MPRA

Munich Personal RePEc Archive

A Dynamic Evaluative Model of
Motivation: Symbolic—Functional
Reweighting and Constraint-Based
Selection

Abe Housh, Najm

Independent researcher

1 March 2026

Online at https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/128935/
MPRA Paper No. 128935, posted 15 May 2026 16:40 UTC


http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/
https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/128935/

A Dynamic Evaluative Model of Motivation:
Symbolic—Functional Reweighting and
Constraint-Based Selection

Authors : Najm Abe Housh
Affiliation : Independent researcher

Contact : najmabehoush@gmail.com

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.19648867



mailto:najmabehoush@gmail.com
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.19648867

Abstract

This article develops a quasi-formal dynamic model of motivation that departs from hierarchical
and stage-based accounts. Instead of representing motivation as progression through ordered
needs, the proposed framework conceptualizes it as a process of continuous evaluation within a

field of competing objects.

At the core of the model is a unified evaluative structure in which each object is assessed in terms
of four co-present components: symbolic value, functional return, symbolic constraints, and
functional constraints. Behavioral selection emerges from comparative evaluation across

alternatives, rather than from transitions between predefined levels.

Motivational dynamics are governed by context-sensitive reweighting and threshold-dependent
transitions. Changes in behavior do not follow directly from variations in inputs, but occur when
differences in net motivational value exceed a context-dependent sensitivity boundary, producing
nonlinear and discontinuous patterns of change. Within this structure, motivational change is

driven by shifts in weighting parameters and constraint dynamics.

The framework generates empirically testable predictions, including threshold-driven behavioral
transitions, sensitivity to symbolic amplification, and systematic modulation of choice under
varying symbolic and functional constraint conditions. By formalizing symbolic—functional
interaction within a unified evaluative architecture, the model provides a structurally grounded

alternative to hierarchical theories of motivation.

This approach establishes a foundation for empirical investigation, computational modeling, and

cross-domain applications in decision-making, collective behavior, and cognitive-neural systems.



1.Introduction:

Theories of motivation have traditionally been organized around hierarchical or stage-based
assumptions, in which behavior is interpreted as progression through ordered needs or priorities.
While such frameworks offer descriptive clarity, they remain limited in their capacity to account
for how motivational forces interact, compete, and reorganize within real decision-making
contexts. In particular, they fail to explain cases in which symbolic considerations—such as
identity, meaning, or social recognition—override immediate functional demands, or in which

behavior persists despite substantial constraints.

This limitation reflects a deeper structural issue. Prevailing models tend to treat motivational
components as discrete and sequential rather than as co-present and dynamically interacting. As a
result, they describe behavioral outcomes without specifying the mechanisms through which
these outcomes are generated, leaving a gap between conceptual explanation and predictive
modeling.

The present article builds on the symbolic—functional field framework developed in prior work, in
which motivational organization is conceptualized as a dynamic relational configuration rather
than a sequence of discrete states. The evaluative model does not introduce a separate framework,
but explicates the internal mechanism through which symbolic—functional field configurations
generate behavioral outcomes. It addresses this gap by introducing a dynamic evaluative

framework grounded in the interaction between four co-present components:

* symbolic value (V')
* functional return (F)
* symbolic constraints (C¥)

» functional constraints (CF)

Symbolic value refers to meaning-based drivers such as identity alignment, recognition, and
interpretive coherence. Functional return refers to the practical utility or effectiveness of an action
in achieving goals or satisfying demands. Symbolic constraints capture costs arising from
negative evaluative pressures, including shame, social disapproval, loss of recognition, or threat
to identity. Functional constraints capture material and practical limitations such as cost, risk,

effort, and feasibility associated with implementing a given action.



Within this framework, motivation is not treated as movement across predefined levels, but as a
process of continuous evaluation across competing objects. Each potential action or object is
evaluated in terms of its symbolic contribution, its functional utility, and the constraints
associated with its execution, within a context-sensitive structure in which the relative influence

of these components may vary over time.

Crucially, evaluation does not operate over all logically possible alternatives, but over a
dynamically constrained set of accessible objects. The evaluative field is structured by memory,
contextual activation, and prior exposure, which determine which alternatives are available for
comparison at a given moment. As a result, behavioral organization depends not only on how

alternatives are weighted, but also on which alternatives enter the evaluative process.

Accordingly, behavioral organization emerges from comparative evaluation across accessible
alternatives rather than from progression through ordered stages. Stability reflects a temporary
balance within this evaluative field, while behavioral change corresponds to shifts in the relative

valuation and accessibility of available options.

Motivational dynamics are governed by two key principles: context-sensitive reweighting and
threshold-dependent transitions. Changes in symbolic or functional inputs do not necessarily

produce immediate behavioral effects; rather, observable shifts occur when differences in the
relative valuation of competing accessible alternatives exceed a context-dependent sensitivity
boundary. This introduces a nonlinear structure in which small variations may produce abrupt

behavioral changes, while larger variations may remain behaviorally latent.

On this basis, motivational change is not modeled as a linear response to need satisfaction, but as
a dynamic process of continuous reconfiguration within an active and access-constrained
evaluative system. The formal structure of this process, including its value-based formulation,

access dynamics, and transition conditions, is developed in the sections that follow.



2. Motivational Loops as Compositions

Rather than defining motivation as a combination of abstract orientations, the present model treats
motivation as a field of competing objects, each characterized by a distinct evaluative

composition.
Let the set of available motivational objects at time t be defined as:
01,02, ...,0n

Each object O; represents a possible course of action and cannot be reduced to a single function;

instead, it consists of multiple evaluative dimensions that operate simultaneously.
Each motivational object can be analytically decomposed into four core dimensions:

e Symbolic value: the meaning carried by the object, including identity alignment, social

recognition, and interpretive coherence.

o Functional return: the practical utility of the object, including efficiency, feasibility, and

instrumental effectiveness.

o Symbolic constraints: negative evaluative pressures associated with the object, including

shame, social disapproval, loss of recognition, or threat to identity.

o Functional constraints: material and practical limitations, including cost, risk, effort, and

execution difficulty.

These dimensions are co-present in all objects and do not operate as sequential stages. Rather,

they form a unified evaluative structure whose relative influence varies across contexts.

To represent this structure analytically, each object 0; is associated with four evaluative

functions:
¥ (0;),F(0;),Cy(0;),Cr(0;)

corresponding to symbolic value, functional return, symbolic constraint, and functional

constraint, respectively.

However, in order for objects to be compared within a common evaluative framework, these

components must be integrated into a unified representation. This integration does not assume



that motivational processes are inherently linear or strictly additive; rather, it provides a minimal

formal structure that enables heterogeneous influences to be expressed on a comparable scale.
On this basis, the net motivational value of each object is defined as:
V(0;,t) = a(®)¥(0;) + B()F(0) — As()Cy (0;) — A¢(6)Cr(0;)
such that:
a(t),p(t) =0, a(t) +B() =1, As(0),As(t) = 0

This formulation does not reduce motivation to a simple additive mechanism. Rather, it expresses
a structural claim: at any given moment, behavioral orientation reflects a context-sensitive

weighting of symbolic value, functional return, and both symbolic and functional constraints.

Importantly, evaluation does not operate over a complete or unrestricted set of objects. At any
given time, only a subset of objects enters the evaluative field. This is captured by an access

function:
A;(t) € {0,1}
where:
e A;(t) = 1:object 0; is accessible and included in evaluation
e A;(t) = 0:object 0; is not activated and excluded from evaluation
Accordingly, the effective evaluative value becomes:
V(0 t) = A;(8) - V(0;, 1)

This formulation introduces a structural distinction between the composition of an object and its
availability for evaluation. Objects may possess high symbolic or functional value yet remain

behaviorally irrelevant if they are not accessible within the evaluative field.

Access is determined by memory, contextual salience, exposure, and institutional or
environmental cues, and therefore constitutes a dynamic constraint on the space of competing

alternatives rather than a property of the alternatives themselves.



Within this framework, motivational dynamics are not driven solely by comparative evaluation
across all possible objects, but by evaluation within a dynamically constrained set of accessible
alternatives. Behavioral change therefore corresponds to shifts in both relative weighting

parameters and the structure of access governing which objects enter evaluation.

This object-based formulation provides the foundation for the subsequent analysis of reweighting

processes, competition across alternatives, and threshold-dependent behavioral transitions.



3. Reweighting and Evaluative Access

In hierarchical models, the satisfaction of a given level enables progression to another level

within an ordered structure. In the present framework, no such sequential progression is assumed.

Motivational change is instead understood as a continuous redistribution of weights between
symbolic and functional components within a single evaluative configuration. This redistribution
is not arbitrary, but is driven by changes in contextual salience, constraint pressure, and feedback

from prior behavioral selections.

For a given object 0;, motivational change can be expressed in terms of variations in its evaluated

contribution over time within the value structure defined in Section 2.
Formally, changes in the motivational state can be expressed as:
AM = Aa - F(0;) + A8 - ¥(0;)

This expression follows from the time-indexed formulation of M(t), such that variation in
motivation reflects shifts in the relative weighting coefficients rather than changes in the
underlying evaluative components themselves. In dynamic terms:

M _ 42 oy + 2w
dt ~ dt ©; dt (09

Accordingly, behavioral transformations arise from continuous adjustments in weighting
parameters over time. These adjustments are sensitive to contextual factors: functional constraints
and symbolic constraints modulate the rate and direction of reweighting by influencing perceived
feasibility and evaluative salience. In particular, increases in functional constraint may reduce the
effective contribution of F(0;), while increases in symbolic constraint—such as anticipated

shame or loss of recognition—may suppress or invert the influence of ¥ (0;).

For example, choosing a healthy meal may initially reflect a high functional weighting (a),
corresponding to nutritional or physiological demands. Selecting dessert immediately afterward
may reflect an increase in symbolic weighting (f), associated with reward, preference, or
experiential meaning, even though functional requirements remain satisfied. Conversely,

symbolic constraints such as social judgment may inhibit this shift despite symbolic appeal.



Importantly, these shifts do not imply the disappearance or collapse of any component. All
dimensions remain co-present; what changes is their relative influence within the evaluative

structure, mediated by both value and constraint conditions.

Unlike hierarchical models, where change is triggered by satisfaction conditions, the present
model treats change as continuously driven by parameter variation within an already active
system. Accordingly, motivational dynamics are governed not by a logic of completion or stage
transition, but by a continuous, context-sensitive redistribution of weights within a stable

structural system.
Evaluative Access and Memory Constraints

While reweighting determines the relative influence of symbolic and functional components, it
does not by itself specify which objects enter the evaluative field. At any given moment,
motivational evaluation operates over a subset of potentially available objects, rather than over
the full set of logically possible alternatives.

Accordingly, motivational organization requires an additional structural condition: evaluative

access.
Let the accessibility of object O; at time t be defined as:
A;(t) €{0,1}

where A;(t) denotes the evaluative access indicator, determining whether object 0; is activated
and included in the evaluative field at time t, as shaped by memory processes, prior experience,

and contextual cues.
The effective motivational value is therefore defined over accessible objects only:
M*(0;,t) = A; (1) - M(0;, t)

This formulation implies that reweighting operates on a constrained evaluative field, where the

set of objects under comparison is itself dynamically structured.

Evaluative access is not random, but is shaped by memory processes, including prior experience,
learned associations, narrative structures, and contextual activation. Memory determines which
objects are activated, recalled, or made salient within a given situation, thereby structuring the

space within which reweighting occurs.



As a result, motivational dynamics are governed by two interdependent processes:

e reweighting, which modulates the relative contribution of symbolic value, functional

return, and constraints
e access, which determines which objects are available for evaluation in the first place

This distinction introduces an important implication: differences in behavior may arise not only
from differences in weighting, but from differences in the composition of the evaluative field
itself.

Within this framework, what is commonly described as bias can be reinterpreted as a structural
outcome of evaluative organization. Bias does not necessarily reflect distortion at the level of
value assignment, but may emerge from systematic patterns of access and reweighting that

privilege certain objects while excluding others from consideration.

Accordingly, motivational selection is not only a function of how alternatives are evaluated, but

also of which alternatives are accessible within the evaluative field at a given moment.



4. Cross-Domain Competition

Building on the reweighting and evaluative access principles defined above, motivational shifts
may take the form of direct competition between objects belonging to different motivational
domains that are traditionally arranged hierarchically. In this case, behavioral choice does not
reflect movement from one “level” to another, but rather an immediate trade-off between
heterogeneous objects based on their symbolic—functional composition, associated constraints,

and their accessibility within the evaluative field.

Within this framework, behavioral choice is understood as the outcome of a compositional
comparison among competing objects, where each alternative is evaluated in terms of its net
motivational value, independent of its placement within traditionally distinct levels. However,
this comparison operates over a dynamically constrained set of accessible objects, rather than
over all logically possible alternatives. Accordingly, the activation of a given behavior reflects
not hierarchical transition, but selection arising from a redistribution of weights across symbolic
value, functional return, and both symbolic and functional constraints, within a memory-

structured evaluative field.
The motivational value of each object O; is defined as:

V(0;,t) = a(®)¥(0;) + BOIF(0;) — A:(t)Cy (0;) — A (£)Cr(0y)
Choice across domains then follows a value-maximization rule over accessible objects:

0*(t) = arg o Bax, [4;(t) - V(0 1)]

where:
e 0; : amotivational object belonging to any domain Dy,
e (0, : symbolic value associated with the object
e F(0;) : functional return it provides
e Cy(0;) : symbolic constraint (e.g., shame, social disapproval, identity threat)
e (Cr(0;) : functional constraint (e.g., cost, effort, risk)

e a(t),B(t) : context-dependent weighting parameters



o A (), As(¢) : sensitivity to symbolic and functional constraints

e A;(t) € {0,1}: evaluative access indicator determining whether the object enters the

comparison set

For example, an object with high symbolic load—such as purchasing professional clothing for a
job interview—may outweigh an object with immediate functional urgency—such as eating—
without implying the disappearance of the biological need. What occurs instead is a momentary
reweighting that elevates the net motivational value of the symbolic object at that time, provided
it is accessible within the evaluative field. Conversely, strong symbolic constraints—such as
anticipated social judgment—may suppress otherwise attractive options despite their symbolic
appeal, or prevent their effective consideration altogether through restricted access.

This pattern of competition demonstrates that motivational organization cannot be reduced to
models of sequential progression, as objects from different domains may compete within the
same dynamic configuration. Behavioral selection emerges from the maximization of net
motivational value under both value and constraint conditions, operating over a memory-

constrained set of alternatives rather than a fully available choice space.

Accordingly, motivational structure is best understood as a field of competing objects with
heterogeneous compositions, whose accessibility and relative valuation jointly determine

behavioral outcomes, rather than as a ladder of ascending needs.



5. Multi-Object Differentiation Within
the Same Need Domain

Hierarchical models typically assume that each level of need represents a relatively homogeneous
motivational category, such that objects within it are functionally interchangeable. For example,
“physiological need” is often treated as a coherent domain in which differences between options

are reduced to variations in biological adequacy.

Extending the principle of cross-domain choice, the present model shows that motivational
differentiation is not limited to differences across domains, but also emerges within a single

domain.
Let the need domain be denoted by D, consisting of a set of possible objects:
D ={01,02,...,0n}

Each object O; possesses a distinct motivational composition expressed through four components:

symbolic value ¥ (0;)

functional return F(0;)

symbolic constraints Cy (01)

functional constraints Cr (0;)

Thus, even when different objects serve the same biological function, they may differ
substantially in their symbolic loading, perceived social implications, and associated costs,

leading to meaningful variation in behavioral orientation.
The net motivational value of each object is defined as:
V(0;,t) = a(®)¥(0;) + BOF(0;) — As(6)Cy (01) — A (£)Cr(0y)

However, as established in Section 3, evaluation operates over a constrained subset of accessible
objects. Accordingly, differentiation within a domain depends not only on compositional

variation, but also on which objects are available for evaluation.



Selection within the same domain therefore follows a value-maximization rule over accessible

objects:

0°(t) = argmax  [4;(t) -V (0, 1)]

where A4;(t) € {0,1} denotes the accessibility of object 0; within the evaluative field.

That is, choice does not depend on satisfying a given “level,” but on a compositional comparison

among accessible objects within the same domain.
To illustrate, consider the domain of nutrition:
e Bread (0,): high functional return, moderate symbolic value, low symbolic constraint

e Chicken (0,): high functional value with greater symbolic load (e.g., cultural or status-

related), moderate constraint

o Nutritional supplements (O3): maximize functional efficiency with low symbolic value

and minimal symbolic engagement

e Ice cream (0,): high symbolic value despite limited functional necessity, potentially

accompanied by both functional and symbolic constraints

All these options belong to the same physiological domain, yet they are not motivationally
equivalent, as each embodies a distinct configuration of value and constraint across both symbolic
and functional dimensions. However, not all objects may be equally accessible at a given

moment, as memory, context, and prior activation shape which options enter the evaluative field.

Therefore, behavioral choice within a domain cannot be explained by the logic of “need
satisfaction,” but requires analyzing differences in net motivational value across accessible

objects.

This differentiation is expected to manifest in observable behavioral variations, driven by
differences in both the balance between symbolic value, functional return, and constraints, and

the structure of evaluative access within the domain.



6. System Stability and Reweighting Dynamics

6.1 Absence of Motivational Collapse

A central implication of the symbolic—functional framework is that motivational systems do not
collapse when one of their components loses dominance. What appears, in hierarchical models,
as the “satisfaction” of a need does not entail the disappearance of its motivational structure,
but rather reflects a redistribution of relative weights within a stable system.

In the present model, each motivational object O; is evaluated through four distinct structural
contributions:

symbolic value ¥ (0;)

functional return F(0;)

symbolic constraint Cy (0;)

functional constraint Cr(0;)
These components remain continuously present; none is eliminated through satisfaction.

The motivational value is formally defined as:
V(0;,t) = a(®)¥(0;) + B()F(0;) = As()Cy (0;) — A¢ () Cr(0;)

However, as established in Section 3, evaluation operates over a constrained set of accessible
objects. Accordingly, motivational stability reflects not only reweighting within a fixed structure,
but also the persistence of patterns of evaluative access that determine which objects remain
active within the field.

When a functional demand is met (e.g., hunger), this does not remove the symbolic or
functional structure, but reduces constraint-related pressure, allowing reweighting toward
objects with different compositions of value and constraint, provided they are accessible within
the evaluative field.

Motivational change is therefore not understood as replacement or vertical progression, but as
reconfiguration of weights within a continuously active and access-constrained field. The system
remains structurally coherent while dominance shifts among competing accessible objects.



6.2 Relative Dominance and Threshold Sensitivity

Not every variation in symbolic value, functional return, or constraint produces observable
behavior; the change must exceed a sensitivity threshold.

The difference in evaluative value between alternatives is defined as:
Av() =v*(0,t) —V*(0;,t)
where:
Vi (0;,t) = Ai(t) - V(0 t)
A transition occurs when:
AV (t) > 6(t)
where 8(t) represents a context-sensitive threshold.

These transitions are nonlinear: small changes—whether in symbolic meaning, functional
return, or constraint conditions—may produce large behavioral effects if they cross the
threshold, while larger changes may remain behaviorally latent if they do not.

Importantly, threshold dynamics operate over accessible alternatives. As a result, transitions
depend not only on value differences, but also on which objects are available for comparison
within the evaluative field. Inaccessible alternatives do not enter the comparative difference
and therefore cannot influence threshold crossing.

The threshold 6(t)\theta(t)0(t) is influenced by:
e environmental volatility
e emotional intensity
e social reinforcement

e temporal pressure



6.3 Multi-Object Competition and Accessible
Differentiation

Motivation operates within a field of competing objects:
01,02, ...,0n
Each object has a distinct evaluative composition:
V(0;,t) = a(®)¥(0;) + B(OF(01) — As(6)Cy (0;) — A (£)Cr(0;)
However, competition is restricted to accessible objects. Selection therefore follows:

07(t) = argmax [A;(t) - V(0 t)]

where A;(t) denotes the evaluative access indicator as defined in Section 3.
This principle applies both across and within domains.

Even when objects serve similar functions, they may differ in symbolic value and in both
symbolic and functional constraints. In addition, differences in accessibility—shaped by memory
and contextual activation—further structure the evaluative field. Thus, behavioral choice
emerges from compositional comparison among accessible objects rather than from level-based
satisfaction.

6.4 Dynamic Integration (Loop Structure)

The system operates as a continuous evaluative loop:
Evaluation - Selection - Feedback - Reweighting - Re-evaluation
At each cycle:
e objects are evaluated via V(0;, t) over the accessible set A;(t)
e the highest-value accessible option is selected
e values are updated based on feedback
e parameters a(t), B(t),As(t), Af (t) are adjusted
e accessibility A;(t) may be updated through memory and contextual activation

There is no terminal state. Stability is a temporary equilibrium within this loop.



Reweighting occurs at two levels:

local (within a domain)

global (across domains)

What appears as hierarchical transition is, in fact, threshold crossing resulting from accumulated
reweighting within a dynamically structured and access-constrained evaluative field.

Structural Summary

The model is grounded in six core principles:

a four-dimensional evaluative structure: ¥, F, Cy, Cr
memory-constrained evaluative access: A;(t)
context-sensitive dynamic weighting: a(t), B(t), As(t), A¢(t)
continuous reweighting instead of replacement
threshold-dependent behavioral transitions

a non-terminating dynamic evaluation loop

Motivation is not hierarchical progression, but a dynamic system that continuously redistributes
its weights within a field of competing and selectively accessible objects.



7. Implications for Formal Modeling
and Future Quantification

The quasi-formal structure proposed in this article is not presented as a complete mathematical
model, but as an architectural framework intended to clarify the conceptual relations necessary
for subsequent formalization. At the same time, the framework is constructed in a way that

enables future quantification without requiring modification of its theoretical foundations.
In this context, the effective evaluative function
V(0 t) = Ai(8) - V(0 1)

can be treated as the primary entry point for any later quantitative development, as it integrates
symbolic value, functional return, constraint structures, and evaluative access within a unified and

comparable formulation.

Estimation of Symbolic—Functional Weighting Parameters

In principle, the weighting parameters a(t), £ (t), as well as the constraint sensitivity parameters

As(£), A¢(t), can be transformed into estimable, context-sensitive variables.

Functional pressure may be operationalized through indicators such as resource scarcity, risk
exposure, physiological depletion, or institutional constraints. Symbolic salience may be
represented through identity commitment, normative endorsement, social recognition, or narrative
centrality. Symbolic constraints may be operationalized through indicators such as anticipated

shame, social disapproval, loss of status, or identity threat.

In addition, the access function A;(t) can be operationalized through indicators of memory
activation, exposure, contextual salience, and prior behavioral reinforcement, reflecting which

alternatives are available for evaluation at a given time.

Future modeling can treat these parameters as dynamic variables responsive to environmental
inputs and internal evaluative states, rather than as fixed traits. This enables simulation of

motivational shifts without invoking hierarchical progression.



Threshold Modeling

The sensitivity threshold 6(t), used to describe behavioral transitions, provides a second pathway

for formal development.

Rather than representing stages, thresholds can be modeled as attractor regions within a dynamic
system, where crossing a threshold reflects a qualitative reconfiguration of behavioral orientation

rather than a transition between structural levels.

Importantly, threshold dynamics operate over effective evaluative values V*(0;, t), meaning that

both value differences and access structure determine whether a transition occurs.

This approach aligns with nonlinear systems modeling and avoids reintroducing hierarchical

assumptions in mathematical form.

Multi-Object Evaluation Systems

The multi-object differentiation model allows each object O; to carry its own composition across

four dimensions:
¥Y(0;), F(0;), Cy(0;), Cr(0;)

Formal development may proceed toward matrix-based or vector-based evaluation models, where
objects are represented as points within a four-dimensional motivational space (symbolic value,

functional return, symbolic constraint, functional constraint).

Within this framework, behavioral choice is interpreted as the result of maximizing effective

evaluative value over accessible alternatives:

0*(t) =arg max [4;(t) -V (0;,0)]

Thus, behavioral decisions emerge from comparison across a dynamically constrained set of

alternatives, rather than from membership in predefined levels.



Experimental Pathways Without Reductionism

The present framework does not require immediate reduction to psychometric measures, but

allows for gradual development through multiple pathways, including:
o (ualitative mapping of symbolic—functional differentiation in real-world cases

o experimental manipulation of the relative salience of
Y, F,Cy,Cr

o longitudinal tracking of reweighting patterns under varying constraint conditions
e computational simulation of recursive loop dynamics

In addition, empirical designs must capture variation in evaluative access, including which

alternatives are recalled, perceived, or activated under different contextual conditions.

These pathways can be structured around estimating the components of V*(0;, t) and testing
their predictive capacity in explaining behavioral choice as a function of value maximization

under access constraints.

Priority of Conceptual Clarification as a Methodological Condition

Prioritizing conceptual clarification over immediate quantification is a methodological decision,
not an evasion. Formal models acquire meaning only when the structures they describe are
sufficiently specified. Without this foundation, empirical models risk encoding inherited

assumptions rather than testing them.

By articulating a symbolic—functional dynamic structure that integrates evaluative composition,
access, and selection prior to engaging in heavy mathematical formalization, this framework
establishes a stable basis for subsequent analytical, computational, and experimental

development.



8. Conclusion

This article has developed a quasi-formal symbolic—functional model of motivational
organization grounded in a unified evaluative structure. Rather than treating symbolic meaning
and functional constraint as sequential layers or developmental stages, the model conceptualizes
motivation as arising from four co-present components: symbolic value, functional return,
symbolic constraints, and functional constraints, whose relative weighting dynamically

configures behavior.

At the core of the framework lies a unified valuation function:
V(0;,t) = a(®)¥P(0y) + BOF(0;) — A,(t)Cy (0;) — A (£)Cr(0;)

However, evaluation is not performed over all possible alternatives, but over a dynamically
constrained set of accessible objects. By introducing memory-constrained evaluative access, the
framework specifies that motivational selection depends not only on how alternatives are
weighted, but also on which alternatives are available within the evaluative field.

Through this formulation, motivational dynamics are expressed as continuous reweighting across
value and constraint dimensions within a structured and access-constrained evaluative field,

rather than as transitions between hierarchical levels.

By integrating object-level differentiation, cross-domain competition, threshold-dependent
transitions, evaluative access, and recursive feedback loops, the model provides a coherent
architecture in which behavioral selection emerges from the comparative evaluation of competing

accessible options:

0*(t) =arg max [4;(t) - V(0;,0)]

Within this structure, motivational differentiation occurs prior to, and independently from,
classical need hierarchies. Objects within the same domain may differ substantially in their
evaluative composition, and selection arises from their relative valuation and accessibility, not
from categorical ordering. Apparent hierarchical behavior is thus reinterpreted as an emergent

outcome of dynamic reconfiguration within a stable but selectively structured evaluative system.

Importantly, the model remains quasi-formal rather than fully mathematical. This is a
methodological constraint, not a limitation. Formalization gains explanatory value only when

grounded in sufficiently differentiated conceptual structure. By specifying the internal



architecture of motivational evaluation—including reweighting dynamics and memory-
constrained access—the present framework establishes a stable foundation for future quantitative,

computational, and empirical development without reintroducing hierarchical assumptions.

Taken together, the symbolic—functional dynamic model reorients motivational theory away from
ordered fulfillment and toward structured evaluation under constraint. Motivation is not a
progression across predefined levels, but a dynamic field of competing and selectively accessible

objects whose temporary valuation generates stability, conflict, persistence, and transformation.

This framework does not resolve the study of motivation; it reframes it on a different structural

basis.
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