe03 

Hove, P., Riley, M. A., & Shockley, K. D. (2004). Haptic perception of affordances of a sport 
implement: Choosing Hockey sticks for power versus precision actions on the basis of “feel”. In 
Proceedings of the Human Factors and Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting (Vol. 48, No. 16, pp. 
1918–1922). SAGE Publications. https://doi.org/10.1177/154193120404801627 

Hove, P., Riley, M. A., & Shockley, K. (2006). Perceiving affordances of hockey sticks by dynamic 
touch. Ecological Psychology, 18(3), 163–189. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco1803_2 

Hume, P. A., Keogh, J., & Reid, D. (2005). The role of biomechanics in maximising distance and 
accuracy of golf shots. Sports Medicine, 35(5), 429–449. https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256- 
200535050-00005 

Ives, J. C., & Shelley, G. A. (2003). Psychophysics in functional strength and power training: 
Review and implementation framework. Journal of Strength & Conditioning Research, 17(1), 
177–186.

Jacobs, J. (2005). 50 years of golfing wisdom. HarperCollins Publishers.
James, N. (2007). The statistical analysis of golf performance. International Journal of Sports 

Science & Coaching, 2(suppl. 1), 231–249. https://doi.org/10.1260/174795407789705424 
James, N. (2009). Performance analysis of golf: Reflections on the past and a vision of the future. 

International Journal of Performance Analysis in Sport, 9(2), 188–209. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
24748668.2009.11868476 

2484 P. S. GLAZIER

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2019.07.044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2019.07.044
https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2011.650189
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e31829b2ac4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12283-012-0104-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/026404197367056
https://doi.org/10.1243/095440505X32247
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-9457(02)00174-4
https://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e318210fe03
https://doi.org/10.1177/154193120404801627
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco1803_2
https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256-200535050-00005
https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256-200535050-00005
https://doi.org/10.1260/174795407789705424
https://doi.org/10.1080/24748668.2009.11868476
https://doi.org/10.1080/24748668.2009.11868476


Jäncke, L., Koeneke, S., Hoppe, A., Rominger, C., & Hänggi, J. (2009). The architecture of the 
golfer’s brain. PLoS One, 4(3), e4785. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004785 

Jorgensen, T. P. (1999). The physics of golf (2nd ed.). Springer.
Kelso, J. A. S. (1981). Contrasting perspectives on order and regulation in movement. In J. Long & 

A. Baddeley (Eds.), Attention and performance IX (pp. 437–457). Erlbaum.
Kelso, J. A. S. (1995). Dynamic patterns: The self-organization of brain and behavior. MIT Press.
Kim, W., Veloso, A., Araújo, D., Machado, M., Vleck, V., Aguiar, L., Cabral, S., & Vieira, F. (2013). 

Haptic perception-action coupling manifold of effective golf swing. International Journal of Golf 
Science, 2(1), 10–32. https://doi.org/10.1123/ijgs.2.1.10 

Knight, C. A. (2004). Neuromotor issues in the learning and control of golf skill. Research 
Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 75(1), 9–15. https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2004. 
10609128 

Kostrubiec, V., Fuchs, A., & Kelso, J. A. S. (2012). Beyond the blank slate: Routes to learning new 
coordination patterns depend on the intrinsic dynamics of the learner—experimental evidence 
and theoretical model. Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 6, 222. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum. 
2012.00222 

Kugler, P. N., Kelso, J. A. S., & Turvey, M. T. (1980). On the concept of coordinative structures as 
dissipative structures: I. Theoretical lines of convergence. In G. E. Stelmach & J. Requin (Eds.), 
Tutorials in motor behavior (pp. 3–47). North-Holland. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08) 
61936-6 

Lamb, P. F., Bartlett, R. M., & Robins, A. (2011). Artificial neural networks for analyzing inter-limb 
coordination: The golf chip shot. Human Movement Science, 30(6), 1129–1143. https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.humov.2010.12.006 

Lamb, P. F., & Pataky, T. C. (2018). The role of pelvis-thorax coupling in controlling within-golf 
club swing speed. Journal of Sports Sciences, 36(19), 2164–2171. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
02640414.2018.1442287 

Langdown, B. L., Bridge, M., & Li, F. X. (2012). Movement variability in the golf swing. Sports 
Biomechanics, 11(2), 273–287. https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2011.650187 

Leach, R. J., Forrester, S. E., Mears, A. C., & Roberts, J. R. (2017). How valid and accurate are 
measurements of golf impact parameters obtained using commercially available radar and 
stereoscopic optical launch monitors? Measurement, 112, 125–136. https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
measurement.2017.08.009 

Lee, D. N. (1980). The optic flow field: The foundation of vision. Philosophical Transactions of the 
Royal Society of London B: Biological Sciences, 290(1038), 169–179. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb. 
1980.0089 

Lees, A. (2002). Technique analysis in sports: A critical review. Journal of Sports Sciences, 20(10), 
813–828. https://doi.org/10.1080/026404102320675657 

Lipsitz, L. A., & Goldberger, A. L. (1992). Loss of ‘complexity’ and aging: Potential applications of 
fractals and chaos theory to senescence. Journal of the American Medical Association, 267(13), 
1806–1809. https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1992.03480130122036 

MacKenzie, S. (2014). Professionalism, golf coaching and a Master of Science degree: A 
commentary. International Journal of Sports Science & Coaching, 9, 841–844. https://doi.org/ 
10.1260/1747-9541.9.4.717 

MacKenzie, S., Wilson, K., & Boucher, D. (2016). A performance comparison of swing weight 
matched and moment of inertia matched golf irons. International Journal of Golf Science, 5 
(suppl.), S48–S49.

Mann, R., & Griffin, F. (1998). Swing like a pro: The breakthrough method of perfecting your golf 
swing. Broadway Books.

Marteniuk, R. G. (1976). Information processing in motor skills. Holt, Rinehart and Winston.
Martin, P. (2008). Swing biomechanics. In D. Crews (Ed.), Future of Golfers – Conference 

Presentations 2001 (pp. 204–208). Energy in Motion, Inc.
Michaels, C., & Beek, P. (1995). The state of ecological psychology. Ecological Psychology, 7(4), 

259–278. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco0704_2 
Michaels, C. F., & Carello, C. (1981). Direct perception. Prentice Hall.

SPORTS BIOMECHANICS 2485

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0004785
https://doi.org/10.1123/ijgs.2.1.10
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2004.10609128
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2004.10609128
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00222
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00222
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)61936-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)61936-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2010.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2010.12.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2018.1442287
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2018.1442287
https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2011.650187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.measurement.2017.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.measurement.2017.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1980.0089
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.1980.0089
https://doi.org/10.1080/026404102320675657
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.1992.03480130122036
https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.9.4.717
https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.9.4.717
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15326969eco0704_2


Nagao, N., & Sawada, Y. (1973). A kinematic analysis in golf swing concerning driver shot and 
No. 9 iron shot. The Journal of Sports Medicine and Physical Fitness, 13(1), 4–16.

Neal, R. J., Abernethy, B., Moran, M. J., & Parker, A. W. (1990). The influence of club length and 
shot distance on the temporal characteristics of the swings of expert and novice golfers. In 
A. J. Cochran (Ed.), Science and Golf: Proceedings of the World Scientific Congress of Golf (pp. 
36–42). E & FN Spon.

Neal, R. J., Sprigings, E. J., & Dalgleish, M. J. (2001). How has research influenced golf teaching and 
equipment? In P. R. Thomas (Ed.), Optimising performance in golf (pp. 175–191). Australian 
Academic Press.

Newell, K. M. (1986). Constraints on the development of coordination. In M. G. Wade & 
H. T. A. Whiting (Eds.), Motor development in children: Aspects of coordination and control 
(pp. 341–360). Martinus Nijhoff.

Newell, K. M., Kugler, P. N., van Emmerik, R. E. A., & McDonald, P. V. (1989). Search strategies 
and the acquisition of coordination. In S. A. Wallace (Ed.), Perspectives on the coordination of 
movement (pp. 85–122). North-Holland. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)60019-9 

Newell, K. M., & McDonald, P. V. (1992). Practice: A search for task solutions. In R. W. Christina, 
& H. M. Eckert (Eds.), Enhancing human performance in sport: New concepts and developments 
(pp. 51–59). Human Kinetics.

Newell, K. M., Vaillancourt, D. E., & Sosnoff, J. J. (2006). Aging, complexity, and motor perfor
mance. In J. E. Birren & K. W. Schaie (Eds.), Handbook of the psychology of aging (6th ed.), (pp. 
163–182). Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012101264-9/50011-2 

Pacheco, M. M., Lafe, C. W., & Newell, K. M. (2019). Search strategies in the perceptual-motor 
workspace and the acquisition of coordination, control, and skill. Frontiers in Psychology, 10, 
1874. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01874 

Renshaw, I., Arnott, P., & McDowall, G. (2020). A constraints-led approach to golf coaching. 
Routledge.

Renshaw, I., Davids, K., Newcombe, D., & Roberts, W. (2019). The constraints-led approach: 
Principles for sports coaching and practice design. Routledge.

Roberts, J. R., Jones, R., Mansfield, N. J., & Rothberg, S. J. (2005a). Evaluation of vibrotactile 
sensations in the ‘feel’ of a golf shot. Journal of Sound and Vibration, 285(1–2), 303–319. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.jsv.2004.08.030 

Roberts, J. R., Jones, R., Mansfield, N. J., & Rothberg, S. J. (2005b). Evaluation of impact sound on 
the ‘feel’ of a golf shot. Journal of Sound and Vibration, 287(4–5), 651–666. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/j.jsv.2004.11.026 

Saltzman, E. (1979). Levels of sensorimotor representation. Journal of Mathematical Psychology, 20 
(2), 91–163. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2496(79)90020-8 

Schmidt, R. A. (1975). A schema theory of discrete motor skill learning. Psychological Review, 82 
(4), 225–260. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076770 

Schmidt, R. A. (2003). Motor schema theory after 27 years: Reflections and implications for a new 
theory. Research Quarterly for Exercise and Sport, 74(4), 366–375. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
02701367.2003.10609106 

Schmidt, R. C., & Fitzpatrick, P. (1996). Dynamical perspective on motor learning. In 
H. N. Zelaznik (Ed.), Advances in motor learning and control (pp. 195–223). Human Kinetics.

Schmidt, R. A., Lee, T. D., Winstein, C. J., Wulf, G., & Zelaznik, H. N. (2018). Motor control and 
learning: A behavioral emphasis (6th ed.). Human Kinetics.

Schöllhorn, W., Chow, J. Y., Glazier, P., & Button, C. (2014). Self-organising maps and cluster 
analysis in elite and sub-elite athletic performance. In K. Davids, R. Hristovski, D. Araújo, 
N. B. Serre, C. Button, & P. Passos (Eds.), Complex systems in sport (pp. 145–159). Routledge.

Sim, T., Yoo, H., Choi, A., Lee, K. Y., Choi, M.-T., Lee, S., & Mun, J. H. (2017). Analysis of 
pelvis-thorax coordination patterns of professional and amateur golfers during golf swing. 
Journal of Motor Behavior, 49(6), 668–674. https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.2016.1271297 

Sinclair, J., Currigan, G., Fewtrell, D., & Taylor, P. J. (2014). Three-dimensional kinematics 
observed between different clubs during the full golf swing. Journal of Athletic Training, 3(3). 
https://doi.org/10.4172/2324-9080.1000147 

2486 P. S. GLAZIER

https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)60019-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012101264-9/50011-2
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2019.01874
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsv.2004.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsv.2004.08.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsv.2004.11.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsv.2004.11.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-2496(79)90020-8
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0076770
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2003.10609106
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2003.10609106
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.2016.1271297
https://doi.org/10.4172/2324-9080.1000147


Smith, A., Roberts, J., Wallace, E., Kong, P. W., & Forrester, S. (2015). Golf coaches’ perceptions of 
key technical swing parameters compared to biomechanical literature. International Journal of 
Sports Science & Coaching, 10(4), 739–755. https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.10.4.739 

Sparrow, W. A. (1992). Measuring changes in coordination and control. In J. J. Summers (Ed.), 
Approaches to the study of motor control and learning (pp. 147–162). North-Holland. https://doi. 
org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)61685-4 

Stefanyshyn, D. J., & Wannop, J. W. (2015). Biomechanics research and sport equipment 
development. Sports Engineering, 18(4), 191–202. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12283-015-0183-5 

Thelen, E. (1995). Time-scale dynamics and the development of an embodied cognition. In 
R. F. Port & T. van Gelder (Eds.), Mind as motion: Explorations in the dynamics of cognition 
(pp. 69–100). MIT Press.

Tuller, B., Turvey, M. T., & Fitch, H. L. (1982). The Bernstein perspective: II. The concept of 
muscle linkage or coordinative structure. In J. A. S. Kelso (Ed.), Human motor behavior: An 
introduction (pp. 253–270). Erlbaum.

Turvey, M. T. (1977). Preliminaries to a theory of action with reference to vision. In R. Shaw & 
J. Bransford (Eds.), Perceiving, acting and knowing: Toward an ecological psychology (pp. 
211–265). Erlbaum.

Turvey, M. T. (1996). Dynamic touch. The American Psychologist, 51(11), 1134–1152. https://doi. 
org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.11.1134 

Turvey, M. T., & Carello, C. (1995). Dynamic touch. In W. Epstein & S. Rogers (Eds.), Handbook of 
perception and cognition (2nd ed.) (pp. 401–490). Academic Press.

Turvey, M. T., & Carello, C. (2011). Obtaining information by dynamic (effortful) touching. 
Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 366(1581), 3123–3132. 
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0159 

Turvey, M. T., Fitch, H. L., & Tuller, B. (1982). The Bernstein perspective: I. The problems of 
degrees of freedom and context-conditioned variability. In J. A. S. Kelso (Ed.), Human motor 
behavior: An introduction (pp. 239–252). Erlbaum.

Turvey, M. T., Shaw, R., & Mace, W. M. (1978). Issues in the theory of action: Degrees of freedom, 
coordinative structures and coalitions. In J. Requin (Ed.), Attention and performance VII (pp. 
557–595). Erlbaum.

Vaillancourt, D. E., & Newell, K. M. (2002). Changing complexity in human behavior and 
physiology through aging and disease. Neurobiology of Aging, 23(1), 1–11. https://doi.org/10. 
1016/S0197-4580(01)00247-0 

Vandervoort, A. A., Lindsay, D. M., & Lynn, S. K. (2018). The older golfer. In M. R. Toms (Ed.), 
Routledge international handbook of golf science (pp. 336–345). Routledge.

Vereijken, B., Emmerik, R. E. A., Whiting, H. T. A., & Newell, K. M. (1992). Free(z)ing degrees of 
freedom in skill acquisition. Journal of Motor Behavior, 24(1), 133–142. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
00222895.1992.9941608 

Vereijken, B., Van Emmerik, R. E. A., Bongaardt, R., Beek, W. J., & Newell, K. M. (1997). Changing 
coordinative structures in complex skill acquisition. Human Movement Science, 16(6), 823–844. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-9457(97)00021-3 

Wallace, E. S., Hubbell, J. E., & Rogers, M. J. (2004). Driver shaft length influences on posture and 
swing tempo in skilled golfers. In M. Hubbard, R. D. Mehta, & J. M. Pallis (Eds.), The 
engineering of sport 5 (Vol. 1, pp. 216–223). International Sports Engineering Association.

Wheat, J. S., & Glazier, P. S. (2006). Measuring coordination and variability in coordination. In 
K. Davids, S. Bennett, & K. Newell (Eds.), Movement system variability (pp. 167–181). Human 
Kinetics.

Williams, K. R., & Sih, B. L. (2002). Changes in golf clubface orientation following impact with the 
ball. Sports Engineering, 5(2), 65–80. https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1460-2687.2002.00093.x 

Wiren, G. (1991). The PGA manual of golf: The professional’s way to play better golf. MacMillan 
Publishing Company.

Wishon, T. (2011). The NEW search for the perfect golf club. Tom Wishon Golf Technology.
Wolpert, D. M. (1997). Computational approaches to motor control. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 

1(6), 209–216. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(97)01070-X 

SPORTS BIOMECHANICS 2487

https://doi.org/10.1260/1747-9541.10.4.739
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)61685-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)61685-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12283-015-0183-5
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.11.1134
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.51.11.1134
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2011.0159
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0197-4580(01)00247-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0197-4580(01)00247-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1992.9941608
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.1992.9941608
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-9457(97)00021-3
https://doi.org/10.1046/j.1460-2687.2002.00093.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1364-6613(97)01070-X


Wood, P., Henrikson, E., & Broadie, C. (2018). The influence of face angle and club path on the 
resultant launch angle of a golf ball. Proceedings, 2(6), 249. https://doi.org/10.3390/ 
proceedings2060249 

Worobets, J., & Stefanyshyn, D. (2012). The influence of golf club shaft stiffness on clubhead 
kinematics at ball impact. Sports Biomechanics, 11(2), 239–248. https://doi.org/10.1080/ 
14763141.2012.674154 

Zanone, P. G., & Kelso, J. A. (1992). Evolution of behavioral attractors with learning: 
Nonequilibrium phase transitions. Journal of Experimental Psychology, Human Perception and 
Performance, 18(2), 403–421. https://doi.org/10.1037//0096-1523.18.2.403 

Zheng, N., Barrentine, S. W., Fleisig, G. S., & Andrews, J. R. (2008). Kinematic analysis of swing in 
pro and amateur golfers. International Journal of Sports Medicine, 29(6), 487–493. https://doi. 
org/10.1055/s-2007-989229 

Zumerchik, J. (2002). Newton on the tee: A good walk through the science of golf. Simon & Schuster.

2488 P. S. GLAZIER

https://doi.org/10.3390/proceedings2060249
https://doi.org/10.3390/proceedings2060249
https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2012.674154
https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2012.674154
https://doi.org/10.1037//0096-1523.18.2.403
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2007-989229
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-2007-989229


Copyright of Sports Biomechanics is the property of Taylor & Francis Ltd and its content
may not be copied or emailed to multiple sites or posted to a listserv without the copyright
holder's express written permission. However, users may print, download, or email articles for
individual use.


	Abstract
	Introduction
	Hitting a golf shot: task description and theoretical explanations
	A unifying theoretical model of the golfer

	Implications of adopting an ecological-dynamical approach for golf science
	Swing biomechanics
	Club design and customisation
	Coaching practice

	Concluding remarks
	Disclosure statement
	Funding
	ORCID
	References

