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Training for “Worst-Case” Scenarios 
in Sidestepping: Unifying Strength 
and Conditioning and Perception–Action 
Approaches
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Abstract 

Sidesteps can impose high demands on the knee joint and lead to non‑contact anterior cruciate ligament (ACL) 
injuries. Understanding how different constraints shape an athlete’s movement strategy and the associated joint 
demands can help design training interventions to increase injury resilience. Motor capacities, such as muscular 
strength and power, act as boundaries for the safe execution of perceptual–motor skills and co‑determine the emer‑
gence of unique movement strategies. Increasing single‑ and multi‑joint strength enables a broader solution space 
for movement strategies and increases load tolerance. Manipulating task constraints during sidesteps can be used in 
the training process to systematically expose athletes to increasing demands (on the knee joint or any joint or struc‑
ture) in preparation for “worst‑case” scenarios. In particular, the type and timing of information available influence the 
preparation time, subsequently affecting the movement strategy and the associated magnitude of external knee joint 
loading (e.g., knee valgus moment). While an athlete’s perceptual–cognitive skills contribute to the preparation time 
during in situ scenarios, attempts to further improve those skills with the aim of increasing athlete preparation time 
prior to “worst‑case” scenarios are yet to demonstrate conclusive evidence of transfer to on‑field situations. Therefore, 
in the current article, we reflect on the impact of different interacting constraints that influence the execution of 
sidesteps during in situ scenarios and impose high demands on the knee joint. Subsequently, we discuss how an inte‑
grated perspective, drawing on knowledge and perspectives from strength and conditioning and perception–action, 
may enhance an athlete’s ability to withstand “worst‑case” scenarios and adapt to perform varied movement execu‑
tions when sidestepping.
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Key points

1. Single- and multi-joint strength acts not just as a 
boundary but rather as a catalyst for distinct and 
unique movement solutions, as utilizing the “strong-
est” set of motor capacities reduces the relative 
energy systems cost and facilitates the emergence of 
dominant movement strategies that may remain con-
sistent even with variations to the task.

2. Exposing athletes to exploratory learning condi-
tions or variable practice may allow them to explore 
the range of their new motor capacities to translate 
improved muscular strength into calibrated move-
ment strategies.

3. The efficacy of training perceptual–cognitive skills in 
isolation or in non-representative settings to improve 
in situ performance with the goal to allow for more 
preparation time prior to “worst-case” scenarios 
remains questionable.

4. The sources of information athletes are reacting to 
(generic information [e.g., flashing arrow or light] or 
specific information [e.g., video of opponent]) affect 
the demands on the knee joint and can be used dur-
ing unplanned sidesteps to progressively overload 
knee joint tissues.

Introduction
Motor capacities are integral to motor skill and perfor-
mance from both strength and conditioning [1] and skill 
acquisition [2] perspectives (see Table 1 for definitions of 
key terms used in this article). It follows that improving 
motor capacities, often focusing on muscular strength, 
has a broad and well-supported evidence base for the 
enhancement of athletic performance and reduction in 
injury risk [1, 3]. Although increasing muscular strength 
is related to improvements in gross motor skills [4], the 
timeframe and relationship between these two facets of 
performance are not well understood, especially for more 

complex motor tasks [5]. The link between these two 
research domains has been alluded to in proposals, which 
emphasize the need to consider “learning to use one’s 
newfound strength” [1] as the critical bridge between 
motor capacity and motor skill [6, 7]. Therefore, using a 
training process that integrates motor capacity building 
in tandem with skill development to maximize the trans-
fer of training is essential for enhancing athletic perfor-
mance and mitigating injury risk.

Understanding the relationship between motor capaci-
ties and motor skills (e.g., sprinting, jumping, chang-
ing direction, throwing, striking) has become a topic of 
debate in the strength and conditioning literature empha-
sizing perception–action processes [11]. For example, 
recent strength and conditioning literature has suggested 
that movement assessments should be representative of 
sports situations and reflect sport performance contexts 
[11]. However, representative design creates challenges 
for systematic control of the experimental setting and 
the reliability of testing procedures [12]. Further, if one 
aspires to design assessment settings entirely representa-
tive of sports performance, the situations sampled should 
arguably amount to the sports themselves [13, 14]. Due to 
this methodological complexity and difficulty in (defin-
ing and) quantifying a) agility performance and b) the 
transfer to in  situ scenarios, research is lacking to pro-
vide practitioners with an actionable training framework. 
Early agility research used generic stimuli (lights on a tar-
get board) [15], before replacing the light response condi-
tions with sports-specific video [16], face-to-face human 
“opponents” [17] as well as many other variations on the 
generic stimuli such as arrows [18] or colored lights [19]. 
More recently, researchers have studied multiple changes 
of direction in response to 2D variations of sports-spe-
cific movements [20] and 3D stereoscopic images with 
one and two defenders [21]. Despite the highlighted 
development of methods, it could be argued that all these 
assessments may still fail to provide representative test-
ing conditions [22]. Sidestepping is beneficial to athletic 

Table 1 Definitions of key terms. Many terms in this manuscript are used across disciplines (e.g., strength and conditioning, motor 
learning and skill acquisition, biomechanics) and used in different contexts [8]

Therefore, the following terms include definitions aligned with their use in the current manuscript (Fig. 1)

Motor skill The ability to execute a pattern of behavioral elements in proper relation to certain environments [9]

Motor capacity Adapted from a prior definition of motor capacity as “what a person can do in a standardized, controlled environment” [10], 
in the current context, this will be delimited to one’s ability to apply force in a standardized, controlled environment or a 
measure of strength

Perceptual–cognitive skill The ability to identify and process key environmental information without the necessity to execute a motor skill for a 
particular task

Perceptual–motor skill The ability to exploit key environmental information during the coordination of motor skills for a particular task

Joint loading Joint power (W) reflects the rate of energy or work (J) generation (or absorption) over time and acts as a proxy for the term 
“joint loading” throughout this article



Page 3 of 14Kadlec et al. Sports Medicine - Open            (2023) 9:22  

performance but is a high-risk, high-reward movement 
due to its association with anterior cruciate ligament 
(ACL) injury risk [23] as evidenced by the number of 
non-contact ACL injuries experienced in team sports [24, 
25]. It is, therefore, an area of particular interest within 
sports medicine research.

In this perspective article, we will consider sidestepping 
as a practical case for describing a theoretical “worst-
case” scenario, considering task demands elicit high joint 
loads (e.g., knee valgus moment) threatening the system’s 
structural integrity. We define a “worst-case” scenario as 
the emergence of an extreme internal response threat-
ening tissue integrity due to a complex combination of 
physical/organismic and contextual factors. We reflect 
on the implication of different interacting constraints 
when executing sidesteps within in situ scenarios impos-
ing high demands, particularly on the knee joint. Since 
ACL injuries occur during instances of high accelera-
tion or deceleration of movement within brief moments 
of time, the resultant strain on the ACL or, more gener-
ally, around the knee joint is dependent upon the move-
ment velocity with respect to time [26, 27]. As such, joint 
power (W) reflects the rate of energy or work (J) genera-
tion (or absorption) over time and acts as a proxy for the 
term “joint loading” throughout this article. Further, we 
will discuss how utilizing such constraints can increase 
an athlete’s execution variability, or in other words, 

enhance the number of different executions used within 
a single movement strategy across repetitions of the same 
task and withstand “worst-case” scenarios (Fig. 1). Finally, 
we evaluate the importance of perceptual–cognitive skills 
to sidestep mechanics and review the effectiveness of 
various methods to improve perceptual–motor skills.

Implications for Different Interacting Constraints 
on Knee Joint Loading
Does Motor Capacity Influence the Movement Strategy?
Human movement is a function of the intrinsic and 
extrinsic constraints described in Newell’s theoretical 
model of constraints on developing coordination: organ-
ismic (individual), environmental, and task constraints 
[2]. A central proposal is that an athlete’s individual and 
unique movement solution emerges from the interacting 
constraints. Thus, even during pre-planned sidestepping, 
athletes execute movements differently with distinct joint 
loading profiles indicated by the magnitude and distribu-
tion of joint kinetics [28, 29, 30]. Franklyn-Miller et  al. 
[30] demonstrated three participant joint clusters based 
on joint kinematics and kinetics when sidestepping. More 
broadly, cluster 1 did more joint work at the knee, cluster 
2 at the hip, and cluster 3 did more work at the hip and 
ankle. Further, the participant cluster with greater joint 
energy absorption or joint work at the knee during the 
ground contact phase of the cutting step also had higher 

Fig. 1 Overview of key definitions based on Cowin et al. [25]. Movement strategy: The kinematically or kinetically distinct and classifiable motor 
solution used during the execution of the task. For example, kinematically or visually defined movement strategies may be categorized as a 
crossover cut or sidestep. In contrast, kinetically defined movement strategies may be described categorically as “knee‑dominant” or “hip‑dominant” 
as indicated by the red circles. Further, some movement strategies may be defined by clustering a combination of kinematic and kinetic variables 
depending on the author’s or practitioner’s definitions. Strategic variability: “Describes the different approaches or methods of movement used to 
complete a task.” Strategic variability is discussed and described over multiple efforts or trials of the same task or how many different movement 
strategies are used to complete the same task. Movement execution: The magnitude and distribution of joint kinetics or kinematics of a 
performed trial or effort within a movement strategy. Execution variability: “Describes the intentional and unintentional adjustments of the body 
between repetitions within the same strategy” 
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knee valgus moment and internal rotation moments. A 
lab-based surrogate of these loading patterns proposed 
that the knee-based cluster group had increased ACL 
strain [15, 31]. The “knee-dominant” groups, or groups 
with greater work done at the knee, presented signifi-
cantly altered thorax and pelvis kinematics, especially 
in the frontal plane, during the cutting step [28, 29] and 
the penultimate and ante-penultimate steps compared to 
the “non-knee-dominant” groups [28]. These studies [28, 
29, 30] were conducted with pre-planned or anticipated 
tasks, which highlights that even under no additional 
temporal or spatial constraints, athletes exhibit individ-
ual or categorical (movement strategy) patterns of joint 
loading. The emergent movement execution, or how they 
perform the motor task, directly determines the demands 
imposed on the joint(s). However, as motor capacities 
were not quantified, it remains unknown if or how the 
motor capacities of the athlete facilitate the emergence of 
specific execution clusters [28, 29, 30].

An individual’s motor capacities, such as strength and 
power, influence the emergence of movement and, there-
fore, the associated joint loading pattern [32, 33, 34]. 
Manipulating any constraint consequently affects the ath-
lete’s movement strategy. Single- and multi-joint strength 
changes after training interventions, such as resistance 
or plyometric [32]. Muscular strength often differenti-
ates athletes of various playing levels and shares a mod-
erate-to-strong relationship with motor skill and injury 
risk [35, 36]. Increased single- and multi-joint strength 
theoretically allows the athlete to express a greater solu-
tion space of movement strategies for a given task [2] 
and maintain a greater strategic variability when task 
demands increase [37]. Alternatively, increased single- 
and multi-joint strength may require higher eccentric 

demands before shifting to a strategy that results in 
greater net energy absorption at the knee [33]. In Fig. 2, 
it is noted that higher strength (> ~ 1.6 × bodyweight) 
was associated with higher eccentric demands (height 
of drop jump) before negative net work was done at the 
knee. Therefore, the evidence supports the proposition 
that developing motor capacities may facilitate changes 
in movement strategy. However, it is noted that having 
adequate strength or motor capacity does not guarantee 
coordination and control [38], and therefore, other fac-
tors interact with motor capacity to determine move-
ment strategy.

What are We Preparing Athletes for?
The information outlined above indicates that athletes 
may have a preferred movement strategy for sidestep-
ping, which is in accordance with theories from ecologi-
cal dynamics (for further reading, see Warren [40] and 
Yamamoto et al. [41]). The emergent movement solution 
is affected by the demand of the task and constrained 
by the motor capacity and control of the athlete. How-
ever, a single movement solution is not advantageous for 
sports or for a motor skill that varies relative to unpre-
dictable game demands, such as unplanned sidestepping. 
Being adaptable as a means to solve a motor task, or to 
have adequate execution variability [8], increases the 
likelihood that athletes succeed “despite” the scenario or 
position they are in at a given moment. Lacking motor 
capacity (e.g., strength) in a particular segment may 
reduce the execution variability. Specifically, leg strength 
and trunk control may affect the strategy and execution 
during more demanding sidestepping (e.g., increasing 
angle or velocity of performance) [20, 42, 43].

Fig. 2 Comparison of net work (J) for the hip, knee and ankle between A higher strength (HS), B moderate strength (MS) and C lower strength 
(LS) groups for the countermovement jump (CMJ) and drop jumps (DJ) from 15, 30, 45, 60 and 75 cm. Significances indicated at p ≤ 0.05. H > K, 
A > K, A > H, H > A, K > A, K > H significances indicated at p ≤ 0.05. *Indicates the knee net work (J) was significantly great in LS in comparison with 
HS at p ≤ 0.05. The size of the circles at each joint is a scaled quantitative representation of the relative amount of net work (J) performed by that 
respective joint.  Reproduced from McBride and Nimphius [39], with permission



Page 5 of 14Kadlec et al. Sports Medicine - Open            (2023) 9:22  

Inconsistent results [44, 45, 46] concerning the influ-
ence of isolated parameters (e.g., knee valgus angles or 
moments at specific time points during athletic tasks) 
on injury risk highlight the need to identify underly-
ing movement strategies to increase the understanding 
of the magnitude and distribution of joint loading and 
their association with injury risk [47]. For example, quan-
tifying knee valgus moments in isolation in a particular 
task provides insufficient predictive information regard-
ing injury risk [47]. Consequently, individual movement 
strategies for a given task can differ between athletes and 
impose distinct demands on the system. Understanding 
how modifiable constraints (e.g., single or multi-joint 
strength) influence the emergence of movement execu-
tions can help the practitioner design effective drills or 
individualized exercises to increase an athlete’s tolerance 
to “worst-case” scenarios. In our understanding, such 
“worst-case” scenarios accompanied by biomechani-
cally compromised positions during in  situ scenarios 
may eventually happen. Hence, preparing an athlete for 
such “worst-case” scenarios is more sport relevant than a 
“movement solution avoidance” approach commonly rec-
ommended in the literature (e.g., minimize the distance 
between plant foot and center of mass (COM), reduce 
lateral trunk flexion, or increase knee flexion at initial 
contact) [48].

Do Athletes Use the Same Strategy Repeatedly?
If a movement strategy is repeated consistently, this will 
strain certain tissues dictated by the movement strategy, 
implying that a subset of tissues will not be strained [49]. 
Motor capacities act as boundaries that co-determine 
the safe execution of motor skills relative to changing 
environmental demands. The inherent between-subject 
difference in specific motor capacities [50] and the abil-
ity to utilize them within a particular task dictates the 
movement execution [51]. Thus, single- and multi-joint 
strength acts not just as a boundary but rather as a cata-
lyst for distinct and unique movement solutions. Utiliz-
ing the “strongest” set of motor capacities may reduce 
the relative energy systems cost and facilitate the emer-
gence of dominant movement strategies [7, 34, 39]. 
These may remain consistent even with variations to the 
task [52]. Complementary to this view is an affordance-
based control framework, proposing that skilled perfor-
mance necessitates that an individual’s motor capacities 
are scaled or calibrated relative to environmental fea-
tures [53, 54, 55]. Hence, insufficient muscular strength 
may limit the possible number of movement strategies 
and enforce a repetitive straining pattern on the system. 
Reduced execution variability represents a less adapt-
able system, which can either contribute to an increased 
injury risk due to an accumulation of chronic local tissue 

strain exceeding tissue tolerance thresholds over time 
[56, 57] or the results of a previously suffered injury [58, 
59, 60]. Repeated loadings of sufficient magnitude and 
frequency can disturb physiological repair mechanisms 
and cause pathological tissue degeneration. One single 
loading exceeding the failure threshold applied over a 
short timeframe can result in a traumatic injury [49, 61]. 
This is particularly the case when executing a repetitive 
“knee-dominant” strategy, which can increase injury risk, 
as evidenced by the number of non-contact ACL injuries 
experienced during sidestepping [24, 25].

Task demands also play a crucial role in the emergence 
of possible movement solutions. The utilized movement 
strategy combined with the task demands determine the 
resultant loading on the system as quantified by ground 
reaction forces (GRF) and the magnitude and distribu-
tion of intra-individual joint loading [62]. Alteration 
of the task demand or the movement strategy can elicit 
changes in GRF and joint-specific loading strategies in 
different motor tasks [63, 64, 65]. When sidestepping, 
factors such as the entry velocity, the change of direc-
tion angle, trunk alignment, and the time to anticipate 
the cutting direction dictate the task intensity and affect 
knee joint loading (e.g., knee valgus moment) [66]. Such 
changes in the demands imposed may be further affected 
by fatigue, postural variation, and previous injuries [62, 
63, 64, 65]. However, adequately distributing the imposed 
demands across several joints can be compromised by 
increasing task intensities. Various measures of trial-to-
trial execution variability, including kinematic, kinetic, 
and electrical muscle activity, decrease with a concomi-
tant reduction in the number of available movement 
strategies with increasing task demands (e.g., drop height 
with single leg landings) [64, 65].

During unplanned sidesteps, the execution variability 
of kinematic variables increases, as all degrees of free-
dom must be coordinated and integrated to achieve the 
desired outcome under high demands, compared to pre-
planned sidestepping [67]. However, as quantified via 
knee valgus moment, the knee joint loading only differs 
significantly in ~ 10% of the stance phase in the frontal 
plane between pre-planned and unplanned actions [67]. 
Therefore, despite significant increases in execution vari-
ability of kinematic variables, minimal differences in knee 
joint kinetics occurred. This creates a unique dichotomy 
that requires further research to elucidate whether the 
emergent movement execution variability in kinematics 
has minimal influence on changing the kinetically defined 
movement strategy. Or, in other words, is an athlete with 
a “knee-dominant” strategy more likely to solve many 
motor tasks with the same kinetically defined movement 
strategy? If what a practitioner sees (kinematics) has a 
lesser impact than what the athlete withstands (kinetics), 
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this may explain research demonstrating that kinematic-
focused screens for “ideal” movement have limited utility 
in predicting injury [68].

The relative task demands dictate the solution space 
of possible movement solutions across sports situations, 
including sidestepping (Fig. 3). However, drawing impli-
cations from the mechanical task demand as described 
by GRF or segmental kinetics (i.e., joint moment or 
power) is insufficient to determine the demand for an 
individual athlete. The demand of a task for an individ-
ual is influenced by their motor capacities and control 
and subsequently determines the magnitude and distri-
bution of joint loading [7, 32, 33, 34, 64, 65]. Hence, it is 
not the absolute load but the load relative to the athlete’s 
motor capacity and control that dictates how the system 
responds – either via adaptation or injury [69]. When 
executing the same task, athletes with differences in 
motor capacity or control can display unique execution 
strategies with distinct biomechanical or physiological 
responses [33, 70]. Athletes with less flexible movement 
solutions [71] exhibit higher GRFs during a bilateral 
jump-landing task in different conditions and a height-
ened acute physiological stress response than skillful 
movers [72]. Similarly, weaker athletes experience greater 
knee joint loading when performing drop jumps from 
increasing drop heights than stronger athletes (Fig.  2). 
Therefore, lacking sufficient motor capacities reduces 
the ability of the system to modulate the energy during 
the task and, therefore, may increase the demands on 
the knee when performing the athletic task [33, 70, 71]. 
While the movement outcome is a combination of the 

task, environment, and the individual, lacking muscular 
strength inevitably limits the solution space of possible 
movement strategies and reduces execution variability, 
thus potentially facilitating a repetitive straining of cer-
tain tissues.

Practitioners should consider that athletes may have 
dominant movement strategies when planning training 
and designing drills. Unless task or environmental con-
straints alter the movement strategy, it is plausible that 
athletes utilize a dominant movement strategy inde-
pendent of the task demands [70]. However, even with 
increased muscular strength, as seen after resistance or 
plyometric training interventions, athletes need to learn 
to utilize the now-improved motor capacities. This pro-
cess may be mainly facilitated through exploratory learn-
ing conditions [73]. In other words, athletes may need 
to be exposed to variable practices that allow them to 
explore the range of their new motor capacities to trans-
late improved muscular strength into calibrated move-
ment strategies [74]. Without adequate practice, athletes 
may fail to broaden the solution space and, therefore, 
may not (re)calibrate to their newfound strength and fail 
to adequately adopt new movement strategies and execu-
tions within a motor task [1, 74, 75]. This perspective 
implies that sufficient motor capacities are not enough 
if coaches want to adequately prepare athletes for in situ 
demands (Fig. 4).

Athletes should be prepared for possible “worst-case” 
scenarios to minimize injury risk. Preparation is essen-
tial since an athlete can be forced into situations where 
the dominant or trained movement strategy, and related 
tissues accustomed to tolerating the demand of the strat-
egy, may not be a viable or desired solution. In such 
“worst-case” scenarios, an underused movement strat-
egy must be executed, placing demand on potentially 
under-trained joints and tissues. Further, athletic success 
is desirable despite the scenario and position the athlete 
is exposed to. The process outlined in Fig. 4 enables the 
physiological development of tissues or structures and 
the enhancement of coordination and control to execute 
various movement strategies.

Constraints as a Tool to Increase Movement 
Solutions
How Does the Anticipatory Information Available 
to an Athlete Affect Joint Loading?
Variation in the stimuli or available information pro-
vides different spatiotemporal conditions for coordinat-
ing movements during sidestepping. The information 
(i.e., lights, video, or another athlete) and the subsequent 
response of an athlete have frequently been termed per-
ception–action coupling. The origin of this proposal is 
attributed to Gibson’s [76] ecological approach, which 

Fig. 3 The theoretical relationship between task demands and the 
number of possible movement strategies with increasing motor 
capacities
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proposes that the perceptual systems are active, ena-
bling the detection and creation of information, which 
is used in the control of movement in an ongoing, 
cyclical manner [77]. Considered practically, percep-
tion–action is exemplified by an athlete sidestepping to 
displace the positioning of an opposing defender to cre-
ate the time and space needed to run past the defender. 
Thus, attempts to quantify an athlete’s (passive) response 
to a video or light stimulus are arguably not an accu-
rate translation of Gibson’s [76] ecological approach, as 
the actions of performers relative to a light or a video do 
not enable the generation of new information in a cycli-
cal perception–action manner. Therefore, the action in a 
“lab-based” response lacks any consequences for the ath-
lete, inviting them to “gamble” their motor response due 
to the absence of an interaction or consequence. Hence, 
unless the athlete coordinates their actions relative to 
at least another athlete who actively engages in a repre-
sentative (sport-specific) setting, the perception–action 
processes underpinning movement strategies may not 
represent in situ demands [78, 79]. However, anticipatory 
information and timing can be considered for a different 
reason than enhancing representativeness.

Sidestepping in a laboratory setting can be executed as 
pre-planned movements (the athlete knows in advance 
the desired cutting direction) or unplanned movements 
(the athlete has to act relative to a sudden change in infor-
mation). The sources of information in unplanned drills 
can be considered either generic or specific. Generic 
information comprises flashing arrows or lights indi-
cating the required direction of movement. In contrast, 

specific information includes either a video or a three-
dimensional (3D) projection (i.e., virtual reality) of one or 
more “opponents” presented in a simulated sport context. 
Each of these experimental settings elicits distinct load-
ing profiles of the knee joint (e.g., knee valgus moment) 
[21]. Sidestepping within unplanned conditions elicits 
different kinematics of the lower limbs and trunk during 
the ground contact phase than in a pre-planned condi-
tion [66, 80]. More importantly, individuals experience 
greater peak knee valgus moments during unplanned 
conditions than during pre-planned conditions [21, 66]. 
Although the magnitude of ACL strain increases, it is 
currently not clear whether the movement execution var-
ies enough to be considered a different movement strat-
egy defined by the distribution of kinetics (i.e., shifting 
from “hip” to “knee-dominant”) and this requires further 
investigation.

Since different stimuli or information reduce or 
increase the time available to prepare for sidestepping, 
the result is a change in the demands on the knee joint 
within the same broadly categorized movement strategy 
of sidestepping (Fig. 5). Therefore, a spatiotemporal con-
tinuum is one way to consider the relationship between 
time available and knee joint loading (e.g., knee valgus 
moment). Pre-planned sidestepping can be regarded as 
at one end of the continuum with minimal spatiotempo-
ral restriction and contrasts with unplanned sidestepping 
in response to generic information with no anticipatory 
cues to draw from to increase the opportunity for ear-
lier anticipation. When specific information, such as a 
3D projection of one or more opponents, is exploited, 

Fig. 4 Continuous iterative (re)calibration framework of learning to transfer and express strength gains in movement
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the opportunity to anticipate increases, providing more 
time to prepare for the upcoming sidestepping [21]. In 
such situations, when the opponents are not attempting 
to deceive, athletes tend to have relatively good anticipa-
tion accuracies with few response corrections [81], which 

translates to reduced ACL strain compared to move-
ment adaptations following generic information (Fig. 6). 
Despite such biomechanical insights, researchers have 
suggested periodizing training from unplanned scenar-
ios to generic information and specific information [82]. 
This suggests the previous order of progression could be 
questioned when a progressive exposure joint loading is 
necessary to minimize injury risk or return an athlete to 
performance following injury and is contrary to the load-
ing continuum.

What are Additional Considerations for Using Anticipatory 
Information as a Constraint for a Loading Continuum?
Although the opportunity to anticipate from the infor-
mation provided decreases the demands on the knee 
joint at a group level, this does not guarantee that injury 
risk reduction occurs at an individual level as the skill of 
anticipation differs between athletes. This heterogene-
ity in the skill of anticipation, which is associated with 
decision-making processes [83, 84], is not only apparent 
between different amounts of sport-specific expertise 
[85, 86] but also present within groups of elite athletes 
[87]. In general, athletes with poorer anticipation skills 
have less time to prepare for sidestepping, placing them 
more likely in “worst-case” scenarios with concomitant 
high-impact demands on the knee joint [21]. However, 

Fig. 5 Knee valgus moments in response to 4 different sidestep 
conditions. AP = Arrow planned (pre‑planned); 1DS = One‑defender 
scenario (specific information); 2DS = Two‑defender scenario (specific 
information); AUNP = Arrow unplanned (generic information). * 
Significantly different at p ≤ 0.05. Data from Lee et al. [18]

Fig. 6 Knee joint loading continuum in response to different information sources. Data from Lee et al. [18]
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while “early” anticipation and decision-making might be 
considered beneficial, earlier response actions have been 
found to increase the likelihood of being deceived [81, 88] 
while giving the opponent to the opportunity to change 
their movement [89]. Therefore, it appears to be particu-
larly beneficial to execute movements at the last moment 
possible, so one can acquire as much information as 
possible while tolerating the demands imposed or force 
expressed to execute a successful performance. Moving 
at the right time is much more important than moving as 
early as possible. Skilled athletes initiate their movements 
later, which increases the outcome accuracy and success 
as there is less susceptibility to deception and superior 
motor capacities enable them to tolerate the imposing 
demands [81, 90]. Further, evidence suggests that skilled 
athletes seem to make better choices rather later, instead 
of earlier, when tested with representative task designs 
[88, 91, 92], indicating that the quality of a decision might 
be of higher relevance than the required time to decide 
[93]. This is in accordance with the speed–accuracy 
trade-off paradigm, suggesting that a more time-con-
suming evaluation of a situation can lead to higher suc-
cess rates and fewer errors [88, 91, 92, 94, 95]. However, 
even athletes with well-trained anticipation and decision-
making skills may experience in situ scenarios where they 
cannot rely on those skills (i.e., due to obscured vision, 
an opponent’s use of deception and disguise, or stochas-
tic ball bounce) and therefore experience “worst-case” 
scenarios. Thus, exposing athletes to unplanned side-
stepping situations that include generic information may 
further increase their load tolerance or provide specific 
development of motor capacity. In contrast, practice con-
ditions with an opponent not using deception or disguise 
might not result in tissue strain sufficient to elicit adapta-
tion, especially in athletes already skilled in anticipation 
and decision-making [85, 86]. In such scenarios, reacting 
to generic information (i.e., flashing lights or verbal cues) 
may provide an appropriate overload to further increase 
motor capacities.

Perceptual–Cognitive Skill and Improving 
Perceptual–Motor Skill
Will Improvements in Perceptual–Cognitive Skill Facilitate 
Perceptual–Motor Performance?
Understanding the isolated and interacting intrinsic and 
extrinsic constraints is crucial when attempting to alter 
an athlete’s movement, enhance athletic performance, 
and reduce injury risk, especially during “worst-case” sce-
narios. As sidestepping is ultimately a perceptual–motor 
skill, research efforts have aimed to improve percep-
tual–cognitive skills and motor capacities with targeted 
interventions. Specific to the former, an extensive body 
of literature has demonstrated that elite athletes perform 

better than sub-elite athletes on tests of perceptual–cog-
nitive skills [96]. It follows that improving the interrelated 
perceptual–cognitive skills such as gaze control, anticipa-
tion, and decision-making may enable athletes to better 
adapt to the demanding spatiotemporal constraints that 
are replete in elite sports, often with the goal of providing 
athletes with more preparation time prior to “worst-case” 
scenarios. However, the efficacy of training perceptual–
cognitive skills in isolation in non-representative settings 
to improve in situ performance remains questionable [78, 
97, 98].

The continuum of sidestepping situations described in 
the previous section also reflects a continuum of training 
practices, which can be further considered in the context 
of extant perceptual–cognitive training frameworks [79, 
99]. To this end, in the perceptual–cognitive skill litera-
ture, there has been an increased tendency for research-
ers to emphasize that if a training environment does not 
adequately sample characteristics from the sport perfor-
mance environment, this may have a limiting impact on 
the efficacy of perceptual–cognitive skill interventions. 
For instance, in the representative learning design frame-
work of Pinder et al. [100], these authors emphasized two 
considerations when evaluating the suitability of train-
ing conditions, namely functionality and action fidelity. 
Functionality emphasizes that performers should regu-
late their actions in learning contexts relative to informa-
tion in the performance environment. By way of example, 
researchers have questioned the suitability of ball-projec-
tion machines to create training conditions for athletes 
in fast-ball interception sports such as cricket [100] and 
tennis [101]. Further, action fidelity considers whether 
a performer’s responses (e.g., actions or decisions) are 
equivalent between the training environment and the 
performance setting. For instance, Maloney et  al. [102] 
demonstrated that motor actions in the sport of taek-
wondo differ between training and competition, as the 
former failed to adequately create the pressure, arousal, 
and mental challenge associated with competition [103]. 
This highlights that training any perceptual–motor skills 
without adequately facilitating an appropriate level of 
functionality and action fidelity that resemble those expe-
rienced in  situ inhibits how an individual perceives and 
acts and thus fundamentally limits a transfer to in  situ 
scenarios.

Video training is a particular mode of perceptual–cog-
nitive training that is critiqued for lacking a representa-
tive learning design [100]. This mode of practice has 
commonly been studied in the literature, partly because 
video training may enhance an athlete’s perceptual–
cognitive skill without placing any additional physical 
stressor on an athlete beyond regular training and com-
petition [16]. However, the potential benefits of video 



Page 10 of 14Kadlec et al. Sports Medicine - Open            (2023) 9:22 

training have been questioned [97] as evidence points to 
the fact that video and field-based measures of anticipa-
tion and decision-making appear to capture different 
elements of these respective skills [104]. For example, in 
a study of skilled football players, van Maarseveen et al. 
[105] reported that on-field anticipation and decision-
making performances were not predicted by video-based 
tests designed to measure the equivalent perceptual–cog-
nitive skills. These findings lend support to the perspec-
tive of van der Kamp et  al. [106]. They integrated the 
ecological approach with the visual perception of Gibson 
[76] alongside the neuro-anatomical perspective of Mil-
ner and Goodale [107, 108]. In short, van der Kamp et al. 
[108] and colleagues emphasized that to study the com-
plementary perception–action (i.e., ventral and dorsal 
systems [108]:) process that is critical to perceptual–cog-
nitive skill, it is essential for researchers to study the con-
trol of movements in real time relative to game context 
(e.g., the actions of an opponent and ball-flight) instead 
of asking participants to make simulated responses to 
a video. The implication for training is that while the 
video may enable the systematic control of information, 
such training design does not allow athletes to inter-
act with and influence the ever-changing environment 
of real-time sports situations [97]. Thus, although some 
evidence indicates that high-skilled athletes may benefit 
from video-only training [109, 110], questions about the 
efficacy of this training mode for improving perceptual–
cognitive skills that are transferred to in  situ scenarios 
remain largely unanswered [97].

Small-sided games (SSG) reflect another popular train-
ing method that has the potential to not only improve 
perceptual–cognitive skill—due to the perception–action 
processes involved—in tandem with physical and techni-
cal qualities. Variations of SSG, such as modifying pitch 
dimensions and player numbers, can increase spatiotem-
poral demands and the frequency of opportunities for 
anticipation and decision-making. Indeed, the reactive 
agility test (RAT) performance, which aims to quantify 
the decision-making time and change of direction speed, 
has been shown to increase after interventions with SSG 
[111, 112, 113]. However, while these results appear to 
be beneficial at first glance, the RAT is reliant on video-
based tests. Responses to video-based tests differ from 
on-field decision-making [105] and elicit a different 
action than an equivalent on-field condition of the same 
situation [104]. Therefore, it remains speculative whether 
improvements in RAT are a valid and reliable surrogate 
of in  situ anticipation and decision-making. Since per-
ceptual–cognitive skills are suggested to be task and 
environment-specific [114, 115], and variations of SSG 
setup affect divergence in player actions and positioning 
[116], practitioners need to be mindful when designing 

SSG to improve specific in  situ perceptual–cognitive 
skills. Future research is required to elaborate on how 
different methods like video training and SSG protocols 
develop in  situ perceptual–cognitive skills and support 
anticipation performance in “worst-case” scenarios. For 
example, it has been proposed that practitioners may 
benefit from adapting strategies nested in the ecological 
dynamics and constraints-led frameworks to help facili-
tate technical-tactical development [117]. As such, con-
ceptualizing drills within sports-specific practice that 
promote movement adaptability (degeneracy) within rep-
resentative learning environments may offer more poten-
tial to develop perceptual–cognitive skills that transfer 
to in  situ scenarios. While research is needed to sup-
port such suggestions, designing technical-tactical train-
ing in the above way could mean that the allocated time 
for strength and conditioning practice should prioritize 
physical preparedness.

Conclusion and Practical Applications
Individual constraints, such as motor capacity (i.e., 
strength), dexterity, or available range of motion, dic-
tate the available solution space and affect the emergent 
movement strategy when sidestepping. With increasing 
task demands, fewer movement strategies are available 
to athletes, potentially catalyzing a repeated utilization 
of the same dominant movement strategies. Therefore, 
having the motor capacity to adapt and utilize different 
movement strategies increases the likelihood of suc-
cess “despite” the scenario or position that the athlete 
is in. When increasing motor capacities, practitioners 
need to concomitantly facilitate the (re)calibration to 
the newfound strength through explorative practice to 
adequately adopt new movement solutions for a motor 
task. In the current article, we have proposed that the 
ability to adapt is especially pertinent during “worst-case” 
scenarios, where the imposed demands can surpass an 
individual’s load tolerance and increase injury risk. Train-
ing for such “worst-case” scenarios can be facilitated 
when the time available to anticipate and prepare for 
sidestepping is insufficient, such as when acting relative 
to generic information, including the sudden onset of a 
flashing light or verbal cues. Despite attempts to improve 
perceptual–cognitive skills, which enable better antici-
pation and decision-making, conclusive evidence is still 
lacking on whether a transfer to in situ scenarios is fully 
supported. Consequently, practitioners should strive to 
increase an athlete’s load tolerance and broaden the pos-
sible solution space to minimize injury risk, particularly 
in “worst-case” scenarios. Traditional resistance and 
plyometric training methods can thereby increase single- 
and multi-joint strength and facilitate load tolerance and 
injury resiliency. However, further research is needed to 
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evaluate the efficacy of deliberately imposing task con-
straints to alter an athlete’s habitual execution strategy 
execution variability.

Understanding how constraints influence an athlete’s 
movement strategies and the associated demands on the 
joint(s) can help practitioners design appropriate practice 
conditions to prepare athletes for “worst-case” scenar-
ios (see Additional file  1: video). Changing the practice 
conditions will require the athlete to explore different 
movement strategies and change the magnitude and dis-
tribution of joint loading. Knee joint loading (e.g., knee 
valgus moment) increases with decreasing preparation 
time. While preparation time is dictated by an athlete’s 
anticipation and decision-making qualities, future work 
is still needed to fully understand how to improve off or 
on-field-based perceptual–cognitive skills that transfer 
to in  situ scenarios. Developing single- and multi-joint 
strength facilitates a broad base of execution strategies 
and ensures an increased tolerance threshold against 
imposing loads. Since different tissues adapt at different 
rates, we recommend practitioners  progressively intro-
duce more demanding drills and incorporate appropriate 
deload phases to allow for musculoskeletal adaptations to 
manifest. Creating variable practice conditions encour-
ages exploration and enables athletes to (re)calibrate and 
learn how to use their improved motor capacity.

When implementing perception–action practice con-
ditions, practitioners will be affecting an athlete’s prepa-
ration time and therefore changing the imposed demand. 
This becomes the ideological shift for practitioners on 
the purpose of perception–action practice. There is more 
evidence to understand that perception–action train-
ing affects the demands on the joint(s) than it being a 
method of perceptual–cognitive skill training that trans-
fers to in situ performance. Therefore, practice conditions 
should be implemented using a task-constraint contin-
uum with the source of information dictating the amount 
of time available to the athlete and consequently chang-
ing the imposed loading. A reduction to the “worst-case” 
scenario or no preparatory timing elicits high demands 
on the knee joint, building an athlete’s physical load tol-
erance if done systematically and progressively.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1186/ s40798‑ 023‑ 00566‑8.

Additional file 1: Exemplary sidestep progression with increasing 
demands on the knee joint with and without the addition of spatiotem‑
poral constraints.

Acknowledgements
The authors wish to acknowledge Jake Cowin for his practical and theoretical 
insights.

Author contributions
All authors contributed equally to the conception of the article. DK wrote the 
first draft of the manuscript. MD and SN provided iterative revisions to the 
original manuscript. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
No sources of funding were used to assist in the preparation of this article.

Availability of data and materials
Not applicable.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
Daniel Kadlec, Matt Dicks and Sophia Nimphius have no conflicts of interest 
that are directly relevant to the content of this article.

Received: 10 August 2022   Accepted: 17 March 2023

References
 1. Suchomel TJ, Nimphius S, Stone MH. The importance of muscular 

strength in athletic performance. Sports Med. 2016;46(10):1419–49. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s40279‑ 016‑ 0486‑0.

 2. Newell KM. Coordination, control and skill. In: Goodman D, Wilberg RB, 
Franks IM, editors. Differing perspectives in motor learning, memory, 
and control, vol. 27. North‑Holland: Elsevier Science Publishers; 1985. p. 
295–317. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S0166‑ 4115(08) 62541‑8.

 3. Lauersen JB, Andersen TE, Andersen LB. Strength training as superior, 
dose‑dependent and safe prevention of acute and overuse sports 
injuries: a systematic review, qualitative analysis and meta‑analysis. 
Br J Sports Med. 2018;52(24):1557–63. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bjspo 
rts‑ 2018‑ 099078.

 4. Behringer M, Vom Heede A, Matthews M, Mester J. Effects of strength 
training on motor performance skills in children and adolescents: a 
meta‑analysis. Pediatr Exerc Sci. 2011;23(2):186–206. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1123/ pes. 23.2. 186.

 5. Lewthwaite R. Grand challenge for movement science and sport 
psychology: embracing the social‑cognitive–affective–motor nature of 
motor behavior. Front Psychol. 2010;1:42. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 
2010. 00042.

 6. Bobbert MF, van Ingen Schenau GJ. Coordination in vertical jumping. 
J Biomech. 1988;21(3):249–62. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ 0021‑ 9290(88) 
90175‑3.

 7. Nishikawa K, Biewener AA, Aerts P, et al. Neuromechanics: an integra‑
tive approach for understanding motor control. Integr Comp Biol. 
2007;47(1):16–54. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ icb/ icm024.

 8. Cowin J, Nimphius S, Fell J, Culhane P, Schmidt M. A proposed frame‑
work to describe movement variability within sporting tasks: a scoping 
review. Sports Med Open. 2022;8(1):85. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ 
s40798‑ 022‑ 00473‑4.

 9. Johnson HW. Skill = Speed × accuracy × form × adaptability. Percept 
Mot Skills. 1961;13(2):163–70. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2466/ pms. 1961. 13.2. 
163.

 10. Holsbeeke L, Ketelaar M, Schoemaker MM, Gorter JW. Capacity, capabil‑
ity, and performance: different constructs or three of a kind? Arch Phys 
Med Rehabil. 2009;90(5):849–55. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. apmr. 2008. 
11. 015.

 11. Young W, Rayner R, Talpey S. It’s time to change direction on agility 
research: a call to action. Sports Medicine ‑ Open. 2021;7(1):12. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s40798‑ 021‑ 00304‑y.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-023-00566-8
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-023-00566-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-016-0486-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-4115(08)62541-8
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2018-099078
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2018-099078
https://doi.org/10.1123/pes.23.2.186
https://doi.org/10.1123/pes.23.2.186
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00042
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2010.00042
https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9290(88)90175-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0021-9290(88)90175-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/icb/icm024
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-022-00473-4
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-022-00473-4
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1961.13.2.163
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1961.13.2.163
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2008.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmr.2008.11.015
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-021-00304-y
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-021-00304-y


Page 12 of 14Kadlec et al. Sports Medicine - Open            (2023) 9:22 

 12. Holleman GA, Hooge ITC, Kemner C, Hessels RS. The ‘Real‑World 
Approach’ and its problems: a critique of the term ecological validity. 
Front Psychol. 2020;11:721. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2020. 00721.

 13. Davids K. Athletes and sports teams as complex adaptive system: a 
review of implications for learning design. RICYDE Revista Internacional 
de Ciencias del Deporte. 2014;11(39):48–61. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5232/ 
ricyde.

 14. Nimphius S, Callaghan SJ, Bezodis NE, Lockie RG. Change of direction 
and agility tests: challenging our current measures of performance. 
Strength Condition J. 2018;40(1):26–38. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1519/ SSC. 
00000 00000 000309.

 15. Besier TF, Lloyd DG, Cochrane JL, Ackland TR. External loading of the 
knee joint during running and cutting manoeuvres. Med Sci Sports 
Exerc. 2001;33(7):1168–75.

 16. Farrow D, Young W, Bruce L. The development of a test of reactive agil‑
ity for netball: a new methodology. J Sci Med Sport. 2005;8(1):52–60. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ s1440‑ 2440(05) 80024‑6.

 17. Sheppard JM, Young WB, Doyle TLA, Sheppard TA, Newton RU. An 
evaluation of a new test of reactive agility and its relationship to sprint 
speed and change of direction speed. J Sci Med Sport. 2006;9(4):342–9. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsams. 2006. 05. 019.

 18. Ford KR, Myer GD, Toms HE, Hewett TE. Gender differences in the 
kinematics of unanticipated cutting in young athletes. Med Sci Sports 
Exerc. 2005;37(1):124–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1249/ 01. MSS. 00001 50087. 
95953. C3.

 19. Pollard CD, Davis IM, Hamill J. Influence of gender on hip and knee 
mechanics during a randomly cued cutting maneuver. Clin Biomech 
(Bristol, Avon). 2004;19(10):1022–31. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. clinb 
iomech. 2004. 07. 007.

 20. Spiteri T, Newton RU, Binetti M, Hart NH, Sheppard JM, Nimphius S. 
Mechanical determinants of faster change of direction and agil‑
ity performance in female basketball athletes. J Strength Cond Res. 
2015;29(8):2205–14. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1519/ JSC. 00000 00000 000876.

 21. Lee MJC, Lloyd DG, Lay BS, Bourke PD, Alderson JA. Effects of different 
visual stimuli on postures and knee moments during sidestepping. 
Med Sci Sports Exerc. 2013;45(9):1740–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1249/ MSS. 
0b013 e3182 90c28a.

 22. Dicks M, Davids K, Button C. Representative task designs for the study of 
perception and action in sport. Int J Sport Psychol. 2009;40(4):506–24.

 23. Wheeler KW, Askew CD, Sayers MG. Effective attacking strategies in 
rugby union. Eur J Sport Sci. 2010;10(4):237–42. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 17461 391. 2010. 482595.

 24. Della Villa F, Tosarelli F, Ferrari R, Grassi A, Ciampone L, Nanni G, et al. 
Systematic video analysis of Anterior Cruciate Ligament injuries 
in professional male rugby players: pattern, injury mechanism, 
and biomechanics in 57 consecutive cases. Orthop J Sports Med. 
2021;9(11):23259671211048184. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 23259 67121 
10481 82.

 25. Walden M, Krosshaug T, Bjorneboe J, Andersen TE, Faul O, Hagglund M. 
Three distinct mechanisms predominate in non‑contact Anterior Cruci‑
ate Ligament injuries in male professional football players: a systematic 
video analysis of 39 cases. Br J Sports Med. 2015;49(22):1452–60. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bjspo rts‑ 2014‑ 094573.

 26. Cerulli G, Benoit DL, Lamontagne M, Caraffa A, Liti A. In vivo ante‑
rior cruciate ligament strain behaviour during a rapid deceleration 
movement: case report. Knee Surg Sports Traumatol Arthrosc. 
2003;11(5):307–11. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00167‑ 003‑ 0403‑6.

 27. Nasseri A, Khataee H, Bryant AL, Lloyd DG, Saxby DJ. Modelling the 
loading mechanics of anterior cruciate ligament. Comput Methods 
Progr Biomed. 2020;184:105098. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. cmpb. 2019. 
105098.

 28. David S, Komnik I, Peters M, Funken J, Potthast W. Identification and risk 
estimation of movement strategies during cutting maneuvers. J Sci 
Med Sport. 2017;20(12):1075–80. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsams. 2017. 
05. 011.

 29. David S, Mundt M, Komnik I, Potthast W. Understanding cutting maneu‑
vers: the mechanical consequence of preparatory strategies and foot 
strike pattern. Hum Mov Sci. 2018;62:202–10. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
humov. 2018. 10. 005.

 30. Franklyn‑Miller A, Richter C, King E, et al. Athletic groin pain (part 2): a 
prospective cohort study on the biomechanical evaluation of change 

of direction identifies three clusters of movement patterns. Br J Sports 
Med. 2017;51:460–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bjspo rts‑ 2016‑ 096050.

 31. Lloyd DG, Buchanan TS, Besier TF. Neuromuscular biomechanical 
modeling to understand knee ligament loading. Med Sci Sports Exerc. 
2005;37(11):1939–47. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1249/ 01. mss. 00001 76676. 
49584. ba.

 32. Fisher H, Stephenson ML, Graves KK, et al. Relationship between force 
production during isometric squats and knee flexion angles during 
landing. J Streng Condition Res. 2016;30(6):1670–9. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1519/ JSC. 00000 00000 001264.

 33. McBride JM, Nimphius S. Biological system energy algorithm reflected 
in sub‑system joint work distribution movement strategies: influence of 
strength and eccentric loading. Sci Rep. 2020;10(1):12052. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1038/ s41598‑ 020‑ 68714‑8.

 34. Puniello MS, McGibbon CA, Krebs DE. Lifting strategy and stability 
in strength‑impaired elders. Spine (Phila Pa 1976). 2001;26(7):731–7. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 00007 632‑ 20010 4010‑ 00005.

 35. Suchomel TJ, Nimphius S, Bellon CR, Stone MH. The importance of mus‑
cular strength: training considerations. Sports Med. 2018;48(4):765–85. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s40279‑ 018‑ 0862‑z.

 36. Lauersen JB, Bertelsen DM, Andersen LB. The effectiveness of exercise 
interventions to prevent sports injuries: a systematic review and 
meta‑analysis of randomised controlled trials. Br J Sports Med. 
2014;48(11):871–7. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bjspo rts‑ 2013‑ 092538.

 37. Nordin AD, Dufek JS. Neuromechanical synergies in single‑leg landing 
reveal changes in movement control. Hum Mov Sci. 2016;49:66–78. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. humov. 2016. 06. 007.

 38. Gallina A, Wakeling JM, Hodges PW, Hunt MA, Garland SJ. Regional 
vastus medialis and lateralis activation in females with patellofemoral 
pain. Med Sci Sports Exerc. 2018. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1249/ MSS. 00000 
00000 001810.

 39. Donnelly CJ, Lloyd DG, Elliott BC, Reinbolt JA. Optimizing whole‑body 
kinematics to minimize valgus knee loading during sidestepping: 
implications for ACL injury risk. J Biomech. 2012;45(8):1491–7. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jbiom ech. 2012. 02. 010.

 40. Warren WH. The dynamics of perception and action. Psychol Rev. 
2006;113(2):358–89. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0033‑ 295X. 113.2. 358.

 41. Yamamoto K, Shinya M, Kudo K. The influence of attractor stability of 
intrinsic coordination patterns on the adaptation to new constraints. 
Sci Rep. 2020;10:3058. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1038/ s41598‑ 020‑ 60066‑7.

 42. Marshall BM, Franklyn‑Miller AD, King EA, Moran KA, Strike SC, Falvey ÉC. 
Biomechanical factors associated with time to complete a change of 
direction cutting maneuver. J Strength Cond Res. 2014;28(10):2845–51. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1519/ JSC. 00000 00000 000463.

 43. Young WB, Miller IR, Talpey SW. Physical qualities predict change‑of‑
direction speed but not defensive agility in Australian rules football. 
J Strength Cond Res. 2015;29(1):206–12. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1519/ JSC. 
00000 00000 000614.

 44. Nilstad A, Petushek E, Mok KM, Bahr R, Krosshaug T. Kiss goodbye 
to the ‘kissing knees’: no association between frontal plane inward 
knee motion and risk of future non‑contact ACL injury in elite female 
athletes. Sports Biomech. 2021. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 14763 141. 2021. 
19035 41.

 45. Poston GR, Schmitt LC, Ithurburn MP, Hugentobler JA, Thomas S, 
Paterno MV. Reduced 2‑d frontal plane motion during single‑limb land‑
ing is associated with risk of future Anterior Cruciate Ligament graft 
rupture after Anterior Cruciate Ligament reconstruction and return to 
sport: a pilot study. J Orthop Sports Phys Ther. 2021;51(2):82–7. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 2519/ jospt. 2021. 9302.

 46. Romero‑Franco N, Ortego‑Mate MDC, Molina‑Mula J. Knee kinematics 
during landing: is it really a predictor of acute noncontact knee injuries 
in athletes? A systematic review and meta‑analysis. Orthop J Sports 
Med. 2020;8(12):2325967120966952. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 23259 
67120 966952.

 47. Bahr R. Why screening tests to predict injury do not work—and prob‑
ably never will…: a critical review. Br J Sports Med. 2016;50(13):776–80. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bjspo rts‑ 2016‑ 096256.

 48. Kristianslund E, Faul O, Bahr R, Myklebust G, Krosshaug T. Sidestep 
cutting technique and knee abduction loading: implications for ACL 
prevention exercises. Br J Sports Med. 2014;48(9):779–83. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1136/ bjspo rts‑ 2012‑ 091370.

https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.00721
https://doi.org/10.5232/ricyde
https://doi.org/10.5232/ricyde
https://doi.org/10.1519/SSC.0000000000000309
https://doi.org/10.1519/SSC.0000000000000309
https://doi.org/10.1016/s1440-2440(05)80024-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2006.05.019
https://doi.org/10.1249/01.MSS.0000150087.95953.C3
https://doi.org/10.1249/01.MSS.0000150087.95953.C3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2004.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2004.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000000876
https://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e318290c28a
https://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0b013e318290c28a
https://doi.org/10.1080/17461391.2010.482595
https://doi.org/10.1080/17461391.2010.482595
https://doi.org/10.1177/23259671211048182
https://doi.org/10.1177/23259671211048182
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2014-094573
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00167-003-0403-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2019.105098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cmpb.2019.105098
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2017.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2018.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2018.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2016-096050
https://doi.org/10.1249/01.mss.0000176676.49584.ba
https://doi.org/10.1249/01.mss.0000176676.49584.ba
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000001264
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000001264
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-68714-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-68714-8
https://doi.org/10.1097/00007632-200104010-00005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-018-0862-z
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2013-092538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2016.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0000000000001810
https://doi.org/10.1249/MSS.0000000000001810
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2012.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbiomech.2012.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.113.2.358
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-60066-7
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000000463
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000000614
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000000614
https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2021.1903541
https://doi.org/10.1080/14763141.2021.1903541
https://doi.org/10.2519/jospt.2021.9302
https://doi.org/10.2519/jospt.2021.9302
https://doi.org/10.1177/2325967120966952
https://doi.org/10.1177/2325967120966952
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2016-096256
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2012-091370
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2012-091370


Page 13 of 14Kadlec et al. Sports Medicine - Open            (2023) 9:22  

 49. Wojtys EM, Beaulieu ML, Ashton‑Miller JA. New perspectives on ACL 
injury: on the role of repetitive sub‑maximal knee loading in causing 
ACL fatigue failure. J Orthop Res. 2016;34(12):2059–68. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1002/ jor. 23441.

 50. Cleather DJ, Goodwin JE, Bull AM. Inter‑segmental moment analysis 
characterizes the partial correspondence of jumping and jerking. J 
Strength Cond Res. 2013;27(1):89–100. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1519/ JSC. 
0b013 e3182 5037ee.

 51. Cushion EJ, North JS, Cleather DJ. Differences in motor control strate‑
gies of jumping tasks, as revealed by group and individual analysis. 
J Mot Behav. 2021;17:1–14. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00222 895. 2021. 
18860 36.

 52. Cushion EJ, Warmenhoven J, North JS, Cleather DJ. Task demand 
changes motor control strategies in vertical jumping. J Motor Behavior. 
2020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 00222 895. 2020. 17976 21.

 53. Fajen BR. Perceiving possibilities for action: on the necessity of calibra‑
tion and perceptual learning for the visual guidance of action. Percep‑
tion. 2005;34(6):717–40. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1068/ p5405.

 54. Fajen BR, Devaney MC. Learning to control collisions: the role of percep‑
tual attunement and action boundaries. J Exp Psychol Hum Percept 
Perform. 2006;32(2):300–13. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0096‑ 1523. 32.2. 
300.

 55. Fajen BR, Riley MA, Turvey MT. Information, affordances, and the control 
of action in sport. Int J Sport Psychol. 2009;40(1):79–107.

 56. Baida SR, Gore SJ, Franklyn‑Miller AD, Moran KA. Does the amount 
of lower extremity movement variability differ between injured and 
uninjured populations? A systematic review. Scand J Med Sci Sports. 
2018;28(4):1320–38. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ sms. 13036.

 57. Nordin AD, Dufek JS. Reviewing the variability‑overuse injury hypoth‑
esis: Does movement variability relate to landing injuries? Res Q Exerc 
Sport. 2019. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02701 367. 2019. 15768 37.

 58. Brown C, Bowser B, Simpson KJ. Movement variability during single leg 
jump landings in individuals with and without chronic ankle instability. 
Clin Biomech (Bristol, Avon). 2012;27(1):52–63. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
clinb iomech. 2011. 07. 012.

 59. Hamill J, van Emmerik RE, Heiderscheit BC, Li L. A dynamical systems 
approach to lower extremity running injuries. Clin Biomech (Bristol, 
Avon). 1999;14(5):297–308. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ s0268‑ 0033(98) 
90092‑4.

 60. Herb CC, Chinn L, Dicharry J, McKeon PO, Hart JM, Hertel J. Shank‑
rearfoot joint coupling with chronic ankle instability. J Appl Biomech. 
2014;30:366–72. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1123/ jab. 2013‑ 0085.

 61. Thornton GM, Schwab TD, Oxland TR. Cyclic loading causes faster rup‑
ture and strain rate than static loading in medial collateral ligament at 
high stress. Clin Biomech. 2007;22(8):932–40. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. 
clinb iomech. 2007. 05. 004.

 62. Dufek JS, Bates BT. The evaluation and prediction of impact forces dur‑
ing landings. Med Sci Sports Exerc. 1990;22(3):370–7.

 63. James CR, Dufek JS, Bates BT. Effects of injury proneness and task diffi‑
culty on joint kinetic variability. Med Sci Sports Exerc. 2000;32(11):1833–
44. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ 00005 768‑ 20001 1000‑ 00004.

 64. Nordin AD, Dufek JS. Load accommodation strategies and movement 
variability in single‑leg landing. J Appl Biomech. 2017;33(4):241–7. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1123/ jab. 2016‑ 0097.

 65. Nordin AD, Dufek JS. Lower extremity variability changes with drop‑
landing height manipulations. Res Sports Med. 2017;25(2):144–55. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 15438 627. 2017. 12823 53.

 66. Brown SR, Brughelli M, Hume PA. Knee mechanics during planned and 
unplanned sidestepping: a systematic review and meta‑analysis. Sports 
Med. 2014;44(11):1573–88. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s40279‑ 014‑ 0225‑3.

 67. Weir G, van Emmerik R, Jewell C, Hamill J. Coordination and variability 
during anticipated and unanticipated sidestepping. Gait Posture. 
2019;67:1–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. gaitp ost. 2018. 09. 007.

 68. Mørtvedt AI, Krosshaug T, Bahr R, Petushek E. I spy with my little eye 
… a knee about to go ‘pop’? Can coaches and sports medicine profes‑
sionals predict who is at greater risk of ACL rupture? Br J Sports Med. 
2020;54(3):154–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1136/ bjspo rts‑ 2019‑ 100602.

 69. Toigo M, Boutellier U. New fundamental resistance exercise determi‑
nants of molecular and cellular muscle adaptations. Eur J Appl Physiol. 
2006;97(6):643–63. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s00421‑ 006‑ 0238‑1.

 70. Frank BS, Hackney AC, Battaglini CL, Blackburn T, Marshall SW, Clark 
M, et al. Movement profile influences systemic stress and biome‑
chanical resilience to high training load exposure. J Sci Med Sport. 
2019;22(1):35–41. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsams. 2018. 05. 017.

 71. Ranganathan R, Lee M‑H, Newell KM. Repetition without repetition: 
challenges in understanding behavioral flexibility in motor skill. Front 
Psychol. 2020. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2020. 02018.

 72. Kostrubiec V, Zanone PG, Fuchs A, Kelso JAS. Beyond the blank slate: 
routes to learning new coordination patterns depend on the intrinsic 
dynamics of the learner—experimental evidence and theoretical 
model. Front Hum Neurosci. 2012. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fnhum. 2012. 
00222.

 73. Hacques G, Komar J, Dicks M, Seifert L. Exploring to learn and learning 
to explore. Psychol Res. 2021;85(4):1367–79. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s00426‑ 020‑ 01352‑x.

 74. Brand MT, de Oliveira RF. Recalibration in functional perceptual‑motor 
tasks: a systematic review. Hum Mov Sci. 2017;56:54–70. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1016/j. humov. 2017. 10. 020.

 75. Lee MCY, Chow JY, Komar J, Tan CWK, Button C. Nonlinear pedagogy: 
An effective approach to cater for individual differences in learning a 
sports skill. PLOS ONE. 2014;9(8):e104744. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ 
al. pone. 01047 44.

 76. Gibson JJ. The ecological approach to visual perception. New York: 
Psychology Press; 1979.

 77. Gibson JJ. The senses considered as perceptual systems. Boston: 
Houghton‑Mifflin; 1966.

 78. Dicks M, Araújo D, van der Kamp J. Perception‑action for the study of 
anticipation and decision making. In: Anticipation and decision making 
in sport. Routledge; 2019.

 79. Pinder RA, Davids K, Renshaw I, Araújo D. Representative learning 
design and functionality of research and practice in sport. J Sport Exerc 
Psychol. 2011;33(1):146–55. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1123/ jsep. 33.1. 146.

 80. Lee MJC, Lloyd DG, Lay BS, Bourke PD, Alderson JA. Different visual 
stimuli affect body reorientation strategies during sidestepping. Scand 
J Med Sci Sports. 2017;27(5):492–500. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ sms. 
12668.

 81. Dicks M, Button C, Davids K. Availability of advance visual informa‑
tion constrains association‑football goalkeeping performance during 
penalty kicks. Perception. 2010;39(8):1111–24. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1068/ 
p6442.

 82. Dos’Santos T, Thomas C, Comfort P, Jones PA. The effect of train‑
ing interventions on change of direction biomechanics associ‑
ated with increased Anterior Cruciate Ligament loading: a scoping 
review. Sports Med. 2019;49(12):1837–59. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ 
s40279‑ 019‑ 01171‑0.

 83. Farrow D. Practice‑enhancing technology: a review of perceptual train‑
ing applications in sport. Sports Tech. 2013;6:170–6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1080/ 19346 182. 2013. 875031.

 84. Scanlan AT, Wen N, Kidcaff AP, Berkelmans DM, Tucker PS, Dalbo VJ. 
Generic and sport‑specific reactive agility tests assess different quali‑
ties in court‑based team sport athletes. J Sports Med Phys Fitness. 
2016;56(3):206–13.

 85. Henry G, Dawson B, Lay B, Young W. Validity of a reactive agility test 
for Australian football. Int J Sports Physiol Perform. 2011;6(4):534–45. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1123/ ijspp.6. 4. 534.

 86. Young W, Farrow D, Pyne D, McGregor W, Handke T. Validity and reliabil‑
ity of agility tests in junior Australian football players. J Strength Cond 
Res. 2011;25(12):3399–403. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1519/ JSC. 0b013 e3182 
15fa1c.

 87. Morris‑Binelli K, Müller S, van Rens FECA, Harbaugh AG, Rosalie SM. Indi‑
vidual differences in performance and learning of visual anticipation in 
expert field hockey goalkeepers. Psychol Sport Exerc. 2021;52:101829. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. psych sport. 2020. 101829.

 88. Brault S, Bideau B, Kulpa R, Craig CM. Detecting deception in move‑
ment: the case of the sidestep in rugby. PLoS One. 2012;7(6):e37494. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 00374 94.

 89. Esteves PT, de Oliveira RF, Araújo D. Posture‑related affordances guide 
attacks in basketball. Psychol Sport Exerc. 2011;12(6):639–44. https:// 
doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. psych sport. 2011. 06. 007.

 90. Mecheri S, Laffaye G, Triolet C, et al. Relationship between split‑step 
timing and leg stiffness in world‑class tennis players when returning 

https://doi.org/10.1002/jor.23441
https://doi.org/10.1002/jor.23441
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e31825037ee
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e31825037ee
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.2021.1886036
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.2021.1886036
https://doi.org/10.1080/00222895.2020.1797621
https://doi.org/10.1068/p5405
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.32.2.300
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-1523.32.2.300
https://doi.org/10.1111/sms.13036
https://doi.org/10.1080/02701367.2019.1576837
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2011.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2011.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0268-0033(98)90092-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0268-0033(98)90092-4
https://doi.org/10.1123/jab.2013-0085
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2007.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinbiomech.2007.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005768-200011000-00004
https://doi.org/10.1123/jab.2016-0097
https://doi.org/10.1080/15438627.2017.1282353
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-014-0225-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaitpost.2018.09.007
https://doi.org/10.1136/bjsports-2019-100602
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00421-006-0238-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2018.05.017
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.02018
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00222
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00222
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-020-01352-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00426-020-01352-x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2017.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.humov.2017.10.020
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0104744
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0104744
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.33.1.146
https://doi.org/10.1111/sms.12668
https://doi.org/10.1111/sms.12668
https://doi.org/10.1068/p6442
https://doi.org/10.1068/p6442
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-019-01171-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-019-01171-0
https://doi.org/10.1080/19346182.2013.875031
https://doi.org/10.1080/19346182.2013.875031
https://doi.org/10.1123/ijspp.6.4.534
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e318215fa1c
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0b013e318215fa1c
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2020.101829
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0037494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2011.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2011.06.007


Page 14 of 14Kadlec et al. Sports Medicine - Open            (2023) 9:22 

fast serves. J Sports Sci. 2019;37(17):1962–71. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 
02640 414. 2019. 16093 92.

 91. Hinz M, Lehmann N, Aye N, Melcher K, Tolentino‑Castro JW, Wagner H, 
Taubert M. Differences in decision‑making behavior between elite and 
amateur team‑handball players in a near‑game test situation. Front 
Psychol. 2022;13:854208. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2022. 854208.

 92. Mori S, Shimada T. Expert anticipation from deceptive action. Atten 
Percept Psychophys. 2013;75(4):751–70. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ 
s13414‑ 013‑ 0435‑z.

 93. Hinz M, Lehmann N, Musculus L. Elite players invest additional time 
for making better embodied choices. Front Psychol. 2022;13:873474. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2022. 873474.

 94. Johnson JG. Cognitive modeling of decision making in sports. Psychol 
Sport Exerc. 2006;7(6):631–52. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. psych sport. 
2006. 03. 009.

 95. Ratcliff R, Smith PL, Brown SD, McKoon G. Diffusion decision model: cur‑
rent issues and history. Trends Cogn Sci. 2016;20(4):260–81. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1016/j. tics. 2016. 01. 007.

 96. Mann DTY, Williams AM, Ward P, Janelle CM. Perceptual‑cognitive exper‑
tise in sport: a meta‑analysis. J Sport Exerc Psychol. 2007;29(4):457–78. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1123/ jsep. 29.4. 457.

 97. Dicks M, der Kamp JV, Withagen R, Koedijker J. Can we hasten expertise 
by video simulations? Considerations from an ecological psychology 
perspective. Int J Sport Psychol. 2015;46(6):587–607. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
7352/ IJSP. 2015. 46. 587.

 98. Renshaw I, Davids K, Araújo D, et al. Evaluating weaknesses of 
“perceptual‑cognitive training” and “brain training” methods in sport: An 
ecological dynamics critique. Front Psychol. 2019. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
3389/ fpsyg. 2018. 02468.

 99. Hadlow SM, Panchuk D, Mann DL, Portus MR, Abernethy B. Modified 
perceptual training in sport: A new classification framework. J Sci Med 
Sport. 2018;21(9):950–8. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. jsams. 2018. 01. 011.

 100. Pinder RA, Davids K, Renshaw I, Araújo D. Manipulating informational 
constraints shapes movement reorganization in interceptive actions. 
Atten Percept Psychophys. 2011;73(4):1242–54. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3758/ 
s13414‑ 011‑ 0102‑1.

 101. Shim J, Carlton LG, Chow JW, Chae WS. The use of anticipatory visual 
cues by highly skilled tennis players. J Mot Behav. 2005;37(2):164–75. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 3200/ JMBR. 37.2. 164‑ 175.

 102. Maloney MA, Renshaw I, Headrick J, Martin DT, Farrow D. Taekwondo 
fighting in training does not simulate the affective and cognitive 
demands of competition: Implications for behavior and transfer. Front 
Psychol. 2018. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2018. 00025.

 103. Headrick J, Renshaw I, Davids K, Pinder RA, Araújo D. The dynamics of 
expertise acquisition in sport: the role of affective learning design. Psy‑
chol Sport Exerc. 2015;16:83–90. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. psych sport. 
2014. 08. 006.

 104. Dicks M, Button C, Davids K. Examination of gaze behaviors under 
in situ and video simulation task constraints reveals differences in infor‑
mation pickup for perception and action. Atten Percept Psychophys. 
2010;72:706–20.

 105. van Maarseveen MJJ, Oudejans RRD, Mann DL, Savelsbergh GJP. 
Perceptual‑cognitive skill and the in situ performance of soccer players. 
Q J Exp Psychol (Hove). 2018;71(2):455–70. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 
17470 218. 2016. 12552 36.

 106. van der Kamp J, Rivas F, van Doorn H, Savelsbergh G. Ventral and 
dorsal contributions in visual anticipation in fast ball sports. Int J Sport 
Psychol. 2008;39(2):100–30.

 107. Milner AD, Goodale MA. Two visual systems reviewed. Neuropsycho‑
logia. 2008;46(3):774–85. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. neuro psych ologia. 
2007. 10. 005.

 108. Milner AD, Goodale MA. Visual pathways to perception and action. 
Prog Brain Res. 1993;95:317–37. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ s0079‑ 6123(08) 
60379‑9.

 109. Hopwood MJ, Mann DL, Farrow D, Nielsen T. Does visual‑perceptual 
training augment fielding performance of skilled cricketers? Int J Sports 
Sci Coach. 2011;6(4):523–35.

 110. Gabbett T, Rubinoff M, Thorburn L, Farrow D. Testing and training antici‑
pation skills in softball fielders. Int J Sports Sci Coach. 2007;2(1):15–24. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1260/ 17479 54077 80367 159.

 111. Chaalali A, Rouissi M, Chtara M, et al. Agility training in young elite soc‑
cer players: promising results compared to change of direction drills. 
Biol Sport. 2016;33(4):345–51. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5604/ 20831 862. 12179 
24.

 112. Chaouachi A, Chtara M, Hammami R, Chtara H, Turki O, Castagna C. 
Multidirectional sprints and small‑sided games training effect on agility 
and change of direction abilities in youth soccer. J Strength Cond Res. 
2014;28(11):3121–7. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1519/ JSC. 00000 00000 000505.

 113. Young W, Rogers N. Effects of small‑sided game and change‑of‑direc‑
tion training on reactive agility and change‑of‑direction speed. J Sports 
Sci. 2014;32(4):307–14. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 02640 414. 2013. 823230.

 114. Davids K, Araújo D, Correia V, Vilar L. How small‑sided and conditioned 
games enhance acquisition of movement and decision‑making skills. 
Exerc Sport Sci Rev. 2013;41(3):154–61. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1097/ JES. 
0b013 e3182 92f3ec.

 115. Oppici L, Panchuk D, Serpiello FR, Farrow D. Long‑term practice with 
domain‑specific task constraints influences perceptual skills. Front 
Psychol. 2017;8:1387. https:// doi. org/ 10. 3389/ fpsyg. 2017. 01387.

 116. Owen AL, Wong DP, Paul D, Dellal A. Physical and technical compari‑
sons between various‑sided games within professional soccer. Int J 
Sports Med. 2014;35(4):286–92. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1055/s‑ 0033‑ 13513 
33.

 117. Woods C, McKeown I, Sullivan M, Robertson S, Davids K. Theory to 
Practice: Performance Preparation Models in Contemporary High‑Level 
Sport Guided by an Ecological Dynamics Framework. Sports Medicine ‑ 
Open. 2020;14:6. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1186/ s40798‑ 020‑ 00268‑5.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in pub‑
lished maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2019.1609392
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2019.1609392
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.854208
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-013-0435-z
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-013-0435-z
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.873474
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2006.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2006.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2016.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2016.01.007
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.29.4.457
https://doi.org/10.7352/IJSP.2015.46.587
https://doi.org/10.7352/IJSP.2015.46.587
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02468
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02468
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsams.2018.01.011
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-011-0102-1
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13414-011-0102-1
https://doi.org/10.3200/JMBR.37.2.164-175
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2014.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychsport.2014.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2016.1255236
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2016.1255236
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuropsychologia.2007.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0079-6123(08)60379-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0079-6123(08)60379-9
https://doi.org/10.1260/174795407780367159
https://doi.org/10.5604/20831862.1217924
https://doi.org/10.5604/20831862.1217924
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000000505
https://doi.org/10.1080/02640414.2013.823230
https://doi.org/10.1097/JES.0b013e318292f3ec
https://doi.org/10.1097/JES.0b013e318292f3ec
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2017.01387
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0033-1351333
https://doi.org/10.1055/s-0033-1351333
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-020-00268-5

	Training for “Worst-Case” Scenarios in Sidestepping: Unifying Strength and Conditioning and Perception–Action Approaches
	Abstract 
	Key points
	Introduction
	Implications for Different Interacting Constraints on Knee Joint Loading
	Does Motor Capacity Influence the Movement Strategy?
	What are We Preparing Athletes for?
	Do Athletes Use the Same Strategy Repeatedly?

	Constraints as a Tool to Increase Movement Solutions
	How Does the Anticipatory Information Available to an Athlete Affect Joint Loading?
	What are Additional Considerations for Using Anticipatory Information as a Constraint for a Loading Continuum?

	Perceptual–Cognitive Skill and Improving Perceptual–Motor Skill
	Will Improvements in Perceptual–Cognitive Skill Facilitate Perceptual–Motor Performance?

	Conclusion and Practical Applications
	Anchor 15
	Acknowledgements
	References


