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ABSTRACT

Background: Isometric tests quantify force under controlled conditions, but reliable measurements do not necessarily lead
to defensible coaching decisions. Objective: This critical narrative review examines how isometric peak force and time-
dependent measures can inform athlete monitoring without being mistaken for direct measures of sport performance.
Approach: Selected primary studies and methodological reviews are critically interpreted; no systematic search or meta-
analysis is claimed. Contribution: A six-stage decision-accountability framework links a predefined coaching question to test
choice, data-quality checks, uncertainty-aware interpretation, documented action and reassessment. Unlike existing testing
guidance, the framework treats disagreement between isometric and dynamic outcomes, as well as the consequences of a
decision, as reasons to review the original interpretation. Application: A hypothetical example illustrates why an observed
increase in peak force may not justify an immediate programme change. Conclusion: The framework offers a transparent
and testable way to organise judgement, but its effectiveness has not been empirically established.
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Introduction

Strength assessment can inform resistance-training
prescription, athlete monitoring and rehabilitation decisions,
but maximal force capacity is only one determinant of sport
performance. Movement skill, coordination, contraction velocity,
task constraints and training history also shape outcomes.
Isometric testing offers a practical way to assess force
production under a controlled posture. Its appeal should not
obscure a fundamental distinction: a measure can be
repeatable without being responsive to training, and it can
correlate with performance without accurately predicting an
individual athlete’s future results. This review therefore treats
test selection and interpretation as connected decisions rather
than assuming that any one force metric is universally
superior.

Isometric tests include the isometric mid-thigh pull (IMTP),
isometric squat (ISqT), bench press (IBPress) and bench pull
(IBPull). Depending on the apparatus, outputs may include
peak force, net force at prespecified time points, impulse and

rate of force development (RFD). Each quantity requires an
operational definition. For example, force at 150 ms is
meaningful only when the contraction onset, baseline
correction and filtering methods are specified. The central
challenge is therefore not merely to record a high value, but to
determine whether the value is repeatable, relevant to the
target task, sensitive to training and sufficiently precise to
support a coaching decision. This review evaluates those
distinctions while archiving the historical study-summary
tables separately.

Review scope and critical interpretive approach

This review starts with a practical question: when should an
isometric strength result lead a coach to change the training
plan? We use a critical narrative approach rather than a
systematic review or meta-analysis. We selected studies for
their relevance to four connected issues: relationships
between isometric and dynamic performance (Bazyler et al.,
2015; Lum et al., 2020; Tan & Lum, 2024); test setup and
signal processing (Comfort et al., 2019; Guppy et al., 2022);
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ABSTRACT
Professional organisations increasingly use dashboards,
predictive models and other analytical tools to guide
de
necessarily lead to better judgement or outcomes. This
conceptual article examines that gap. Drawing on selected
scholarship in evidence-based management, analytics
capability and data governance, it develops a
decision-to-outcome accountability perspective. The
central proposal is to follow a traceable decision episode:
what evidence was available, why a choice was made, who
acted on it and what happened afterwards. The framework
distinguishes three achievements that must be assessed
separately: a technically sound prediction, a well-justified
decision and a beneficial realised outcome. The article
identifies conditions that may shape these links, suggests
indicators for future research and illustrates the argument
through a hypothetical university example. The framework
is a conceptual proposal for empirical testing.
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1. Introduction
Professional organisations make decisions amid changing
technologies, competing demands and growing
expectations of accountability. Managers must often act
quickly while explaining not only what they decided, but
why. Data can help with that task. It can also complicate it
when indicators conflict or the available information is
incomplete.

In this article, professional organisations are
knowledge-intensive, service-oriented organisations in
which staff use specialist expertise to make decisions and
deliver services. Examples include universities, hospitals,
public agencies and professional service firms.

Digital records, dashboards and predictive models give
organisations new ways to spot patterns and compare
options. Their value depends on the questions being asked

and what happens next. A sophisticated analysis has little
practical value if nobody can act on it.

ame as better judgement. An
liable data yet struggle to

interpret it, agree on a course of action or learn from the
results. These are organisational problems as much as
technical ones.

Szukits and Móricz (2024), using survey data from 305
medium-sized and large companies in Hungary, found that
analytical culture was associated with data-driven
decision-making. They did not find support for a direct
association between centralisation of data use and
data-driven decision-making. This distinction matters:
concentrating access to information should not be mistaken
for improving the decisions made with it.

The relevance of DDDM extends beyond immediate
productivity. Organisations increasingly need to understand
how their decisions affect financial stability, employee
well-being, service quality, resource consumption, and
environmental performance. Data can help identify
inefficiencies, monitor progress, and reveal unintended
consequences. Nevertheless, sustainability cannot be
established through a single indicator, and short-term
improvements may conflict with longer-term organisational
objectives.

This article treats data-driven decision-making (DDDM) as a
process involving evidence, people and responsibility. Its
guiding question is straightforward: how can an
organisation tell whether an analytical insight contributed to
a worthwhile decision and, ultimately, a worthwhile
outcome?

2. Research Objectives
The article has five objectives:

To explain the role of data-driven decision-making in
contemporary professional organisations.

To identify the principal opportunities and challenges
associated with analytical approaches to organisational
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reliability and responsiveness (Drake et al., 2017; Grgic et al.,
2022; Hopkins, 2000); and the interpretation of monitoring
information in training decisions (Buchheit, 2014; Kiely,
2012). This selection helps explain the argument but is not
comprehensive. We did not screen databases systematically,
formally rate risk of bias or pool study results.

We read each source with three questions in mind. What,
precisely, did the test measure? How closely do its participants,
equipment and procedures resemble the setting in which a
coach might use it? And does the result tell us about
differences between athletes, repeatability, or change over
time? These questions guide the discussion; they are not a
validated appraisal tool.

Existing work answers related but different questions. Lum
et al. (2020) synthesised associations between isometric force–
time characteristics and dynamic performance; those
associations cannot by themselves determine what a coach
should do when an individual athlete's results change. Comfort
et al. (2019), Grgic et al. (2022), and Hopkins (2000) clarify
how protocols and measurement error affect interpretation,
but reliable measurement is only one condition for an
appropriate action. Buchheit (2014) and Kiely (2012) situate
monitoring within adaptive training, without establishing a
specific isometric-test decision sequence. Our contribution is
therefore narrower and more testable than a new theory of
coaching: we make the link between a measurement, a
competing explanation, an action or deliberate non-action, and
subsequent reassessment explicit. A dated record allows
another practitioner to examine whether the evidence
available at the time justified the decision, and whether new
evidence prompted reconsideration. Auditability is not the
same as accuracy or improved athlete outcomes; both remain
empirical questions.

What is new: from test quality to accountable decisions

The proposed six-stage process has two distinctive applications
(Table 1). When isometric and dynamic outcomes disagree,
neither result is automatically treated as the truth. The coach
checks measurement quality, task specificity, fatigue and the
initial explanation before acting. The process also requires a
prospective review condition: the record specifies what was
done or deferred, why, and what new finding would justify
changing course. These features make decisions easier to
inspect and compare over time. They do not establish that the
process is unique to this framework or superior to experienced
practitioners' existing methods.

Rationale for isometric strength assessment

Isometric assessments are attractive because they can be
completed without lifting a maximal external load through a
full range of motion, and because calibrated devices can record
detailed force–time data. Under appropriate supervision, they
may reduce some technical demands and be convenient
during periods of heavy training. These practical advantages
do not establish that isometric tests are universally safer, less

fatiguing or more responsive than dynamic testing. Maximal
voluntary contractions still require preparation, appropriate
positioning and consideration of symptoms or
contraindications. The principal scientific advantage is the
ability to standardise the mechanical task and examine specific
force characteristics. Conversely, the fixed posture reduces
ecological similarity to movements involving acceleration,
stretch–shortening behaviour and coordination across
changing joint angles.

Studies have reported links between isometric force and
dynamic strength, jumping, sprinting and other athletic tasks
(Bazyler et al., 2015; Lum et al., 2020). These findings can
guide test choice, but their meaning depends on who was
tested, how the test was performed and which performance
task was examined. A test that separates stronger from weaker
athletes may still be too variable to track a small change in one
person. That distinction matters throughout this review.

Measurement constructs and interpretation

Peak force is the highest recorded force within a valid trial, but
the meaning of that value depends on the equipment and
signal processing. A force plate may record the resultant
ground-reaction force, whereas a cable load cell records
tension along a defined line of pull. Values obtained from
different configurations are not interchangeable without
calibration and appropriate mechanical interpretation.
Reporting should specify whether system weight has been
removed, whether force is unilateral or bilateral, and whether
the value represents raw or net force. Relative force expressed
per kilogram of body mass answers a different question from
absolute force and should not automatically replace it.

Rate of force development (RFD) describes change in force
divided by elapsed time over a stated interval. It is particularly
sensitive to the method used to detect contraction onset,
baseline noise, filtering, sampling frequency and pretension.
Force at 100 or 200 milliseconds and impulse accumulated
over an early window can be easier to interpret than a single
peak RFD value, but neither is immune to processing choices.
The investigator must report the exact time origin, window
and calculation. Early force values can also be mathematically
associated with peak force, so a larger early force does not by
itself establish superior rapid-force capability relative to
maximal strength.

Position specificity is central to validity. Joint angle, trunk
orientation, bar height, grip, footwear and support surfaces
alter the muscles and mechanical leverage contributing to the
recorded force. The aim is not to find one universally correct
posture, but to reproduce a position that corresponds to the
monitoring question and has acceptable reliability in the
target group. Comparisons with published norms should be
cautious when protocols differ. Standardisation guidance for
the isometric mid-thigh pull emphasises these procedural
choices (Comfort et al., 2019).
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Upper-limb isometric assessments: construct and
interpretation

The isometric bench press (IBPress; Figure 2) measures
pushing force without movement at a selected joint position.
Shoulder and elbow angles, bench support, bar fixation and
instructions all affect the reading. It may add useful
information to dynamic strength testing, but it does not
replace a one-repetition-maximum bench press or measure
power in a sporting movement. Its value depends on the
specific question the coach is trying to answer.

Figure 2. Illustrative isometric bench-press position.

The isometric bench pull (IBPull; Figure 3) measures
pulling rather than pushing force. Although the two tests can
complement each other, their scores describe different tasks.
Grip, body support, joint position and the direction of
measured force must be considered before interpreting a
result.

Figure 3. Illustrative isometric bench-pull position.

For repeated upper-limb assessments, document bench and
padding configuration, grip width, joint position, warm-up,
contraction instructions and sensor settings. These details
matter more than comparing absolute scores from dissimilar
apparatus.

Lower-limb isometric assessments: construct and
interpretation

The isometric mid-thigh pull (IMTP; Figure 4) and isometric
squat (ISqT; Figure 5) both assess lower-limb force, but they
place the athlete in different mechanical conditions. The IMTP
may suit a programme that needs a consistent measure of
maximal pulling force. The ISqT may be more informative
when squat posture or a particular joint angle is central to the
question. Tan and Lum (2024) examined how squat-test
position relates to dynamic squat strength, illustrating why
joint angle cannot be treated as a minor detail. The better test
is the one that fits the intended comparison and can be
repeated reliably.
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Figure 4. Illustrative isometric mid-thigh pull setup.

For sprinting, jumping and change-of-direction tasks, a static
force test captures only part of the performance problem.
Sprint acceleration, for example, also depends on direction of
force application, coordination and technique. A coach should
therefore pair the isometric measure with the dynamic task
that matters, and interpret agreement or disagreement
between outcomes rather than treating either as a substitute
for the other (Lum et al., 2020).

For longitudinal monitoring, retain the same lower-limb test,
joint configuration and apparatus unless there is a defensible
reason to change. If a protocol changes, the new series should
not be treated as directly continuous with the old one. Local
familiarisation and repeatability checks are preferable to
assuming that published norms apply to every athlete.

Interpreting associations with athletic
performance

Studies reporting associations between isometric and dynamic
performance describe relationships within their sampled
populations, not guaranteed responses to training. Small
samples, restricted performance ranges, body size and
differences in processing can influence the result. A high
correlation is not proof that improving the measured force will
improve performance, and a modest correlation does not
necessarily make a test useless for tracking an individual
athlete. The decision depends on what the measure captures,
how precisely it can be repeated and whether the outcome is
actionable.

A negative correlation with sprint or change-of-direction
time often means that greater force is associated with faster
completion, because lower time is better. It does not mean that
strength is detrimental. Equally, a strong positive correlation
between peak force and an explosive outcome can partly
reflect body size or general training status. Absolute and
relative force should therefore be interpreted in light of
anthropometry and the chosen performance criterion.
Confidence intervals, measurement precision and the number
of comparisons are more informative than a threshold label
such as moderate or strong alone.

Consider two athletes. One produces more force on an
isometric test after training, yet runs no faster. The strength
gain may be real, but sprint technique, force direction or
coordination may not have changed enough to affect
performance. Another athlete runs faster without a
meaningful increase in peak force, perhaps because movement
efficiency has improved. Neither pattern means the
assessment has failed. Each asks the coach to revisit what the
test was expected to reveal.

Testing protocols and quality control

The practical value of an isometric test depends on
standardisation, transparent data processing and consistent
interpretation across sessions. The following procedures
should be documented before testing begins.

Select the joint position on the basis of the construct and
task of interest, then reproduce it at follow-up. There is no
single joint angle that maximises validity for every athlete and
dynamic movement. Report how knee and elbow angles were
defined, as conventions differ between anatomical and
internal-joint-angle notation.

For isometric bench press and bench pull, retain the same
bench, padding, body position, elbow configuration and
fixation apparatus at each session. Differences in contact
surfaces or apparatus compliance can alter the recorded force
and compromise longitudinal comparisons.

For the IMTP, document the bar height, grip and strap use,
knee and hip configuration, trunk position, foot placement and
instructions. Published standardisation guidance highlights
how methodological differences can affect the measured
force–time curve (Comfort et al., 2019). Familiarisation and a
consistent warm-up should precede testing, particularly when
early force is the intended outcome.

For early force or rate of force development, instruct
athletes to produce force rapidly and maximally. Predefine the
force-onset algorithm, sampling rate, filtering and analysis
windows. An onset shift of only a few milliseconds can alter
short-window estimates, so report these settings and retain
the original traces.

For peak-force testing, athletes should exert maximal effort
long enough for force to plateau without sacrificing technique
or tolerability. Record contraction duration and rest interval,
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and use the same rules at each session. A fixed number of
seconds should not be presented as optimal for every protocol.

Inspect baseline force and trial traces for excessive pre-
tension, countermovement, equipment movement and delayed
effort. Predefine criteria for rejecting or repeating a trial;
otherwise practitioners may inadvertently select favourable
traces after observing the results.

Figure 6 illustrates why force–time traces should be
inspected before an attempt is accepted. Pre-tension,
movement artefacts and delayed maximal effort should trigger
protocol-defined review rather than post hoc selection of a
favourable trial.
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Figure 6. Illustrative force–time traces: stable trial (A) and trials requiring inspection (B, C).

Integrated discussion: measurement quality,
change and coaching decisions

Table 1 sets out six linked decisions, not six new
measurements. The sequence begins before the athlete

touches the equipment: what question needs answering, and
what result would change the plan? Only then does the coach
select a test, check its quality, interpret change, decide what to
do and return to that decision. Good equipment cannot
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compensate for a vague question, and a change in force does
not by itself dictate an intervention.

Before comparing scores, the coach checks whether the
trials were performed in the same way. Familiarisation,
posture, warm-up, instructions and signal processing need to
be consistent. Rejected trials should be retained with a reason
for exclusion. Otherwise, a difference in procedure can easily
be mistaken for a change in the athlete.

Relative reliability, such as an intraclass correlation
coefficient, describes how consistently individuals retain their
ranking. Absolute reliability, such as typical error, is more
useful when judging change within an athlete (Hopkins,
2000). The same test may rank athletes consistently while
remaining too imprecise to interpret a small individual change.
Reliability should therefore be estimated for the actual
protocol and population rather than borrowed uncritically
from a different setting.

Association, reliability and responsiveness are different
forms of evidence. Isometric peak-force testing has substantial
repeatability evidence, but the ability to detect training
adaptation is a separate question (Drake et al., 2017; Grgic et
al., 2022). Time-dependent measures also depend on
contraction-onset and processing choices (Comfort et al., 2019;
Guppy et al., 2022). Buchheit (2014) similarly argues that
monitoring measures should be interpreted against error,
meaningful change and training context. The present
framework adds an explicit requirement to record what
interpretation led to which action.

Worked example (hypothetical; not participant data). An
athlete's isometric mid-thigh pull peak force rises from 2,500
N to 2,650 N, an observed gain of 150 N (6%). Assume, only to
demonstrate the calculation, a single-session typical error of
100 N, independent errors and equal error variance at both
sessions. The standard error of the difference is then √2 × 100
≈ 141 N. Multiplying this by 1.96 gives an illustrative
measurement-error margin of approximately ±277 N. This
margin is neither a confidence interval for the athlete's true
adaptation nor a validated decision threshold. It omits
uncertainty in the typical-error estimate, potential systematic
bias and any departure from the stated assumptions. Because
the observed gain is smaller than this illustrative margin, the
coach would record the result as inconclusive rather than
automatically increase the training load. The next steps would
be to inspect force traces, check test positioning and fatigue,
and repeat testing if the decision warrants the cost. A paired
sprint or jump assessment could test whether the original
performance explanation remains plausible. If force improves
but dynamic performance does not, the coach would consider
task-specific limitations rather than claim that the isometric
test has failed. The record would identify the decision to act or
wait, its rationale, and the evidence that would trigger
reassessment.

A useful decision record is brief but specific. It states the
question, metric, protocol, accepted trials, uncertainty estimate
and any relevant dynamic result. It also notes competing
explanations, what the coach decided to do or postpone, and
what would prompt another decision. The record allows the
reasoning to be examined later. It does not mean that every
uncertain result must trigger another test; time, cost and the
consequences of acting or waiting still matter (Buchheit, 2014;
Kiely, 2012).

Limits of inference and practical implications

An isometric test tells us how much force an athlete produces
in a constrained task. On its own, it cannot establish injury
status, readiness to compete or whether a gain will transfer to
sport. When force and performance results disagree, the coach
should not rush to dismiss either measure. The mismatch may
be a clue that the initial explanation was incomplete.

More monitoring is not always better. A small set of
dependable measures may be more useful than many outputs
that fluctuate from session to session. If a proposed
programme change rests on a difference that could plausibly
be measurement noise, the coach may be better served by
checking context or repeating the assessment. The choice also
depends on the costs of acting too soon and of waiting too long.

The proposed process has not been tested for usability,
decision accuracy, or athlete benefit. Its principal output is an
inspectable record of reasoning, not proof of better reasoning.
Because the review deliberately selected relevant sources
rather than conducting a systematic search, it may omit
alternative frameworks or contrary evidence. We therefore
make no claim that the six stages are exhaustive, unique or
superior. Nor do we prescribe universal thresholds: error
distributions, costs of testing, and consequences of acting
prematurely differ across sports and athletes. The framework
should be judged against usual practice in prospective studies,
including whether it changes decisions appropriately when
evidence conflicts.

Future validation of the proposed framework

The first validation study should test decisions rather than
assume a performance benefit. In a preregistered assessor
study, practitioners could be assigned to usual interpretation
or a six-stage worksheet and asked to interpret standardised
cases. Cases would vary force-trace validity, measurement
uncertainty, and agreement between isometric and dynamic
outcomes. Before data collection, investigators should define a
decision-quality rubric and reference decisions, developed by
an independent panel blinded to group allocation. Primary
outcomes could include identification of invalid trials,
appropriate recognition of uncertainty, consideration of
competing explanations, and justified action or non-action.
Secondary outcomes could include inter-rater agreement,
decision changes after new information, documentation
completeness and time burden. The study should report
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disagreements with the reference panel and potential harms
from overtesting; a longer record alone must not count as a
better decision.

A second, prospective multisite study should examine
whether any improvement in decision quality persists across
coaching experience, sports and equipment, and whether the
approach reduces unnecessary programme changes without
delaying useful interventions. The design should prespecify
meaningful outcomes, monitor adverse consequences and
distinguish improved documentation from improved decisions.
Research involving athlete participants requires appropriate
ethics review. Until such work is completed, the framework is
an unvalidated organisational aid, not an evidence-based
performance intervention.

Conclusion

Isometric strength assessments offer useful information when
the task, equipment and measurement uncertainty are
understood. The remaining challenge is to decide what that
information warrants. This critical narrative review proposes
six linked steps that make a coach's question, test selection,
quality checks, interpretation, action and reassessment visible.
Its specific contribution is to preserve conflicting evidence and
prospective review conditions within the decision record, so
that reasoning can be examined rather than reconstructed
after an outcome is known. These are proposed advantages,
not demonstrated improvements. Future comparisons with
usual practice should establish whether greater auditability
leads to more appropriate decisions or meaningful athlete
benefit.

Table 1. Proposed decision-accountability matrix for isometric strength assessment in sports

Stage Decision Question Required Evidence or Quality Check Documented Action / Review
Condition

1. Define What coaching decision is at stake? Specify performance hypothesis, target
athlete and intended consequence.

Record question, anticipated action
and decision horizon.

2. Select Which test and metric address that
question?

Choose IMTP, ISqT or another measure
based on construct and athlete; identify
a relevant dynamic comparator.

Record protocol, chosen outcome
and reason for selection.

3. Standardise Can the data be trusted across trials
and dates?

Fix apparatus, joint angles, footwear,
verbal instructions, sampling frequency
and filtering.

Record full testing setup; reject trials
with visible artefacts or unstable
baselines.

4. Calibrate What counts as a real change? Calculate typical error, CV, SWC and
measurement uncertainty for this
metric, squad and testing context.

Record analytical threshold; require
observed difference to exceed
measurement noise.

5. Decide Does the evidence support the
proposed action?

Compare observed change with
threshold, corroborate with training
load, fatigue and dynamic performance.

Document decision, supporting
indicators and any contradictory
findings.

6. Review Did the decision achieve its intended
purpose?

Evaluate athletic response, re-test at
planned horizon, and update threshold
or protocol if necessary.

Record review outcome and note
modifications to testing or training.

Declarations

Artificial Intelligence (AI) Usage: Generative artificial
intelligence tools, including ChatGPT (OpenAI), were used to
proofread the article. The author is responsible for verifying
the accuracy, originality, references and conclusions and
approving the final manuscript.

Funding: The author received no external funding for this
research.

Financial Competing Interests: The author declares no
financial competing interests.

Author Contributions: The sole author is responsible for the
conceptualisation, analysis, writing, revision and final approval
of this manuscript.

Ethics Approval and Consent to Participate: This conceptual
study did not involve human participants, animals or the
collection of personal data. Ethics approval was not required,
and consent to participate was not applicable.

References

Bazyler, C. D., Beckham, G. K., & Sato, K. (2015). The use of the isometric
squat as a measure of strength and explosiveness. Journal of
Strength and Conditioning Research, 29(5), 1386–1392.
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000000751

Buchheit, M. (2014). Monitoring training status with HR measures: Do
all roads lead to Rome? Frontiers in Physiology, 5, 73.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fphys.2014.00073

Comfort, P., Dos’Santos, T., Beckham, G. K., Stone, M. H., Guppy, S. N., &
Haff, G. G. (2019). Standardization and methodological
considerations for the isometric midthigh pull. Strength &

Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies in Professional Practice Vol. 1, Issue 1 (2026) | pp. 10–18 | https://doi.org/10.5281/jmspp.2026.01.007

17



Conditioning Journal, 41(2), 57–79.
https://doi.org/10.1519/SSC.0000000000000433

Drake, D., Kennedy, R., & Wallace, E. (2017). The validity and
responsiveness of isometric lower body multi-joint tests of
muscular strength: A systematic review. Sports Medicine - Open, 3,
23. https://doi.org/10.1186/s40798-017-0091-2

Grgic, J., Scapec, B., Mikulic, P., & Pedisic, Z. (2022). Test-retest reliability
of isometric mid-thigh pull maximum strength assessment: A
systematic review. Biology of Sport, 39(2), 407–414.
https://doi.org/10.5114/biolsport.2022.106149

Guppy, S. N., Kotani, Y., Brady, C. J., Connolly, S., Comfort, P., & Haff, G. G.
(2022). The reliability and magnitude of time-dependent force-
time characteristics during the isometric midthigh pull are affected
by both testing protocol and analysis choices. Journal of Strength
and Conditioning Research, 36(5), 1191–1199.
https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000004229

Hopkins, W. G. (2000). Measures of reliability in sports medicine and
science. Sports Medicine, 30(1), 1–15.
https://doi.org/10.2165/00007256-200030010-00001

Kiely, J. (2012). Periodization paradigms in the 21st century: Evidence-
led or tradition-driven? International Journal of Sports Physiology
and Performance, 7(3), 242–250.
https://doi.org/10.1123/ijspp.7.3.242

Lum, D., Haff, G. G., & Barbosa, T. M. (2020). The relationship between
isometric force-time characteristics and dynamic performance: A
systematic review. Sports, 8(5), 63.
https://doi.org/10.3390/sports8050063

Tan, W. Z. N., & Lum, D. (2024). Predicting 1 repetition maximum squat
with peak force obtained from isometric squat at multiple
positions. Journal of Strength and Conditioning Research, 38(9),
1543–1550. https://doi.org/10.1519/JSC.0000000000004849

Table 1. Proposed decision-accountability matrix

© 2026 The Author(s). Published by International Business Strategies Pte Ltd, Singapore. This is an open access article distributed under
the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0).

www.jmspp.com

Journal of Multidisciplinary Studies in Professional Practice Vol. 1, Issue 1 (2026) | pp. 10–18 | https://doi.org/10.5281/jmspp.2026.01.007

18


