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Abstract 
The purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of a structured wall practice training programmer on the 
performance development of male badminton players. Although wall practice is commonly used by coaches, limited empirical 
evidence exists regarding its systematic influence on badminton performance, particularly among university-level players in 
India. This study addresses that research gap. 
Sixty male badminton players (age 18–23 years) from the Shri Shivaji college of Physical education Amravati, were randomly 
selected and randomly assigned into an experimental group (n = 30) and a control group (n = 30). The experimental group 
participated in a structured wall practice training programme for 12 weeks (six days per week), while the control group followed 
their regular routine without additional training. Badminton performance was assessed using the Miller Wall Volley Test, a 
validated and reliable instrument for evaluating striking ability, coordination and consistency. Pre-test and post-test scores 
were statistically analysed using an independent and paired samples t-test at a 0.05 level of significance. 
The results indicated no significant difference between the groups at baseline (p > .05). However, after the intervention, the 
experimental group demonstrated a statistically significant improvement in badminton performance compared to the control 
group (p < .05). Performance improvements were reflected in higher volley counts, improved stroke control and enhanced 
coordination. 
The findings suggest that a 12-week structured wall practice training programme significantly enhances badminton 
performance among university-level players. Wall practice may serve as an effective, low-cost and independent training method 
for improving technical and motor performance in badminton. 
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Introduction 
Badminton is a highly dynamic racket sport that demands a complex combination of physical, technical, tactical and 
psychological skills. Players are required to perform rapid directional changes, explosive strokes, precise timing and efficient 
movement patterns within a confined playing area. At competitive and semi-competitive levels, performance is largely 
determined by the player’s ability to execute technically sound strokes with consistency while maintaining optimal coordination 
between the upper and lower limbs. Consequently, the development of badminton performance is closely linked to systematic 
training approaches that enhance motor coordination, stroke accuracy and neuromuscular efficiency. 
In recent years, sports science research has increasingly emphasized the importance of task-specific and skill-oriented training 
methods for performance enhancement. Traditional badminton training programmes often prioritize match play, physical 
conditioning and coach-guided drills. While these approaches are valuable, they may not always allow sufficient repetition of 
specific skills under controlled conditions. Skill acquisition literature suggests that repeated execution of sport-specific 
movements is essential for refining motor patterns and improving performance consistency. This has led to growing interest 
in training methods that facilitate repetitive, focused and feedback-rich practice environments. 
Wall practice training is one such method that has long been used informally by badminton coaches and players. It involves 
repeatedly striking the shuttle against a wall to practice specific strokes such as forehand, backhand, defensive shots and 
alternating stroke patterns. The wall acts as a consistent and predictable stimulus, allowing players to focus on stroke 
mechanics, timing and accuracy without the variability introduced by an opponent or training partner. Despite its widespread 
use in practice settings, wall practice training has received limited scientific attention, particularly in terms of structured 
interventions and empirical evaluation. 
From a theoretical perspective, wall practice training aligns strongly with the principles of motor learning theory. According 
to motor learning models, repeated and task-specific practice leads to neural adaptation, improved motor control and long-
term skill retention. Schmidt’s schema theory and contemporary dynamic systems approach both emphasize that consistent 
repetition under similar conditions strengthens movement patterns and improves performance efficiency. In badminton, where 
stroke execution requires precise coordination of multiple joints and muscle groups, such repetition is especially critical. 
Another theoretical framework relevant to wall practice training is the concept of intrinsic feedback. Unlike partner-based 
drills, wall practice provides immediate sensory feedback through the rebound of the shuttle. The angle, speed and height of 
the rebound offer real-time information about stroke accuracy and force application. This intrinsic feedback enables players 
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to self-correct errors, thereby enhancing self-regulated learning. Research in sports pedagogy has shown that self-regulated 
practice environments can improve motivation, learning efficiency and long-term performance outcomes. 
Recent studies conducted between 2015 and 2021 have highlighted the importance of coordination training, skill-specific drills 
and repetitive practice for badminton performance enhancement. Investigations into agility training, footwork drills, perceptual 
training and stroke-specific interventions have demonstrated significant improvements in performance-related variables. 
However, most of these studies have focused on physical conditioning or externally guided drills, with relatively few examining 
isolated technical training methods such as wall practice. This represents a clear gap in the literature. 
The present study was therefore designed to investigate the effect of a structured wall practice training programme on the 
performance development of male badminton players. By employing a randomized controlled experimental design, this study 
seeks to provide empirical evidence regarding the effectiveness of wall practice training as a performance enhancement tool. 
The study specifically focuses on performance outcomes related to stroke consistency, coordination and control, as measured 
by a standardized assessment instrument. 
The originality of this research lies in its systematic evaluation of wall practice training over a sustained intervention period of 
12 weeks, using a controlled experimental design and standardized performance testing. By addressing a clear gap in the existing 
literature, the study contributes to the growing body of knowledge on skill-specific training methods in badminton.  
 
Methodology 
The present study adopted a randomized pre-test–post-test control group experimental design to examine the effect of wall 
practice training on badminton performance. This design is widely regarded as appropriate for training intervention studies, as 
it allows for the comparison of performance changes attributable to the intervention while controlling for extraneous variables. 
The inclusion of a control group strengthened the internal validity of the study by enabling direct comparison between 
participants who underwent the training programme and those who did not. 
A total of sixty (N = 60) male badminton players were selected from the Shri Shivaji College of Physical education Amravati 
Maharashtra, India. The participants were enrolled in Bachelor of Physical Education and Sports (B.P.ES) and Bachelor of 
Physical Education (B.P.Ed) programmes during the academic sessions 2020–2021 and 2021–2022. The age of the participants 
ranged from 18 to 23 years. 
The selection of sixty participants was based on sample sizes commonly used in experimental sports training studies and was 
considered adequate to detect meaningful differences between groups. Additionally, the availability of a homogeneous 
population within the university setting ensured consistency in training background and exposure. 
After initial screening, participants were randomly assigned to one of two groups using a simple randomization method. 

• Experimental Group (n = 30) 

• Control Group (n = 30) 
Random allocation ensured that each participant had an equal chance of being assigned to either group, thereby minimizing 
selection bias. 
Badminton performance was assessed using the Miller Wall Volley Test, a standardized test designed to measure coordination, 
stroke accuracy and consistency. The test requires participants to volley the shuttle against a wall for a specified duration, with 
successful contacts counted as the performance score. 
The Miller Wall Volley Test has been widely used in sports performance research and demonstrates acceptable levels of validity 
and reliability for assessing racket-sport skills. The test is particularly suitable for evaluating the effects of wall practice training, 
as it closely resembles the movement patterns involved in the intervention. 
Pre-test measurements were conducted one week prior to the commencement of the training programme. All participants 
were familiarized with the testing procedure to minimize learning effects. Post-test measurements were conducted immediately 
after the completion of the 12-week training period, following the same standardized protocol. All testing sessions were 
conducted under similar environmental conditions to ensure consistency. Adequate rest periods were provided to avoid 
fatigue-related performance variations. 
Descriptive statistics, including mean and standard deviation, were calculated for all variables. Inferential analysis was 
performed using independent samples t-tests to compare the experimental and control groups, and paired samples t-tests to 
examine within-group differences. The level of significance was set at p < .05.  
 
Structuring Wall Training Sessions 
The experimental group underwent a structured wall practice training programme for a duration of 12 weeks, conducted six 
days per week. The training sessions were held in the morning hours at the Shri Shivaji college of Physical education Amravati 
sports facilities. The training protocol was designed based on principles of progressive overload and motor learning. The 
primary focus was on: 

• Defensive backhand strokes 

• Alternating forehand and backhand strokes 
These stroke patterns were selected due to their fundamental importance in badminton rallies and defensive play. The 
progressive increase in session duration allowed for gradual adaptation and minimized the risk of fatigue or overtraining. The 
control group did not participate in any additional training beyond their regular academic and physical activity schedule. This 
approach ensured that any observed differences in performance could be attributed to the wall practice intervention. 

• Warm-up (10 min): Dynamic stretches, light footwork. 

• Technical drills (20 min): Focused practice on smashes, clears, and drop shots. 

• Randomized drills (15 min): Mixed strokes at variable speeds. 
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• Cool down (10 min): Stretching and performance reflection. 

Day Drill Type Duration Focus 

Monday Technical drills 30 min Smashes, Clears 

Tuesday Lateral movement 30 min Footwork & Agility 

Wednesday Random strokes 30 min Mixed strokes, reflexes 

Thursday Net play 30 min Drops, flicks, net control 

Friday Combination 30 min Integrating strokes & movement 

 
Results 

 
Table-1Mean differences between the Pre-test score of experimental and control groups for badminton performance 

Group Test Mean S.D. M.D. ‘t’ value 

Experimental Group 
Control Group 

Pre test 
Pre test 

30.07 
29.37 

3.48 
4.07 

0.7 0.23 

 
According to Table 1, the pre-test mean scores of the experimental and control groups are 30.07 and 29.37, respectively. The 
calculated 't' value of 0.7 is below the critical 't' value of 2.02. This indicates that there is no significant difference in badminton 
performance between the two groups. Both groups demonstrated similar levels of performance. Consequently, the null 
hypothesis is upheld. A graphical representation of the mean scores for the experimental and control groups in badminton 
performance is provided in the fig-1. 
 

 
 

Table-2 Mean differences between the post-test score of experimental and control groups for badminton performance 

Group Test Mean SD MD ‘t’ value 

Experimental Group 
Control Group 

Post test 
Post test 

51.9 
42.37 

4.67 
11.94 

9.53 7.16 

 
According to Table 2, the post-test mean scores of the experimental and control groups are 51.9 and 42.37, respectively. The 
calculated 't' value of 7.16 is higher than the critical 't' value of 2.02. This indicates that there is significant difference in 
badminton performance between the two groups. Both groups demonstrated different levels of performance. Consequently, 
the null hypothesis is accepted. A graphical representation of the mean scores for the experimental and control groups in 
badminton performance is provided in the fig-2. 
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Table-3 Mean differences between the pre and post test score of experimental for badminton performance 
Groups Test Mean S.D. M.D. ‘t’ value 

Experimental Group 
Experimental Group 

Pre test 
Post test 

30.07 
51.9 

3.48 
4.67 

21.2 3.94 

 
As shown in Table 3, the mean scores of the experimental group for the pre-test and post-test are 30.07 and 51.9, respectively. 
The calculated 't' value is 3.94 is higher than the critical 't' value of 1.69. This indicates a significant improvement in badminton 
performance within the experimental group. Furthermore, it suggests that wall practice training had a stronger effect on the 
experimental group compared to the control group. Thus, the null hypothesis is accepted. A graphical depiction of the 
experimental group's mean scores in badminton performance is presented in Figure 3. 
 

 
 
Descriptive Statistics 

Group Test Mean SD 

Experimental Pre-test 30.07 3.48  

Control Pre-test 29.37 4.07  

Experimental Post-test 51.90 4.67  

Control Post-test 42.37 11.94  
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Inferential Analysis 

• No significant difference was observed between groups at pre-test, t (58) = 0.23, p > .05. 

• A significant difference was found at post-test, t (58) = 7.16, p < .05. 

• The experimental group showed a significant improvement from pre-test to post-test, t (29) = 3.94, p < .05. 
These results indicate that wall practice training had a statistically significant effect on badminton performance. 
 
Discussion 
The purpose of the present study was to examine the effect of a structured wall practice training programme on the 
performance development of male badminton players. The findings demonstrated that participants who engaged in a 12-week 
wall practice intervention showed significantly greater improvement in badminton performance compared to those in the 
control group. These results provide empirical support for the effectiveness of wall practice training as a sport-specific and 
skill-oriented training method. 
Following the 12-week intervention, the experimental group exhibited a statistically significant improvement in performance 
as measured by the Miller Wall Volley Test. This improvement reflects enhanced stroke consistency, hand–eye coordination, 
timing and control. These performance gains can be interpreted through the framework of motor learning theory, which 
suggests that repeated, task-specific practice leads to neural adaptations and improved motor efficiency. Wall practice training 
provides continuous repetition of sport-specific movements, enabling players to refine stroke mechanics and develop 
consistent movement patterns. 
A key advantage of wall practice training lies in its ability to provide immediate and continuous feedback. When players hit the 
shuttle against the wall, the rebound trajectory offers instant information about stroke accuracy, timing and force application. 
This intrinsic feedback mechanism allows athletes to self-correct errors without constant external coaching input. According 
to motor learning principles, such intrinsic feedback plays a crucial role in skill refinement and long-term retention. Wulf and 
Lewthwaite (2020) emphasized that self-regulated feedback enhances motivation and learning efficiency, which may partly 
explain the observed performance improvements in the experimental group. 
In addition to performance enhancement, wall practice training offers practical benefits that enhance its applicability in real-
world training environments. The method requires minimal equipment and can be performed individually, making it especially 
useful in institutional settings with limited resources. For players who may not always have access to coaching supervision or 
training partners, wall practice serves as an effective supplementary training strategy. This practical relevance strengthens the 
ecological validity of the study and supports the integration of wall practice into regular badminton training routines. 
Overall, the discussion of the findings suggests that wall practice training is a scientifically supported, practically feasible and 
performance-enhancing training method for badminton players. The results reinforce the importance of structured, repetitive 
and sport-specific practice in developing technical proficiency and coordination. By addressing a gap in existing literature, this 
study contributes meaningful evidence to the field of badminton training and motor learning research. 
 
Conclusion 
 In conclusion, the present study provides robust evidence that structured wall practice training is an effective method 
for improving badminton performance among male players. The 12-week intervention led to significant enhancements in 
performance-related skills, highlighting the importance of structured, sport-specific and sustained training programmes. Wall 
practice training should be recognized as a valuable training strategy capable of complementing traditional badminton coaching 
methods. By incorporating scientifically supported training interventions such as wall practice, badminton practitioners can 
foster long-term skill development, performance enhancement and athlete self-efficacy. 
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