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ABSTRACT 
Background: In the schools, several activities are geared towards the effective implementation of 

educational programmes with a view to achieving the educational objectives through effective 

coordination of available human and material resources. In secondary schools, it is the function of staff 

personnel management to arrange human resources together so that the schools’ objectives are met. 

Objective: This study aimed at investigating whether staff personnel management and instructional 

leadership predict classroom practices of teachers in secondary schools in South Eastern Nigeria. 

Methodology: Eight research questions and two null hypotheses guided the study. Two research 

instruments; Staff Personnel Management and Instructional Leadership Questionnaire (SPMILQ), and 

Classroom Practices of Teachers Questionnaire (CPTQ) was administered to 794 teachers, and 2725 S.S. 

11 students respectively. Real limit of numbers were used to interpret the results while multiple 

regression analysis was used to test the null hypotheses. Results: Results show that principals in South 

Eastern Nigeria to a great extent carry out their functions as they relate to staff personnel management 

and instructional leadership. Overall, the study found that staff-personnel management and 

instructional leadership qualities of principals to a great extent, predict classroom practices of their 

teachers. Conclusion: The findings suggest the need for principals to provide effective and efficient staff-

personnel management and instructional leadership in order to facilitate teaching and learning process. 

Thus, principals should be exposed to management and leadership training and retraining programme 

to enable them acquire the knowledge and skills necessary for their effective functioning; principals 

should be appointed based not only on qualification and experience but also on management and 

leadership acumen of individuals, and that Federal and State Ministries of Education should redesign 

staff personnel management and instructional leadership training of principals to emphasize what they 

mean and not what the individual thinks.  
 

KEYWORDS: Instructional Leadership, Staff personnel management,  Classroom Practices, Secondary  Schools, Teachers  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
The effectiveness of any organization, educational institution inclusive, depends on those who plan and 

supervise those who execute the plan to achieve the set goals. Those who plan and supervise as well as those 
who execute the plans are staff personnel of the organization. In order to succeed in any educational programme 
with a view to achieving the educational objectives, management of staff is of paramount importance. 
Management is conceived as the process concerned with creating, maintaining, stimulating, controlling and 
unifying formally and informally with a unified system designed to accomplish predetermined objectives [2]. 
Management is the process of getting things done with particular reference to the process of planning, staffing, 
organizing, stimulating and evaluating the human and material resources. In the school these activities are 
geared towards the effective implementation of educational programmes with a view to achieving the 
educational objectives through effective coordination of available human and material resources. 

Personnel management, according to Ukeje [37], is the management of human resources with a view to 
bringing out all the potentials in them for human use. This author further mentioned strategies for better 
personnel management such as, getting the right man on the right job, increasing the availability of every worker 
for work, stimulating the will to work in the workers, and increasing the capacity to produce among the workers. 
In the same vein, Koontz and Weihrich [23] said that personnel administration or personnel management is the 
process of designing and maintaining an environment in which individuals living and working together in 
groups, efficiently accomplish selected objectives. The human resources of an organization consist of all the 
individuals engaged in any of the organization’s activities, level notwithstanding. Staff personnel management is 
the planning, organizing, compensation, integration and maintenance of human resources of an organization for 
the purpose of contributing effectively in order to achieve organizational, individual and societal goals. 

In secondary schools, staff personnel are both the teaching, and the non–teaching staff such as the 
principals, teachers, bursars, clerks, watchmen, cooks, labourers, laboratory attendants, cleaners among others. It 
is the function of staff personnel management to arrange human resources together so that the schools’ 
objectives are met. Mgbodile [29] observed that teaching and non–teaching staff are the most important 
weapons in the hands of the administrator in achieving educational objectives. In staff personnel management, 
the various ways of securing, assigning duties and supervising both the teaching and non – teaching personnel 
available for the education system are undertaken. 

 Staff personnel administration in schools is also described as the process of getting qualified personnel to 
provide instructional services necessary for the achievement of the goals of the school system [29]. Staff 
personnel management is concerned with making teaching and non – teaching staff in the school system 
perform their respective roles efficiently. School administrators who carry out staff personnel management 
functions are in- charge of request for staff, induction, orientation, development, retention and motivation as 
well as evaluation of school staff. Their major responsibilities include selection and recruitment of 
professionally-qualified teachers, and supporting staff so as to enable the school system effectively fulfill its 
function to the society, of providing the society with the man-power needed for development, and to enhance the 
quality of life of citizens. According to Ebiringa [14], personnel make a system and a school system is people. 
There is no gainsaying that the quality of the teaching and non – teaching staff determines, to a large extent, the 
tone of a school. The tone of the school is also largely determined by the instructional leadership behaviour of 
the school head.  

Instructional leadership is one of the vital areas of school administration. Instructional leadership refers to 
what the school administrator does to promote or direct teaching and learning in the school. In fact, the first and 
most important responsibility of the school administrator is instructional leadership bearing in mind that the 
school itself exists for the purpose of learning through meaningful teaching. Instructional leadership is the 
number one job of the school administrator; all other functions of the school head in the school are subject to 
and supportive of this premier function [29]. Inherent in the concept of instructional leadership is the notion that 
learning should be given top priority while everything else revolves around the enhancement of learning which 
undeniably is characteristic of any educational endeavour. 

Instructional leadership is a concept that emerged in the early 1980s which calls for a shift of emphasis 
from principals being managers or administrators to their being instructional or academic leaders [8]. In the first 
half of the 90s, attention to instructional leadership was less which seemed to displaced by discussions of school 
– based management and facilitative leadership [25]. Instructional leadership is concerned with increasing 
importance on academic standard and the need for school administrators to be accountable. Instructional 
leadership is and should be critical in the realization of effective school administration. 

Instructional leadership has to do with those actions that a principal takes or delegates to others so as to 
promote teaching and learning exercise. Gupton [18] defined instructional leadership as a direct or indirect 
behaviour that significantly affect teachers’ instruction and as a result, affect students’ learning. This definition 
of instructional leadership connotes emphasis on the deeper involvement of the school administrator in the core 
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business of schooling which is teaching and learning. Blasé and Blasé (2000) expressed instructional leadership 
in specific behaviour such as making suggestions, giving feedback, modeling effective instruction, soliciting 
opinions, supporting collaboration, providing professional development opportunities, and giving praise for 
effective teaching. In order to have effective schools, instructional leadership must be emphasized so as to 
achieve proper education of students. 

The effectiveness of schools in educating students is mainly dependent upon the presence and nature of 
instructional leadership within the school. The principal is an instructional leader; the pivotal point of the 
principal within the school and his instructional leadership affects the quality of individual teacher’s instruction, 
the level of student achievement and the degree of efficiency in school functioning. The idea of effective 
schools indicates that the principal is an effective pivot in bringing about the conditions that characterize 
effective schools [15]. They further stated that if a school is to be an effective one, it will be because of the 
instructional leadership of the principal, who should also be a practising teacher. It has often been said that the 
school principal has many functions: being a manager, administrator, instructional leader and curriculum leader 
at different points in a day. Often times, more attention is accorded to managerial and administrative tasks while 
that of instructional leadership is relegated to others in the administrative hierarchy even though the core 
business of a school is teaching and learning. 

In distinguishing between educational leadership and instructional leadership, Bird and Little [5] 
maintained that educational leadership describes those initiations that attempt or tend to preserve or produce a 
favourable educational ethos within the school, while instructional leadership refers to the specific branch of 
educational leadership that addresses curriculum and instruction. Instructional leaders are involved in setting 
clear goals, allocating resources to teachers, managing the curriculum, monitoring lesson plans and evaluating 
teachers. According to Acheson and Smith [1], an instructional leader is an administrator who emphasizes the 
process of instruction and facilitates the interaction of teacher, student and curriculum. More so, it is one of the 
most useful tools in creating a forward – looking student – centered school environment. They further stated that 
many a time, principals are not in touch with what is going on at the classroom level and are unable to 
appreciate some of the problems teachers and students encounter. Principals are supposed to work closely with 
students, developing teaching techniques and methods as a means of understanding teacher perspectives and for 
establishing a base on which to effect changes that will achieve maximum productivity in teachers and the 
students.  

It is generally held that the principal is both manager – administrator and instructional leader. It is observed 
that most principals tend to be more manager – administrator oriented while that of instructional leadership is 
often delegated to the vice principal. For instance, it appears that most principals do not visit the classrooms to 
monitor what goes on there; neither do they look at teachers’ notes of lesson. It will be a formidable task 
convincing principals to relinquish their image as manager – administrator and take on the role of instructional 
leaders. They do not seem to see themselves as instructional leaders and many are of the belief that anything that 
has to do with teaching and learning is best assigned to teachers. Principals, as instructional leaders, are 
supposed to be practising teachers because schools operated by principals who are perceived by their teachers to 
be strong instructional leaders exhibit significant achievement [17]. 

The essence of the instructional leadership responsibilities of the principal cannot be ignored, nor can the 
reality that good leadership skills are seldom practised. Effective school leadership is often operationalised in 
terms of improving students’ learning [27]. Effective personnel management and instructional leadership 
produce excellent performance in both staff and students.  

Personnel management and instructional leadership in the school are aimed at effective and efficient 
instructional delivery. Instructional delivery is, therefore, influenced by the way the staff are managed and the 
amount of attention paid to instructional leadership. These equally influence what the teachers do with regards 
to their job as teachers. The effectiveness and efficiency of instructional delivery is determined by some factors, 
among which are the class practices of teachers. Classroom practices of teachers refer to those actions and 
activities of teachers during their interactions with students in the classroom. Such practices of teachers include 
actions and activities geared towards classroom control, instructional delivery, assessment or evaluation, 
guidance, referral and supervision.  

Instructional delivery, as it concerns the teacher, involves planning and organizing for effective teacher-
student interaction. This involves preparing their lessons very well, writing useful notes of lesson, applying 
teaching methods that make lessons interesting, making effective use of teaching aids and materials, and using 
appropriate evaluation technique [30]. 

Assessment or evaluation, as it concerns classroom practices of teachers, refers to appraisal of students to 
know the extent to which objectives have been achieved. Evaluation contributes to the improvement and 
progress of the students and self evaluation by the teacher. Evaluation of students comes in the form of oral 
questions, written tests, and examinations [30]. 

Guidance and referral as it relates to classroom practices of teachers refers to counseling, directing, and 
advising students who have needs or problems. It involves referring such students to higher authority, bringing 
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to the knowledge of parents such problems, or referring such students to experts for better results. It helps a 
great deal in students’ adjustment. Supervision of students and their activities is another classroom practice of 
teachers. It involves monitoring students’ activities effectively with a view to helping them behave more 
responsibly and do better academically, socially and emotionally [3].  

In order to achieve instructional leadership, a school head pays attention not only to staff personnel 
management; but also to the classroom practices of teachers. Classroom practices of teachers refer to teachers’ 
classroom activities that ensure effective classroom management and subsequently aid in achievement of 
effective teaching and learning process. They are actions that foster positive learning environment, for example, 
physical arrangement of the classroom. They include actions that maintain peace and order in the classroom, for 
instance, enforcement of rules and regulations. Classroom activities of teachers allow students to concentrate on 
what they are doing, for instance, consistent schedule of activities. Effectiveness and efficiency of classroom 
practices of teachers, to a great extent, depend on the management style of the school head.  

The management of the staff, and the performance in instructional management by the principal could be 
positive or negative. For instance, when the principal is not democratic, the staff will not perform because they 
will regard the school as the principal’s business or responsibility. But if the principal is democratic, the staff 
will regard the school as their business or responsibility. The effectiveness of the teaching and learning process 
depends on how the school head handles staff discipline, boosts morale of teachers, understands and appreciates 
differences in aptitudes and abilities among the staff, honestly deals with staff, attends to their needs, and the 
efforts made to enhance their promotion [17]. How a principal handles these areas of staff personnel 
management determine the input and productivity of staff in curriculum implementation and vice versa. In other 
words, good staff personnel management have some relationship with the quality of teaching and learning in the 
school, in terms of quality teaching, creativity in lesson delivery, full and active participation of all in co – 
curricular activities, and effective coverage of the scheme of work. It is clear from the discussion above that 
students’ achievement depends on effectiveness and efficiency of teachers in their classroom practices which are 
determined by the degree of attention the principal pays to instructional leadership in his management of the 
school. This observed relationship informs the researchers’ interest to find out how staff personnel management 
and instructional leadership predict classroom practices of teachers with a view to maximizing learning benefits 
in schools. 

Research Questions 
The following researcher questions guided the study. 
i. To what extent do staff personnel management qualities of principals predict classroom practices of 

teachers? 
ii. To what extent do instructional leadership qualities of principals predict classroom practices of teachers? 
iii. To what extent do principals identify the staff needs of their schools? 
iv. To what extent do principals satisfy the staff needs of their school? 
v. To what extent do principals motivate their staff? 
vi. To what extent do principals plan and organize instruction? 
vii. To what extent do principals supervise instruction? 
viii. To what extent do principals enforce discipline among staff? 
Hypotheses  
The following null hypotheses guided the study and were tested at 0.05 level of significance. 
H01: There is no significant influence of personnel management on classroom practices of teachers. 
H02: There is no significant influence of instructional leadership on the classroom practices of teachers. 
H03: There is no significant influence of staff personnel management and instructional leadership on the 

classroom practices of teachers. 
 
Methodology: 

Design of the Study: The design of the study is correlational survey.  
Area of the study: The study covered the South – Eastern states of Nigeria comprising five states namely, 

Abia, Anambra, Ebonyi, Enugu and Imo states. Abia, Ebonyi and Imo states have three (3) Education zones 
each; Anambra has five (5) and Enugu has six (6) Education zones.  South East is among the areas where many 
people are desirous of acquiring education and instructional leadership is one of the factor militating against 
students performance in academics. Again secondary schools in the states are characterized by indiscipline 
among staff and students, poor performance in external examinations, low morale among staff, financial 
mismanagement and antagonism between communities and schools. This area of the study was selected because 
of these mentioned problems in their public secondary schools which may be emanating from principals’ staff 
personnel management and instructional leadership which predict classroom practices of teachers. 

Sample and Sampling Technique: The sample for the study comprised of 3519 respondents made up of 794 
teachers and 2725 students of SS II drawn from two states - Ebonyi and Enugu. Proportionate stratified random 
sampling technique was employed in drawing the sample for the study. A simple random sampling technique 
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was used to select two states out of the five states in the zone. It was used to draw 5 percent of all the teachers in 
the two states and 5 percent of all the students of SS II class making a total of 3519 respondents. The percentage 
of the respondents was considered adequate because Mkpa (1997) advocated that when the study of population 
runs into several thousands, a sample of 5 to 20 percent is ideal. 

Instruments for Data Collection: The instrument for data collection is questionnaire.  There are two sets of 
questionnaire. One is for teachers and the other for students. The questionnaire for teachers was used to elicit 
information from the teachers on the staff personnel management and instructional leadership of the principals 
with respect to attention to the staff needs of the school, satisfying the staff needs, retention of staff, planning 
and organizing instruction and supervision and discipline. The questionnaire is researcher – developed 
instrument titled “Staff Personnel Management and Instructional Leadership of Principal (SPMILP). The 
questionnaire for teachers has two sections, A and B. Section A deals with the demographic data of the 
respondents while section B has six clusters A, B, C, D, E, and F with 41 items which elicited information from 
the respondents on staff personnel management, and instructional leadership qualities exhibited by principals. 
All the clusters have the same response pattern of Very Great Extent (VGE), Great Extent (VE), Little Extent 
(LE) and Very Little Extent (VLE). The options are weighted 4, 3, 2 and 1 respectively. The questionnaire for 
students was used to elicit information from the students on the classroom practices of teachers. The 
questionnaire for students has two sections, A and B. Section A deals with the demographic data of the 
respondents while section B has 28 items on classroom practices of teachers. This is also researcher – developed 
instrument titled “Classroom Practices Exhibited by Teachers” (CPET). The questionnaire has response options 
of Strongly Agree (SA), Agree (A), Disagree (D), and Strongly Disagree (SD). The options are weighted 4, 3, 2, 
and 1 respectively. 

Validation of the Instrument: The initial draft of the instruments were face – validated by four experts, two 
in Educational Administration and Planning, and two in Measurement and Evaluation, all from the Faculty of 
Education; University of Nigeria Nsukka. The experts were requested to study the items of the instrument and 
assess the suitability of the language, adequacy and relevance of the items in addressing the research questions, 
bearing in mind the purpose of the study. Their corrections and suggestions were used to modify the 
instruments. 

Reliability of the Instrument: The instruments for teachers and students were trial tested on 15 teachers and 
25 students in five secondary schools in Kogi state. Kogi state is outside the area of study but contiguous to the 
area of study. The secondary schools are considered to have similar characteristics with the schools in the area 
of study. To determine the reliability of the instrument, the scores from the 15 teachers and 25 students in the 
trial testing of the instrument were used to establish the internal consistency reliability of the instrument using 
Cronbach Alpha method. This method was considered appropriate because the items in the instrument were not 
dichotomously scored. The internal consistency reliability estimate yielded 0.66 for cluster A, 0.81 for cluster B, 
0.69 for cluster C, 0.79 for cluster D, 0.91 for cluster E, and 0.88 for cluster F. The students’ questionnaire 
yielded a reliability estimate of 0.85. The instruments have an overall reliability estimate of 0.93 which indicates 
that the instruments are reliable. 

Method of Data Collection: The direct delivery and retrieval method was applied to administer the 
instrument to the respondents. The researchers employed the services of nine trained research assistants. The 
research assistants were instructed on the purpose of the study, on how the respondents were expected to fill the 
instruments, and the specific information being sought with each item of the instruments. 

Method of Data Analysis: Mean scores and standard deviation were used to answer the research questions. 
Real limit of numbers, 0.05 – 1.49, 1.50 – 2.49, 2.50 – 3.49, and 3.50 – 4.00 were used to interpret the results 
for research three to eight as Very Little Extent, Little Extent, Great Extent, Very Great Extent and Strongly 
Agree (SD), Agree (A), Disagree (D), Strongly Disagree (SD) respectively. Multiple regression analysis was 
used to test the hypotheses at P < 0.05 level of significant difference. Multiple regressions was used to 
determine if there are significant differences in the mean scores of the subjects. 
 
2. Results: 
Research Question One: 

To what extent does staff personnel management predict classroom practices of teachers? 
 
Table 1: relationship between staff personnel management and classroom practices of teachers 

Model R R-square  Adjusted R square Std. Error of the estimate  
1 .148 .022 .021 .57405 

Predictors: (constant), staff personnel management  
 
Data on Table 1 show the relationship between staff personnel management and classroom practices of 

teachers. The calculated r of .148 show a positive relationship between staff personnel management and 
classroom practices of teachers. The data also showed the extent Staff Personnel Management predict classroom 
practices of teachers. The calculate R2 of .021 showed that 2 percent of the change observed in teachers’ 
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classroom practices was as a result of staff personnel management. This may suggest that Staff Personnel 
Management predict classroom practices of teachers to a low extent. 
 
Table 2: F-value on the relationship between staff personnel management and classroom practices of teachers 

Model Sum of squares Df Means square F sig 
Regression 
Residual 
Total    

5.418 
240.556 
245.974 

1 
730 
731 

5.418 
.330 

16.44 .000a 

(a) Predictors: (constant), staff personnel management  
(b) Dependent variable: teachers’ classroom practices  
 
 
Table 3: t-value on the relationship between staff personnel management and classroom practices of teachers 

Model Unstandardized coefficients  Standardized coefficients     
 B Std. Error Beta t Sig 
1(constant ), staff personnel management 2..453 

.255 
.182 
.063 

 
.148 
 

13.49 
4.06 

.000 

.000 

a. Dependent variable: teachers’ classroom practices  
 
Hypothesis One: 

There is no significant influence of personnel management on classroom practices of teachers. 
Data on Table 2 show that staff personnel management significantly predict classroom practices of teachers. 

This is shown by the calculated f- value of 16.44 which is significant at .000 and also significant at 0.05 level of 
probability. The calculated t-value of 4.06 on Table 3 which is significant at .000 and also significant of 0.05 
level of probability further indicates that Staff Personnel Management significantly predict classroom practices 
of teachers. Thus, the null hypothesis that Staff Personnel Management does not significantly predict classroom 
practices of teachers is rejected. This is because Staff Personnel Management significantly predict classroom 
management practices of teachers. 
 
Research Question Two: 

To what extent does instructional leadership predict classroom practices of teachers?  
 
Table 4:  relationship between instructional leadership and classroom Practices of teachers  

Model R R-square  Adjusted R square Std. Error of the estimate  
1 .109a .012 .010 .57703 

Predictors: (Constant), Instructional leadership 
 
Data on Table 4 show that the relationship between instructional leadership and classroom practices of 

teachers. The calculated r of .109 show a positive relationship between instructional and classroom practices of 
teachers. The data also showed the extent instructional leadership predict classroom practices of teachers. The 
calculated R2 of .010 showed that 1 percent of the change observed in teachers classroom practices was as a 
result of instructional leadership. This may suggest that instructional leadership predict classroom management 
to a low extent. 
 
Table 5: F- Value on the relationship between instructional leadership and classroom Practices of teachers 

Model Sum of squares Df Means square F Sig 
1. Regression 
    Residual 
   Total    

2.912 
243.062 
245.974 

1 
730 
731 

2.912 
.333 

8.74 .003a 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Instructional Leadership  
(b) Dependent variable: Teachers Classroom Practices  
 
Table 6:  t-value on the relationship between instructional leadership and classroom Practices of teachers 

Model Unstandardized coefficients  Standardized coefficients     
 B Std. Error Beta t Sig 
1. (Constant) instructional leadership. 2.645 

.184 
.184 
.062 

 
.109 

14.38 
2.96 

.000 

.003 
a. Dependent variable: Teachers Classroom Practices  
 
Hypothesis Two: 

There is no significant influence on instructional leadership on the classroom practices of teachers. 
Data on table 5 show that instructional leadership predict classroom practices of teachers. This is shown by 

the calculated f-value of 8.74 which is significant at .003 and also significant at 0.05 level of probability. The 
calculated t-value of 2.96 on Table 6 which is significant at .003 and also significant at 0.05 level of probability 
further indicates that instructional leadership significantly predict classroom practices of teachers. Thus, the null 
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hypothesis that instructional leadership does not significantly predict classroom practices of teachers is rejected. 
This is because instructional leadership significantly predicts classroom practices of teachers. 

 
Table 7: relationship among staff personnel management, instructional leadership and classroom practices of teachers 

Model R R-square  Adjusted R square Std. Error of the estimate  
1 .151 .023 .020 .57421 

Predictors: (constant), Instructional leadership, staff personnel management  
 
Data on Table 7 show the relationship among staff personnel management, instructional leadership and 

classroom management practices of teachers. The calculated r of .151 shows a positive relationship among staff 
personnel management, instructional leadership and classroom practices of teachers. The data also showed the 
extent staff personnel management, instructional leadership predict classroom practices of teachers. The 
calculate R2 of .020 showed that 2 percent of the change observed in teachers classroom practices was as a result 
of staff personnel management and instructional leadership of principals. This may suggest that staff personnel 
management and instructional leadership predict classroom management to a low extent. 
 
Table 8: F-value on the relationship among staff personnel management, instructional leadership and classroom practices of teachers 

Model Sum of squares Df Means square F sig 
1.Regression 
Residual 
Total    

5.613 
240.361 
245.974 

1 
730 
731 

2.806 
.330 

8.51 .000a 

(a) Predictors: (constant), staff personnel management, instructional leadership 
(b) Dependent variable: teachers’ classroom practices  
 
Table 9: t-value on the relationship among staff personnel management, instructional leadership and classroom practices of teachers 

Model Unstandardized coefficients  Standardized coefficients     
 B Std. Error Beta t Sig 
1(constant ), staff personnel management 
Instructional leadership 

2.380 
.221 
.058 

.205 

.077 

.076 

 
.128 
.035 

11.61 
2.86 
.77 

.000 

.004 

.442 
a. Dependent variable: teachers classroom practices  
 
Hypothesis Three: 

There is no significant influence of staff personnel management and instructional leadership on classroom 
practices of teachers. 

Data on Table 8 show that staff personnel management and instructional leadership significantly predict 
classroom practices of teachers. This is shown by the calculated f- value of 8.51 which is significant at .000 and 
also significant at 0.05 level of probability. The calculated t-values of 2.86 and .77 on Table 9 which in 
significant at .004 and .442 and also significant of 0.05 level of probability further indicate that staff personnel 
management and instructional leadership significantly predict classroom practices of teachers. Thus, the null 
hypothesis that staff personnel management and instructional leadership do not significantly predict classroom 
practices of teachers is rejected. This is because staff personnel management and significantly predict classroom 
practices of teachers while instruction leadership did not predict classroom practices of teachers. 

 
Research Question Three: 

To what extent do principals identify the staff needs of their schools? 
 

Table 10: Mean ratings of teachers on the extent principals identify the staff needs of their schools 
S/N Questionnaire Item x SD Decision 
1 Identifying the staff needs of their schools. 2.63 0.74 GE 
2 Determining the standard teaching load of each teacher  2.90 0.70 GE 
3 Describing each teacher’s job clearly 2.82 0.77 GE 
4 Setting the standard of each teacher’s job 2.82 0.75 GE 
5 Studying each teacher’s professional and personal quality 2.86 0.77 GE 
6 Providing sufficient and adequate accommodation for classes 2.90 0.71 GE 
7 Providing sufficient infrastructure and equipment 2.79 0.75 GE 
 Cluster mean  2.81 0.74 GE 

 
Data presented on Table 10 above show the mean ratings and standard deviations of teachers with regard to 

the extent principals identify the staff needs of their schools. Looking at the table, all the items have mean scores 
that range from 2.63 to 2.90 on a four-point rating scale. This indicate that principals, to a great extent, identify 
the staff needs of their schools; determine the standard teaching load of each teacher; describe each teacher’s job 
clearly; set the standard of each teacher’s job; study each teacher’s professional and personal qualities; provide 
sufficient and adequate accommodation for classes; and provide sufficient infrastructure and equipment. The 
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cluster mean is 2.81 in a four-point rating scale with standard deviation of 0.74, indicating that the teachers 
share these views to a great extent. 
 
Research Question Four: 

To what extent do principals satisfy the staff needs of their schools? 
 

Table 11: Mean ratings of teachers on the extent principals satisfy the staff needs of their schools. 
S/N Questionnaire Item x SD Decision 
8 Striving to get adequate number of teachers  2.98 0.71 GE 
9 Organizing orientation for new teachers 2.96 0.72 GE 
10 Assigning teachers to classes based on area of specialization 2.85 0.76 GE 
11 Delegating responsibilities according to ability 2.96 0.73 GE 
12 Paying attention to staff needs 2.88 0.72 GE 
13 Supervising teachers effectively 2.79 0.73 GE 
 Cluster mean  2.90 0.73 GE 

  
The data on Table 11 show the mean ratings of teachers on the extent principals satisfy the staff needs of 

their schools. The mean ratings of the six items range from 2.79 to 2.98. These show that the principals, to a 
great extent, strive to get adequate number of teachers; organize orientation for new teachers; delegate 
responsibilities according to ability; pay attention to staff needs; and supervise teachers effectively. According 
to the teachers, the principals, to a great extent, assign teachers to classes based on their area of specialization. 
The cluster mean is 2.90 on a four point rating scale with a mean standard deviation of 0.73. This indicates that 
the teachers share these opinions to a great extent.  
 
Research Question Five: 

To what extent do principals motivate staff in their schools? 
 
Table 12: Mean ratings of teachers on the extent principals motivate teachers. 

S/N Questionnaire item x SD Decision 
14 Having clear channel of communication with staff 2.75 0.71 GE 
15 Encouraging staff participation in decision-making 2.94 0.73 GE 
16 Welcoming and encouraging initiatives and originality 2.86 0.75 GE 
17 Providing opportunities for professional growth  2.85 0.71 GE 
18 Giving praise and commendation when deserved  2.91 0.71 GE 
19 Providing facilities and equipment when required 2.87 0.73 GE 
20 Avoiding creating hostility and antagonism among staff 2.85 0.68 GE 
21 Dealing tactfully with staff all the time 2.86 0.73 GE 
22 Knowing staff collectively and individually 2.87 0.76 GE 
23 Understanding staff’s personal and social problems and needs 2.93 0.74 GE 
 Cluster mean  2.87 0.72 GE 

 
Data presented on Table 12 show the mean ratings and standard deviation on the extent to which principals 

motivate their staff in school. From the table, the mean ratings of the ten items range from 2.75 to 2.94. This 
means that the teachers share the view that to a great extent, their principals motivate their staff. According to 
their mean ratings, the principals have clear channel of communication with staff; encourage staff participation 
in decision-making; welcome and encourage initiatives and originality; provide opportunities for professional 
growth; and give praise and commendation when deserved. The teachers equally share the view that their 
principals, to great extent, provide facilities and equipment when required; avoid creating hostility and 
antagonism among staff; deal tactfully with staff all the time; know their staff collectively and individually; and 
understand staff’s personal and social problems and needs. The cluster mean is 2.87 on a four-point rating scale 
with a mean standard deviation of 0.72. 
 
Research Question Six: 

To what extent do principals plan and organize instruction? 
 
Table 13: Mean ratings of teachers on the extent principals plan and organize instruction 

S/N Questionnaire item x SD Decision 
24 Assigning teachers with functions that will engender effective instructional delivery 2.96 0.70 GE 
25 Assigning teachers to classes according to area of specialization 2.85 0.76 GE 
26 Assigning teachers to classes where they will be most effective 2.88 0.74 GE 
27 Reassigning teachers from time to time depending on need 2.99 0.70 GE 
28 Providing teaching aids and ensuring that they are used 2.91 0.73 GE 
29 Ensuring that students are placed in classes where they will benefit maximally 3.03 0.71 GE 
 Cluster mean  2.93 0.72 GE 
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The data on Table 13 show the mean ratings and standard deviations of teachers on the extent their 
principals pay attention to planning and organization of instruction. Looking at the table, all the items have 
mean scores that range from 2.85 to 3.03 on a four-point rating scale. According to them, their principals, to a 
great extent assign teachers with ideas and suggestions that will engender effective instructional delivery; assign 
teachers to classes according to area of specialization; assign teachers to classes where they will be most 
effective; reassign teachers from time to time depending on need; provide teaching aids and ensure that they are 
used; and ensure that students are placed in classes where they will benefit maximally. The cluster mean is 2.93 
on a four-point rating scale with a mean standard deviation of 0.72. 
 
Research Question Seven: 

To what extent do principals supervise instruction? 
 
Table 14: Mean rating of teachers on the extent that principals supervise instruction 

S/N Questionnaire item x SD Decision 
30 Ensuring that meaningful learning is taking place in all the classes 2.96 0.74 GE 
31 Ensuring that teachers are teaching what they are supposed to teach 3.11 0.74 GE 
32 Ensuring that teachers teach in a manner that the students understand and enjoy their lessons 2.85 0.81 GE 
33 Inspecting teacher’s notes of lesson periodically 2.97 0.77 GE 
34 Observing teachers during lesson delivery 2.83 0.77 GE 
35 Examining students’ work to determine the quality and quantity of exercise being given on them 3.00 0.74 GE 
 Cluster mean  3.05 0.77 GE 

 
The data presented on Table 14 show that the teachers are of the opinion that the principals, to a great 

extent, supervise instruction. Looking at the table, all the items have mean scores that range from 2.83 to 3.11 
on four-point rating scale. According to the mean ratings of their responses, the principals, to a great extent, 
ensure that meaningful learning is taking place in all the classes; ensure that teachers are teaching what they are 
supposed to teach;  ensure that teachers teach in a manner that the students understand and enjoy their lesson;  
inspect teachers’ notes of lesson periodically; observe teachers during lesson delivery; and examine students’ 
work to determine the quality and quantity of exercise being given to them. The cluster mean is 3.05 on a four – 
point rating scale with a mean standard deviation of 0.77.  

 
Research Question Eight: 

To what extent do principals enforce discipline among staff? 
 
Table 15: Mean ratings of teachers on the extent that principals enforce discipline among staff 

S/N Questionnaire Item x SD Decision 
36 Enforcing punctuality to ensure meaningful learning 2.97 0.75 GE 
37 Enforcing regularity to ensure meaningful learning 2.88 0.74 GE 
38 Supervising teachers in terms of discipline and general behavior 2.96 0.74 GE 
39 Monitoring teachers’ manner of dressing, talking and relating  2.93 0.68 GE 
 Cluster mean  2.94 0.73 GE 

    
The data presented on Table 15 above show that the teachers are of the view that their principals, to a great 

extent, enforce discipline among staff. Looking at the table, all the items have mean scores that range from 2.88 
to 2.97 on a four-point rating scale. According to their opinions, their principals enforce punctuality and 
regularity to a great extent; they supervise teachers in terms of discipline and general behaviour to a great 
extent; and to a great extent too they monitor teachers’ manner of dressing, talking and relating. The cluster 
mean of the teachers’ responses is 2.94 on a four-point rating scale with a mean standard deviation of 0.73. 

 
Discussion: 
3.1. With Staff Personnel Management and Instructional Leadership of Principals as predictors of Classroom 
Practices of Teachers: 

The findings of this cluster reveal the classroom practices exhibited by the teachers in secondary schools in 
South East Nigeria. These practices include: they acknowledge the viewpoints of students in class; they 
encourage student-to-student interaction; encourage team work by giving group assignment, they answer a 
students’ questions in the class; they make use of recommended texts and provide activities that appeal to 
different ability levels. Classroom practices exhibited by teachers in their schools depend on staff personnel 
management and instructional leadership qualities of their principals. This implies that what the teachers exhibit 
in their different classrooms depend on principals’ personnel management and instructional leadership qualities. 
This is in line with the observation of Crowson and Morris [11] that school leaders encourage their staff to 
experiment with various instructional methods to meet the academic needs of the students. Fiddler [16] reported 
that principals should seek to protect staff in order to provide conducive conditions under which students can 
improve. The findings confirm the statement of DuFour [13] that schools need instructional leadership as much 
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as ever but only those principals who understand that the essence of their job is promoting student and teacher 
learning will be able to provide the kind of leadership necessary to take their schools successfully into the new 
millennium. The findings also showed that there are some areas where teachers exhibit negative and positive 
practices in the classroom. This may be the reason why Herbert and Tankersley [22] stated that effective 
teachers demonstrate teaching techniques in classroom during interactions with students while ineffective 
teachers do not frequent with respect to teaching methods and problems. 
 
3.2. Identifying the Staff needs of schools: 

The major findings of the study on identifying the staff needs of schools by their principals include that 
principals identify the staff needs of the school, determine the standard teaching load for each teacher, describe 
each teachers’ job clearly. The findings agree with Hallinger, Greeblatt, and Edwards [21] who observed that 
principals should identify their staff needs, clarify their role and determine where they really need their 
attention. The findings agree with Onasanya and Omosewo [36] who maintained that principals need to build 
capacity of their staff to implement strategies by identifying staff needs and providing appropriate staff 
development opportunities. Bellon and Bearidry [4] and Murphy et al. [35] maintained that the need of the 
school and teachers’ standard change the school in order to address students’ needs. Other areas of staff needs of 
the school attended to by the principals as expressed by the respondents include studying each teacher’s 
professional and personal qualities, provision of sufficient and adequate accommodation for classes, provision 
of sufficient infrastructure and equipment. The findings agree with Fullan and Hagreave [18] who stated that 
availability of materials, personnel, class size and time, among others, will help to ensure that teaches improve 
their task for effective practices in the classroom.  
 
3.3. Satisfying the Staff need of their Schools: 

The opinions of the respondents on the extent principals satisfy the staff need of their schools revealed that 
principals strive to get adequate number of teachers, organize orientation for new teachers, assign teachers based 
on area of specialization, delegate responsibilities according to ability, pay attention to staff needs, and 
supervise teachers effectively. The findings agree with the observation of Cotton [10] that principals should 
place academic activities as priority. The findings agree with Dagley and Orso [12] who stated that supervision 
is one of the sole purposes of the school.  
 
3.4. Motivation of Staff: 

The responses of teachers on the extent principals pay attention to motivation of staff show that the 
principals, to a great extent, have clear channel of communication with staff, encourage staff participation in 
decision-making, accept and encourage initiatives and originally. Chell [9] recognizes that collaborative schools 
have norms that encourage teachers and principals to cooperate for school improvement. It is the duty of the 
principal to initiate interaction with teachers. Jones [23] stressed that teachers’ initiatives should be encouraged 
in order to improve instruction. 

The findings that the principals provide opportunities for professional growth; give praise and 
commendation when deserved; provide facilities and equipment when required; avoid creating hostility and 
antagonism among staff, among others underscore the fact that staff personnel management and instructional 
leadership of principal work better in an environment where there is motivation and understanding. This is in 
line with Mahoney [29] who asserts that school administrators should provide an environment that encourages 
and promotes collaborative relationship. They form teams; support team efforts; develop the skills that groups 
and individuals need, and provide the necessary human and material resources to realize the school goal. 
 
3.5. Planning and Organization of Instruction: 

The major findings from the respondents on planning and organization of instruction by principals revealed 
that principals assign teachers with ideas and suggestions that will engender effective instructional delivery, 
assign classes according to areas of specialization, assign teaches to classes where they will be most effective. 
The principals assigning teachers where they can effectively impart knowledge to the student enhances teaching 
and learning in our school system. Where the principals neglect this role, teaching and learning will not occur as 
it ought to be. Organization and planning of instruction, according to Tomlinson (2005), requires close attention 
to teachers in order to ensure that the needs of the students are met and learning takes place. The respondents 
also noted that principals, to a great extent, reassign teachers from time to time depending on need; provide 
teaching aids, and ensure that they are used; place students in classes where they will benefit maximally. When 
these provisions and adjustments are made, students will be ready to learn, teaching and learning will take place. 
The findings agree with Gunter, Estes and Schwab (2003) that principals should reflect on all factors relating to 
teachers to organize material and adjust accordingly for the needs of their classes and individual students. 
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3.6. Supervision of Instruction: 
The opinion of respondents on supervision of instruction by the principals revealed that principals ensure 

that meaningful learning is taking place in all the classes, ensure that teachers are teaching what they are 
supposed to teach, ensure that teachers teach in a manner that the student’s understand and enjoy their lessons. 
The findings agree with Seeley [37] who opined that principals should closely monitor their staff to assess 
whether their progress towards attainment of objectives is satisfactory for students. Again, Crowson and Morris 
[11] noted that principals should encourage their staff to teach with various methods required to satisfy the 
inquisitiveness of the students. Boles and Treen [7] stated that the principals are to restructure teachers’ role in 
the class in order to meet the needs of students for them to benefit from the teaching. The findings that 
principals examine students’ work to determine the quality and quantity of exercise being given to them, 
observe teachers during lesson delivery, and that they inspect teachers’ notes of lesson periodically agree with 
Mojkowski [33] that the principals have it as their duty to inspect teachers in their classroom during the school 
days. In the same vein, Krug [25] noted that principals should observe classroom teachers teaching and evaluate 
the lesson in all its ramification. In doing all these, teaching and learning will improve rapidly. 
 
3.7. Enforcing Discipline of Staff: 

The results of this study revealed that principals enforce punctuality to ensure meaningful learning, enforce 
regularity to ensure meaningful learning, supervise teachers in terms of discipline and general behaviour and 
monitor teachers’ manner of dressing, talking and relating. This is in consonance with the observation of 
Mulyasa [34] that a principal who observes a teacher breaking a school rule, or otherwise behaving in an 
unacceptable manner shall take immediate steps to correct the situation. Macmillan, Meyer and Sherman [28] 
maintained that as the teachers work, the work of administrators intensifies on dress codes, regularity issues and 
other social interaction. 

 
Conclusion: 

The results of this study have obvious educational implications to the principals, staff and the students. The 
results of this study have provided empirical evidence that staff personnel management and instructional 
leadership qualities of principals predict classroom practices of teachers. The findings suggest the need for 
principals to provide effective and efficient staff personnel management and instructional leadership in order to 
facilitate teaching and learning process. This will help them to achieve the objectives of the school as school 
principals. The findings of this study revealed that staff personnel management and instructional leadership 
relate to teachers’ classroom practices. Bearing in mind that the two impact directly on teaching, school 
principals need to coordinate the two areas effectively and efficiently in their schools. Coordination of the two 
cannot be separated from meaningful teaching and learning. The effective coordination of staff personnel 
management and instructional leadership by principals will invariably lead to enhanced instructional delivery of 
classroom teachers. Therefore, principals should be exposed to management and leadership training and re-
training programmes which will enable them to acquire skills and knowledge necessary to perform their 
functions well. Government should appoint principals based not only on qualifications but also on management 
and leadership acumen of the individual. Monitoring teams should be instituted to checkmate the activities of 
principals and teachers with regard to staff personnel management, instructional leadership and classroom 
practices. Federal and State Ministries of Education should redesign staff personnel management and 
instructional leadership training of principals to emphasize what they mean and not what the individuals think. 
Federal and State Ministries of Education should create conducive environment for healthy relationship between 
school principals and teachers in order to improve the quality of education in schools. 
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