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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT

Keywords . . This article develops an integrative framework connecting Teacher-school
Teach.er-s.chOOI. 1nterac.t10n interaction, organizational interactive support, and educational behavioral
organizational interactive support management in Malaysia university students. Drawing on self-

educational behavioral management  determination, ~ self-regulation, embodied, and adaptive-learning
teacher psychological engagement  perspectives, the framework distinguishes enabling conditions, interpretive

conceptual framework mechanisms, interactive practices, and adaptive consequences. A synthetic
interactive social sciences evidence map of 64 sources is used only to demonstrate how conceptual
implementation strategy claims can be audited. The analysis identifies four recurring dilemmas:

technological substitution for human judgment, unequal access, weak
Published alignment between tools and institutional routines, and evaluation based on

adoption rather than meaningful outcomes. The proposed model advances a
staged pathway from diagnostic alignment to supported enactment,
feedback, and iterative governance. It contributes testable propositions and
an implementation scorecard while avoiding the presentation of simulated
evidence as a completed review.
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1. Introduction

Teacher-school Interaction is frequently presented as a solution to complex challenges in
Malaysia university students. Yet favorable technologies or policies do not automatically produce
educational behavioral management; their effects depend on how people interpret opportunities,
coordinate action, and regulate behavior. This gap between technical possibility and socially
embedded enactment motivates a framework that connects system conditions with organizational
interactive support and observable outcomes.

The article contributes by separating mechanism from aspiration, specifying boundary

conditions, and translating the framework into measurable implementation stages. It asks how
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Teacher-school interaction enables or constrains organizational interactive support, how interactive
processes shape educational behavioral management, and which governance arrangements can
sustain beneficial outcomes while limiting risk.

This problem becomes more consequential when considered through temporal ordering.
Specifically, the proposed sequence assumes that exposure to the predictor precedes regulatory
change rather than merely co-occurring with it. In the present model, this consideration affects how
the relationship between Teacher-school interaction, organizational interactive support, and
educational behavioral management should be specified and interpreted among Malaysia university
students. Consequently, a multi-wave design with temporally separated measures would provide a
stronger test of that ordering. This qualification does not weaken the proposed framework; instead,
it identifies the evidence required for the framework to support a cumulative research programme.

Construct Specificity provides a second reason for analytical restraint. Because closely related
labels can conceal substantively different cognitive, motivational, and behavioural processes, an
apparently coherent coefficient may still permit more than one substantive explanation. Applied to
Teacher-school interaction and educational behavioral management, the implication is that
organizational interactive support should be treated as a theoretically delimited mechanism rather
than a statistical label attached after estimation. Accordingly, each construct should therefore be
defined by its theoretical function rather than by convenient item wording. Such a test would make
the inferential chain more explicit and reduce the distance between theoretical claims and
observable evidence.

An additional consideration concerns within-person change. The central difficulty is that
between-person associations do not automatically describe how an individual learner changes
across tasks or over time. This matters for Malaysia university students because the educational
setting can shape both exposure to Teacher-school interaction and opportunities to enact
organizational interactive support. A rigorous interpretation therefore separates what is directly
supported by the synthetic model from what remains a proposition for empirical investigation. In
practical terms, future work should distinguish stable individual differences from occasion-specific
adaptation, while effect sizes and uncertainty should remain central to the final judgment.

The argument can also be evaluated against the criterion of reciprocal influence. If students
who display stronger adaptive outcomes may subsequently elicit more supportive conditions and
report higher levels of the focal predictor, then the observed association with educational behavioral
management cannot be interpreted solely from its p value. The stronger approach is to connect the
theoretical sequence, measurement model, and structural estimate so that each claim has a
corresponding test. For this reason, cross-lagged or experimental evidence is needed to evaluate
this plausible reverse pathway. This alignment is particularly important when recommendations are
intended to inform teaching, institutional design, or future intervention development.

This problem becomes more consequential when considered through contextual dependence.
Specifically, the strength of the proposed mechanism may vary with task difficulty, disciplinary
norms, teacher support, and assessment pressure. In the present model, this consideration affects
how the relationship between Teacher-school interaction, organizational interactive support, and
educational behavioral management should be specified and interpreted among Malaysia university
students. Consequently, replication across settings is necessary before the model is treated as
context invariant. This qualification does not weaken the proposed framework; instead, it identifies
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the evidence required for the framework to support a cumulative research programme.

Table 1. Synthetic evidence-map composition

Evidence domain Sources Primary contribution Audit requirement

Foundational theory 14 Construct definition Seminal and contemporary balance
Empirical mechanisms 22 Pathway plausibility Design and effect-size appraisal
Implementation studies 18 Context and feasibility Setting-specific comparison

Ethics and governance 10 Risk and accountability Stakeholder coverage

Note. Counts are synthetic; DOI references below are real seed sources, not a completed review corpus.

Condition Mechanism Outcome

Opportunity and constraint Interpretation and regulation Adaptive consequence

Transparent inputs — auditable process — bounded interpretation

Figure 1. Problem—mechanism-response logic

Note. The model is conceptual and requires empirical testing.

2. Conceptual and Theoretical Foundations

Self-determination theory explains how autonomy, competence, and relatedness shape the
quality of motivation (Ryan & Deci, 2020). Self-regulated learning explains how individuals plan,
monitor, and revise action (Panadero, 2017; Zimmerman, 2002). Adaptive-learning research adds
that feedback contributes most when it supports rather than replaces active regulation (Mejeh et al.,
2024; Sharma et al., 2024). Embodied perspectives caution that social meaning is experienced
through situated activity, not detached information alone (Aartun et al., 2022; Niedenthal, 2007).

Table 2. Construct definitions and theoretical functions

Construct

Teacher-school Interaction

Organizational Interactive

Support

Educational Behavioral

Management

Working definition

Enabling or constraining

condition

Interpretive-regulatory

process

Adaptive social or

educational consequence

Theoretical function

Shapes perceived

opportunity

Translates conditions into

action

Evaluates meaningful

change

Note. Definitions are author-proposed and should guide later operationalization.

Boundary

Not equivalent to

exposure

May vary within person

Not inferred from

adoption alone



At the theoretical level, the issue of measurement equivalence. Specifically, group
comparisons are interpretable only when indicators represent the same latent meaning across
relevant subpopulations. In the present model, this consideration affects how the relationship
between Teacher-school interaction, organizational interactive support, and educational behavioral
management should be specified and interpreted among Malaysia university students.
Consequently, configural, metric, and scalar invariance should be examined before substantive
mean comparisons. This qualification does not weaken the proposed framework; instead, it
identifies the evidence required for the framework to support a cumulative research programme.

Common-method Variance provides a second reason for analytical restraint. Because
contemporaneous self-report measures may inflate associations through shared response tendencies
and consistency motives, an apparently coherent coefficient may still permit more than one
substantive explanation. Applied to Teacher-school interaction and educational behavioral
management, the implication is that organizational interactive support should be treated as a
theoretically delimited mechanism rather than a statistical label attached after estimation.
Accordingly, procedural separation and marker-variable or latent-factor checks would strengthen
the evidential basis. Such a test would make the inferential chain more explicit and reduce the
distance between theoretical claims and observable evidence.

An additional consideration concerns non-linearity. The central difficulty is that moderate
levels of the focal predictor may be beneficial while excessive intensity could generate cognitive
burden or dependence. This matters for Malaysia university students because the educational setting
can shape both exposure to Teacher-school interaction and opportunities to enact organizational
interactive support. A rigorous interpretation therefore separates what is directly supported by the
synthetic model from what remains a proposition for empirical investigation. In practical terms,
quadratic terms and theoretically justified thresholds deserve explicit examination, while effect
sizes and uncertainty should remain central to the final judgment.

The argument can also be evaluated against the criterion of unobserved heterogeneity. If an
average structural coefficient may obscure qualitatively different response profiles within the
sample, then the observed association with educational behavioral management cannot be
interpreted solely from its p value. The stronger approach is to connect the theoretical sequence,
measurement model, and structural estimate so that each claim has a corresponding test. For this
reason, mixture modeling or theoretically defined subgroup analyses could reveal such
heterogeneity. This alignment is particularly important when recommendations are intended to
inform teaching, institutional design, or future intervention development.

At the theoretical level, the issue of practical magnitude. Specifically, statistical significance
does not establish that an effect is large enough to influence educational decisions. In the present
model, this consideration affects how the relationship between Teacher-school interaction,
organizational interactive support, and educational behavioral management should be specified and
interpreted among Malaysia university students. Consequently, standardized effects, explained
variance, and prediction intervals should accompany null-hypothesis tests. This qualification does
not weaken the proposed framework; instead, it identifies the evidence required for the framework
to support a cumulative research programme.

Theory Comparison provides a second reason for analytical restraint. Because the same
empirical association may be compatible with motivational, cognitive-load, social-cognitive, or
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expectancy-based explanations, an apparently coherent coefficient may still permit more than one
substantive explanation. Applied to Teacher-school interaction and educational behavioral
management, the implication is that organizational interactive support should be treated as a
theoretically delimited mechanism rather than a statistical label attached after estimation.
Accordingly, rival models should be compared rather than presenting one framework as the only
plausible account. Such a test would make the inferential chain more explicit and reduce the
distance between theoretical claims and observable evidence.

An additional consideration concerns ecological validity. The central difficulty is that highly
standardized survey responses may not capture regulatory decisions made under authentic time
pressure and competing classroom demands. This matters for Malaysia university students because
the educational setting can shape both exposure to Teacher-school interaction and opportunities to
enact organizational interactive support. A rigorous interpretation therefore separates what is
directly supported by the synthetic model from what remains a proposition for empirical
investigation. In practical terms, behavioural traces, experience sampling, and classroom
observation would provide useful triangulation, while effect sizes and uncertainty should remain
central to the final judgment.

The argument can also be evaluated against the criterion of cultural interpretation. If autonomy,
engagement, and adaptive regulation may be expressed differently across educational cultures, then
the observed association with educational behavioral management cannot be interpreted solely
from its p value. The stronger approach is to connect the theoretical sequence, measurement model,
and structural estimate so that each claim has a corresponding test. For this reason, emic validation
and culturally sensitive measurement adaptation are required for defensible generalization. This
alignment is particularly important when recommendations are intended to inform teaching,
institutional design, or future intervention development.

3. Internal Mechanisms

The proposed mechanism begins with diagnostic alignment: participants assess whether
Teacher-school interaction is relevant, accessible, and credible. When alignment is sufficient,
organizational interactive support organizes goal setting, monitoring, help seeking, and revision.
Feedback then updates both perceived competence and future participation, creating a recursive
rather than linear pathway to educational behavioral management.

Diagnostic alignment Evidence coverage 0.78
Implementation priority 0.56

Supported enactment Evidence coverage 0.91
Implementation priority 0.72

Feedback and governance Evidence coverage 0.84

Implementation priority 0.64

Primary tone = Evidence coverage; secondary tone = Implementation priority

Figure 2. Relative emphasis of framework layers

Note. Bar lengths are conceptual planning weights, not meta-analytic effects.
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4. Risks and Practical Dilemmas

Table 3. Risk-response matrix
Dilemma Mechanism of harm Early indicator Response

Tools displace human

Substitution . Reduced reflection Human review checkpoints

judgment
. Benefits depend on unequal . Accessibility and invariance

Inequality Group-specific non-use .

access audit
L System logic conflicts with Workarounds and . .

Misalignment . Participatory redesign

practice abandonment
. . Adoption is mistaken for High use without . .

Metric fixation . Outcome-linked evaluation

outcome 1mprovement

Note. Risks are theoretical propositions requiring contextual validation.

The boundary of the present demonstration is further clarified by replicability. Specifically, a
single sample provides limited evidence about the stability of a multi-parameter structural model.
In the present model, this consideration affects how the relationship between Teacher-school
interaction, organizational interactive support, and educational behavioral management should be
specified and interpreted among Malaysia university students. Consequently, internal validation,
independent replication, and openly documented analytic decisions would improve confidence.
This qualification does not weaken the proposed framework; instead, it identifies the evidence
required for the framework to support a cumulative research programme.

Causal Language provides a second reason for analytical restraint. Because mediation
estimated from cross-sectional covariance does not itself demonstrate a causal process, an
apparently coherent coefficient may still permit more than one substantive explanation. Applied to
Teacher-school interaction and educational behavioral management, the implication is that
organizational interactive support should be treated as a theoretically delimited mechanism rather
than a statistical label attached after estimation. Accordingly, interpretation should remain
associational until temporal precedence and plausible exchangeability are established. Such a test
would make the inferential chain more explicit and reduce the distance between theoretical claims
and observable evidence.

An additional consideration concerns measurement precision. The central difficulty is that
scale reliability varies across the latent continuum and a single coefficient can conceal local
imprecision. This matters for Malaysia university students because the educational setting can
shape both exposure to Teacher-school interaction and opportunities to enact organizational
interactive support. A rigorous interpretation therefore separates what is directly supported by the
synthetic model from what remains a proposition for empirical investigation. In practical terms,
item-level models or conditional information functions can complement coefficient alpha, while
effect sizes and uncertainty should remain central to the final judgment.
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S. Integrated Framework

The framework proposes that Teacher-school interaction influences educational behavioral
management indirectly through organizational interactive support, while social support, task
demands, and institutional governance condition each transition. It rejects a universal-effect
assumption and treats implementation as an iterative alignment process.

Table 4. Testable propositions
Proposition Statement Empirical test

Teacher-school Interaction is more strongly related to .
P1 . ) ) o Interaction or subgroup model
educational behavioral management when perceived fit is high.

Organizational Interactive Support transmits part of the

P2 L Longitudinal mediation
association.

P3 Support strengthens enactment without replacing agency. Moderated process model
Governance quality predicts sustained rather than initial ) ) )

P4 Multi-wave implementation study

adoption.

Note. Propositions are conceptual and not empirical findings.

Prgcess link Oufcome l{nk

Diagnose Co-design and enact Evaluate

— —

Problem alignment Supported practice Feedback and accountability

Iterative Tee

Figure 3. Staged implementation and feedback framework

Note. Implementation is iterative, progression depends on evidence at each checkpoint.

6. Promotion Strategies

Implementation should start with problem diagnosis rather than tool selection. Stakeholders
should co-design task-specific practices, protect user agency, provide structured feedback, and
evaluate both intended and unintended effects. Scaling should follow evidence of meaningful
improvement and equitable access, not visibility or short-term usage.

Responsible translation into practice additionally requires attention to alternative mediators.
Specifically, competence beliefs, cognitive engagement, perceived value, and help seeking may
operate alongside the proposed mediator. In the present model, this consideration affects how the
relationship between Teacher-school interaction, organizational interactive support, and
educational behavioral management should be specified and interpreted among Malaysia university
students. Consequently, parallel and sequential models could establish whether the focal

55



mechanism has incremental explanatory value. This qualification does not weaken the proposed
framework; instead, it identifies the evidence required for the framework to support a cumulative
research programme.

Moderated Mechanisms provides a second reason for analytical restraint. Because the indirect
pathway may be stronger for learners with adequate prior knowledge or high-quality instructional
support, an apparently coherent coefficient may still permit more than one substantive explanation.
Applied to Teacher-school interaction and educational behavioral management, the implication is
that organizational interactive support should be treated as a theoretically delimited mechanism
rather than a statistical label attached after estimation. Accordingly, conditional indirect effects
should be specified only where a clear theoretical boundary condition exists. Such a test would
make the inferential chain more explicit and reduce the distance between theoretical claims and
observable evidence.

An additional consideration concerns reporting transparency. The central difficulty is that
selective emphasis on supported paths can exaggerate theoretical coherence. This matters for
Malaysia university students because the educational setting can shape both exposure to Teacher-
school interaction and opportunities to enact organizational interactive support. A rigorous
interpretation therefore separates what is directly supported by the synthetic model from what
remains a proposition for empirical investigation. In practical terms, all preregistered tests,
exclusions, deviations, and null findings should be presented together, while effect sizes and
uncertainty should remain central to the final judgment.

The argument can also be evaluated against the criterion of replicability. If a single sample
provides limited evidence about the stability of a multi-parameter structural model, then the
observed association with educational behavioral management cannot be interpreted solely from
its p value. The stronger approach is to connect the theoretical sequence, measurement model, and
structural estimate so that each claim has a corresponding test. For this reason, internal validation,
independent replication, and openly documented analytic decisions would improve confidence.
This alignment is particularly important when recommendations are intended to inform teaching,
institutional design, or future intervention development.

Table S. Implementation evaluation scorecard

Stage Process indicator Outcome indicator Decision rule
Diagnosis Stakeholder/problem coverage Shared problem definition  Revise if key group omitted
Co-design Usability and accessibility Perceived fit Pilot before scale
. Organizational Interactive
Enactment Supported use and reflection Check heterogeneous effects
Support
. i Educational Behavioral Scale only with bounded
Evaluation Audit completeness
Management benefit

Note. Indicators require operational definitions and authentic thresholds.

7. Discussion and Implications

The framework shifts attention from whether Teacher-school interaction is present to how it is

56



socially interpreted, enacted, and governed. Its theoretical contribution is the explicit separation of
enabling conditions, regulatory mechanisms, and adaptive consequences. Its practical contribution
is a staged decision structure that makes assumptions and stopping rules visible.

A more cautious interpretation follows from discriminant validity. Specifically, high
correlations among motivational and regulatory constructs may indicate conceptual redundancy
rather than a complex process. In the present model, this consideration affects how the relationship
between Teacher-school interaction, organizational interactive support, and educational behavioral
management should be specified and interpreted among Malaysia university students.
Consequently, factor comparisons and heterotrait-monotrait ratios should precede structural
interpretation. This qualification does not weaken the proposed framework; instead, it identifies the
evidence required for the framework to support a cumulative research programme.

Implementation Fidelity provides a second reason for analytical restraint. Because nominal
exposure to a learning condition does not ensure that its defining features were delivered or
perceived consistently, an apparently coherent coefficient may still permit more than one
substantive explanation. Applied to Teacher-school interaction and educational behavioral
management, the implication is that organizational interactive support should be treated as a
theoretically delimited mechanism rather than a statistical label attached after estimation.
Accordingly, fidelity indicators should be incorporated when the model is tested as an intervention.
Such a test would make the inferential chain more explicit and reduce the distance between
theoretical claims and observable evidence.

An additional consideration concerns developmental timing. The central difficulty is that
regulatory capacity and sensitivity to instructional support change across educational stages. This
matters for Malaysia university students because the educational setting can shape both exposure
to Teacher-school interaction and opportunities to enact organizational interactive support. A
rigorous interpretation therefore separates what is directly supported by the synthetic model from
what remains a proposition for empirical investigation. In practical terms, age- or stage-specific
replication would identify the developmental boundaries of the mechanism, while effect sizes and
uncertainty should remain central to the final judgment.

The argument can also be evaluated against the criterion of domain transfer. If a regulatory
process that functions in one subject may not automatically transfer to another with different
epistemic and performance demands, then the observed association with educational behavioral
management cannot be interpreted solely from its p value. The stronger approach is to connect the
theoretical sequence, measurement model, and structural estimate so that each claim has a
corresponding test. For this reason, domain-specific measures should be compared with general
self-regulation indicators. This alignment is particularly important when recommendations are
intended to inform teaching, institutional design, or future intervention development.

A more cautious interpretation follows from baseline adjustment. Specifically, apparent gains
can reflect pre-existing differences if prior levels of the mediator and outcome are omitted. In the
present model, this consideration affects how the relationship between Teacher-school interaction,
organizational interactive support, and educational behavioral management should be specified and
interpreted among Malaysia university students. Consequently, longitudinal tests should condition
change estimates on credible baseline measures. This qualification does not weaken the proposed
framework; instead, it identifies the evidence required for the framework to support a cumulative

57



research programme.

Alternative Mediators provides a second reason for analytical restraint. Because competence
beliefs, cognitive engagement, perceived value, and help seeking may operate alongside the
proposed mediator, an apparently coherent coefficient may still permit more than one substantive
explanation. Applied to Teacher-school interaction and educational behavioral management, the
implication is that organizational interactive support should be treated as a theoretically delimited
mechanism rather than a statistical label attached after estimation. Accordingly, parallel and
sequential models could establish whether the focal mechanism has incremental explanatory value.
Such a test would make the inferential chain more explicit and reduce the distance between
theoretical claims and observable evidence.

An additional consideration concerns moderated mechanisms. The central difficulty is that the
indirect pathway may be stronger for learners with adequate prior knowledge or high-quality
instructional support. This matters for Malaysia university students because the educational setting
can shape both exposure to Teacher-school interaction and opportunities to enact organizational
interactive support. A rigorous interpretation therefore separates what is directly supported by the
synthetic model from what remains a proposition for empirical investigation. In practical terms,
conditional indirect effects should be specified only where a clear theoretical boundary condition
exists, while effect sizes and uncertainty should remain central to the final judgment.

8. Conclusion

This article offers a TJISS-aligned conceptual framework for linking Teacher-school
interaction, organizational interactive support, and educational behavioral management in Malaysia
university students. It identifies mechanisms, dilemmas, propositions, and implementation
indicators, but it does not claim that a synthetic evidence map constitutes a completed review. The
next step is a transparent search and a sequence of qualitative, longitudinal, and experimental tests.

8.1 Limitations and Empirical Agenda

The seed literature is selective, the evidence counts are simulated, and the framework may
omit culturally or institutionally specific pathways. Future research should conduct a preregistered
review, obtain stakeholder input, validate construct measures, and compare rival process models.
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