




































































are so much less suitable than the sites
available back in the early part of the
century. The early architects had the
opportunity to build golf courses on
ideal sites.

Our design styles today are a throw-
back, to some degree, to design styles
of the early 1900s. I think we are improv-
ing designs, but in some cases a few
architects are trying too many tricks.
Also, today we are building courses for a
different type of client. We are building
primarily for real estate developers,
whose main interest is selling the adjacent
real estate. He often then transfers
ownership of the golf course to the
members after the real estate has been
sold. We are also building golf courses
for major resorts for daily fee play and
for tournament viewing. Fewer and fewer
truly private golf courses are being built
today.

The expectations of today’s players
(because they see so many golf courses
on TV) are far greater than they were
back in the "20s. The demand for quality
maintenance is much higher in the U.S.
than in Britain. Score is of great impor-
tance toevery golfer in America, whereas
in Britain, it is whether or not you beat
your buddy. Here, whether or not you
score the number you always intend to
is much more important.

We are building dramatic resort golf
courses to draw people to new, some-
times mammoth hotels, and the golf
courses are sometimes of secondary
interest to the client. The client wants
you to build something dramatic to bring
guests to the resort to fill up the rooms.
Pinehurst No. 7 is dramatic and will
help that resort. The Spanish Bay Golf
Course that my brother is doing on the
Pacific Ocean, in Monterey, California,
will help fill the hotel they are building
there.

EVELOPMENT golf courses that

will become private someday and
daily fee golf courses definitely should
be designed to be enjoyed. Form should
follow function. This is not often the
case. Several architects today are
designing courses where function follows
form. Money is being spent on dramatic
visual features that hurt the higher-
handicap players and really have no
effect on the pro or the low-handicapper.
High mounds, deep cavities, tee-to-green
waste areas, hard-to-maintain bumps,
inordinately deep bunkers, steep slopes,
deep cuts in the middle of fairways. These
features create the drama and many are
effective and well thought out. The
major mistake, in my opinion, is that
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these features serve no purpose. When
they are repeated hole after hole need-
lessly, they lose their effectiveness. I
believe every hole should have its own
theme, using different combinations of
features. Each hole should be a new
experience. The mark of an interesting
golf course is that every hole can be
remembered after a first round.

The routing of the holes, in my
opinion, is the most important aspect
of design. If this is done properly, the
golf course will unfold and be enjoyable
to play. We must not forget to have
alternate routes of attack, essential for
so many golfers to finish a round. I
believe that it is wrong to design a golf
course where so many of the higher-
handicap players are really defeated
before they strike the first ball. For
example, we are building a golf course
at Haig Point, on Daufuskie Island, one
mile from Hilton Head. We had two
opportunities to build spectacular golf
holes from the bluff, across the marsh
to a spit of land on Calibogue Sound.
You can almost see the ocean. We did
not want to miss this chance for two
truly dramatic holes on this site. We
came to the conclusion that these two
holes might be too hard for the majority
of players, because the carries were so
long. So we are building a 20-hole golf
course at Haig Point. We have two back-
up holes for the eighth and 17th, so you
can play the inland holes or the Sound
holes, depending on ability or weather
conditions. This is how we have created
what we think is a great golf course
while at the same time a viable recre-
ational facility for all golfers.

While several golf course architects
are adding all the dramatic aspects to
their designs, they have often neglected
green design. This is probably the second
most essential aspect of golf course
design, i.e., properly designed greens
for the shot required. We are finding
on contemporary golf courses, those that
receive so much publicity today, that
greens must often be rebuilt soon after
the course opens. Some of these greens
were originally built with too many
plateaus and too much contour for the
size of the surface. Some architects are
designing fall-away greens or greens
that reject shots on holes that require
forced carries to reach them. Greens
are being built that are too small for
the amount of actual play and often too
small for the shot required.

EN YEARS AGO, golf course
architects were being told by people
responsible for maintaining golf courses

that we had to build lifeless, low-mainte-
nance, long-slope golf courses in order
for golf to be viable. We were in the
middle of a terrible recession. In fact,
we were not even designing many golf
courses at the time. We had an energy
crisis and it looked as if we really should
concentrate more on lower-maintenance
courses. However, it would have been
wrong to design courses for low-mainte-
nance only. I think architects made an
attempt then to design for lower mainte-
nance, but today there has been a great
departure from this line of thinking
because the economy is so good.

I dont believe we should take the
character out of the golf course. I think
we should have the same character in
design with slopes, etc., as we did in the
20s. We should use our major features
and the steep slopes judiciously in the
areas where they affect play and shot
values. That’s the proper way to do it.
We can build pot bunkers so long as they
can be maintained. Bold mounds should
be incorporated into the design of golf
holes if they can be mowed. Large
bunkers or waste areas should be used in
areas that are in play and not necessarily
from tee to green. Grass bunkers are an
effective hazard for good and average
golfers. In fact, they are really a better
hazard for the average golfer. Courses
should be built with diversity of style
that can be maintained at a reasonable
cost after the developer leaves the
course to the members.

I feel we are in a renaissance period
of golf course design. A golf course,
however, should not be designed as an
ego trip for the architect, but rather
as a recreational facility to be enjoyed
repeatedly. If a golf course is designed
to make the top 100 list or to make a
breathtaking photograph, it might not
be viable when repeat play is required
for success. I think one really must
design a golf course with definition to
be viewed from the tee and the fairway
itself. Too many golf courses today have
features that are not as visible from the
ground as they are from helicopters.

The greatness of the game of golf,
unlike many other sports, stems from
the fact that every playing field is
different. Every architect has his own
concepts, and each course is a unique
creation. But we must design interesting,
fair, enjoyable, dramatic, beautiful
courses that will attract new golfers.
They must maintain the golfer’s interest
and allow him to play the game at
affordable cost. We can use old concepts
or devise new ones, but the features we
use should be fair.







FRANK HANNIGAN: Our final panelist
is also, shockingly, the youngest. He is
Jerry Tarde, who is perhaps the most
influential golf journalist in the world.
As Executive Editor, he decides what
goes into Golf Digest magazine, the
biggest publication in its field.

Actually, it was the Golf Digest
project of naming the so-called 100
Greatest Golf Courses that launched
the current and general interest in golf
course architecture. That list is revised
every two years and its influence simply
cannot be overstated. Architects will kiil
to get on the Golf Digest list, and so
will the owners of profit-oriented golf
courses.

Jerry Tarde, this power broker, grew
up playing public golf courses around
Philadelphia. He escaped to Northwest-
ern University, and immediately after
graduation joined the Golf Digest staff,
where his rise to eminence has been
meteoric. Jerry is a member at Winged
Foot, the U.S. Open site near New York
City, where he is what I think of as a
strong six-handicap player. He is also a
member of Royal Dornoch, in Scotland,
but that is simply to show off.

JERRY TARDE: Now that you have
heard from the Forces of Good, as
Frank Hannigan explained it to me, I
am supposed to represent the Princes of
Darkness — Pete Dye and Jack Nicklaus.
If you believe Crenshaw and Hannigan,
they would say that anything new isn’t
good. They are the kind of people who
think, as some music critics do, that
anything written after the Baroque
Period of Handel and Bach isn’t worth
listening to. I was reminded of that kind
of people when I saw this month’s issue
of American Heritage Magazine, which
is a very good historical periodical. This
month it lists the 10 best automobiles
ever made in the U.S. Nine of the ten
were built prior to 1938. The one modern
one was built in 1955.

I think we have to get rid of this
notion that anything new can’t be good.
In modern architecture, that is an
important thing to realize. The modern
architecture period really came into
focus in March, 1982, during the week
of the Tournament Players Champion-
ship. If it can be pinpointed to a moment,
it was when Jerry Pate threw Pete Dye
and Deane Beman into the water beside
the 18th green. Why did he throw them
in? The reason is that something exciting
was happening that week. A brand-new
kind of golf course was introduced to the
public on television. Something visually
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exciting and different from anything the
American people had ever seen before.
It involved touring pros, and they have
traditionally been influential in guiding
the trends and thoughts of golfers. It
was controversial. People had opinions
on whether they liked the TPC or not. It
got us talking about golf, about golf
courses and about architecture.

For years, people inside the business,
golf industry leaders, have been clamor-
ing for changes in design to meet the
changing conditions of the game. They
wanted courses that required less care
in an age of escalating maintenance
costs and water shortages. They wanted
courses that had more challenge with
less yardage, due to escalating land costs.
And they wanted more pleasure for
recreational players while at the same
time still keeping the challenge for the
top player.

Pete Dye’s TPC at Sawgrass attempted
to answer these three desires in some
innovative ways. [ am not going to say
that he answered them adequately, but
he got us all thinking in a direction that
has been good for the game. And he
certainly was not the first to do it. The
TPC wasn't even his first attempt at it.
He had been doing that kind of course
for the last 10 to 15 years, but the TPC
embodied all that was new about modern
architecture, and it probably will have
the kind of influence on the game that
the National Golf Links and Augusta
National had in the first part of this
century.

Twenty years ago Herbert Warren
Wind wrote in Golf Digest that the ideal
measure for a golf course was 7,400
yards “in order to make par for the
pros the examination that par is supposed
to be.” Pete Dye’s TPC, at 6,800 yards,
was a departure from that thinking.
Twenty years ago Golf Digest began
ranking courses. The first ranking was
called the 200 Toughest Courses in
America. We used the USGA system of
course rating, which is based mostly on
yardage. The No. | course in the country
was Runaway Brook, in Massachusetts,
now called the International. It measured
8,000 yards. We quickly saw that was
not the direction we should be going,
and in succeeding years, we modified
our criteria and changed the name of
our ranking.

In 1969 it was called the 100 Most
Testing Golf Courses. I think we were
still preoccupied, if not with yardage,
then with difficulty at that time. Resis-
tance to Scoring is what we called it.

In 1971 we renamed it America’s 100
Greatest Tests of Golf, and in 1975 it

was called, as it is today, America’s 100
Greatest Golf Courses. The emphasis
has been shifting away from length and
difficulty toward interesting design.

OW WHAT was so different about

the TPC? I think we can break
down the so-called innovations of the
TPC into five categories. They are really
not innovations, because they are things
we have been seeing and have been in
use for a couple of hundred years. One,
the TPC was a shorter championship
course. A year or two later, Pete built
Long Cove, at 6,700 yards, and this has
influenced other architects. 1 played
Dan Maples’s The Pit Golf Course last
year, and I think from the back tees it is
about 6,300 or 6,400 yards.

Two, Dye re-introduced the penal
short hole. This is a hole that could best
be described as a half par, a 215, a 3%, a
4Y par. It is the equalizer, a challenge
for the good player, yet the average
player can still reach it. The 17th hole,
the Island Green at TPC, is probably
the most notorious example of a penal
short hole.

Three, he brought back blind shots,
where you can’t see where you are
going. He calls it a test of character and
intelligence. “There is no such thing
as a blind hole, once you have playedit,”
he says.

Four, he brought to the TPC severely
undulating greens and, as we have seen
there and in others of his courses,
undulating fairways. The pros don’t like
either of these very much because when
they hit an A-type shot, they expect an
A-type result. Too often at a Pete Dye
course, an A shot gets a C result.

Five, the Natural Look. For better or
for worse, Pete has extensively used
waste bunkers and unkempt areas off
the fairway. He has used different
grasses, color contrasts with what he
thinks are low maintenance. He says
color contrast in grasses is as important
as undulation.

Is this good? A friend of Pete’s likes
to say that Robert Trent Jones made
golf course architecture a business, Pete
Dye made it an art, and Jack Nicklaus
made it expensive.

People ask us why we give so much
attention or coverage to Nicklaus and
Dye courses. The reason I think simply
is that they are building the most lavishly
expensive, most dramatically photo-
genic, most exciting, most controversial
golf courses today. They are news events,
and we cover them as such. Some people
also contend that Golf Digest made them
superstars, or that the media in general



















answer essentially is determined by how
much water the superintendent chooses
to lay on the course. While I will spare
you, as I have done with regard to golf
carts, the full extent of my feelings on
this subject, I am moved to say that the
overuse of water is the ultimate cop-out
for the superintendent who somehow
has been persuaded that cemetery green
provides the proper look for a golf
course, and, furthermore, that such a
cop-out is a gross breach of both the
letter and the spirit of this ultimate
partnership we are here considering.

HAT BRINGS us to an exposition

of what is involved in this partner-
ship, and that is the realization of thetrue
‘meaning of this game called golf. The
pursuit of that thought requires some
further definition, because the term golf
can have such very different meanings
depending on how it is perceived.

Take, for example, the anonymous
Oxford don who defined golf as a game
that consists in “putting little balls into
little holes with instruments very ill
adapted for the purpose.”

On the other hand, when you listen to
the lyricism that can make positive poets
out of true believer amateurs when they
are describing their feelings about this
game, it all comes into proper perspective.

For me, the game defines itself in
terms of the characteristics required of
anyone presuming to call himself or
herself a golfer. First, there is self-
reliance. When you are out there con-
templating a golf shot, calling on the
outer limits of your skill, you have no
one going for you but you. Then, there
is the capacity to deal with your inade-
quacies. In this connection I am re-
minded of the poor soul whose topped
shot rolled into the water hazard front-
ing the 18th green. It was the final
humiliation to which he reacted quite
understandably.

First, he meticulously saw to it, one
club at a time, that all of his clubs
ended up in the water hazard with the
ball. Next he removed the bag from his
caddie’s shoulder and deposited that in
the water hazard as well. He then
headed resolutely for the bar. Some
hours later, after the sun had gone down,
he reemerged from the clubhousé, re-
turned to the scene of his humiliation,
removed his trousers, waded into the
hazard, located the golf bag, brought it
back to the hazard bank, unzipped one
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of the pockets, removed his car keys
and, with suitable ceremony, redeposited
the golf bag in the hazard.

And then there is the closely related
requirement for the playing of this game
of accepting responsibility for your own
inadequacies. We are all familiar with
the type who refers to the noise being
made by some burrowing worm, or the
racket being made by a butterfly flapping
its wings as the cause of a lousy golf
shot.

Related to that is the characteristic
of understanding and accommodating
the limits of one’s ability. Trying too
often to execute Nicklausian golf shots
is a sure route to a nervous breakdown.

And then there is the strength of
character required to blow the whistle
on yourself. In a typically perceptive
piece, stimulated by an incident at the
Tournament of Champions in January,
sports writer Jim Murray noted how
distinctively different golf, in this respect,
1s from any other sport. With basketball
coaches throwing chairs onto the court,
baseball managers kicking dirt on the
umpires, John McEnroe foul-mouthing
legitimate line calls, and football players
trying to get away with mayhem, Murray
found it distinctly refreshing to have
Sandy Lyle announce, after hitting a
second shot from the rough onto the
tenth green, that he had played the
wrong ball, thereby turning what could
have been a 3 into an 8. When queried
about it later, in view of the fact that
nobody but Sandy knew that he had
played the wrong ball, he simply said
that not calling the penalty on himself
was unthinkable.

INALLY, and in a way summing it

all up, the true believer amateur is
someone who can and does appreciate
fully all of the characteristics that make
golf such a truly beautiful game.

Therein, in essence, lies the key
element of this ultimate partnership,
where one partner, the superintendent,
provides the beautifully playable playing
surfaces and the other partner, the true
believer amateur, mobilizes and brings
to bear all of the characteristics that
make what the superintendent has done
worth the doing.

Having so identified and joined this
partnership, we need some further defini-
tion of its purposes.

First, all of us should join in the
USGA mission of preserving and pro-
moting this ancient and honorable game.

We should note that promoting and
preserving are not necessarily comple-
mentary activities. A lot of promoters
hovering around this game are anything
but preservers.

We should also note that it is worth
preserving, not so much because it is
ancient (although its antiquity helps to
distinguish it), but because its heart and
its soul derive from its being, above all,
honorable.

The honorable part of it is given some
distinctive emphasis by the fact that, in
all of its long history, no one has reached
the very pinnacle of this game who was
not a person of distinctive character. In
considering that remarkable distinction,
contemplate the Tom Morrises, both
old and young, Harry Vardon, Bobby
Jones, Ben Hogan, Byron Nelson, Arnold
Palmer, Tom Watson, and Jack Nicklaus.
Is there any other game, or indeed any
other activity, that has identified such
an array of quality as the very best of
their respective times?

While we are promoting, we should
be promoting understanding among the
partners — on the true believer amateur
side, appreciation for all the incredible
complexity involved in properly main-
taining a golf course, and on the super-
intendent’s side, what a relatively lousy
experience it is to slog around an over-
watered golf course.

Finally, I am moved to observe that if
he had not been so involved in Eliza-
bethan drama and if access to the game
had been easier in the 16th century,
William Shakespeare surely would have
been a golfer. Why am I so sure? Because
anyone with such poetry in his soul
could not have resisted the game, given
any exposure to it, and “To thine own
self be true” has to be the ultimate credo
of the true believer amateur.

While to be or not to be true to him-
self is a choice a golfer can make, no
such choice is available to the super-
intendent in the pursuit of his pro-
fession. Nature does not allow him any
counterpart of the self-conceded putt
or the surreptitiously improved lie. Every
decision the superintendent makes, good
or bad, is inevitably reflected in the way
the golf course looks and plays.

In that sense, therefore, they are
unequal partners. In the much more
important sense, however, of deter-
mining whether all that the game can
be and mean is going to be realized,
they are not just equal partners, but,
indeed, golf’s ultimate partnership.


















