Copilot:

Prompt: Please carefully assess and articulate the position put forward by the Xzistor Mathematical Model of Mind (XMMM), and rewrite it in a coherent position paper aimed at a multi-disciplinary scientific audience. Maintain academic tone but make it also simple and understandable. For detail information on the XMMM, carefully read all the information on this page: https://www.xzistor.com/xzistor-info-page/ "The Xzistor Mathematical Model of Mind Position on the Hard Problem of Consciousness
Problem Statement: “The hard problem is the challenge of explaining why and how physical processes in the brain give rise to subjective experience—what it feels like from the inside.” Or compactly: “Why is there something it is like to be a conscious system, rather than all cognition occurring without experience?”
A Physical Insolubility Here we show how the XMMM, as a functional principal model of the brain, explains why the Hard Problem of Consciousness is a Physical Insolubility rather than just a difficult problem. Based on the XMMM’s explanation of the brain, we assume the brain has an executive operator (EO) that determines all behaviours (in the biological brain the thalamus and basal ganglia is commonly implicated in this executive function). To perform this action selection, the EO is presented with sensory information states, somatosensory (body located) emotions, and interoceptive states from effector (muscle) movements known as proprioception. Importantly, the somatosensory emotion states are always transferred to the EO from the Body Map where they are somatotopically placed. The EO is never presented with raw physiological control variable data from the body or brain involved in generated homeostatic and allostatic drives – always just the somatosensory representations. These emotions can either be generated by the drives in the moment, or can be re-evoked from memory. We assume a specific brain’s EO, control loops, se etc. will be unique based on the genetically (phenologically) created stochastic distribution of highly intricate and complex biological circuits involved in producing their outcomes (neurons, axons, dendrites, synapses, neurotransmitters, hormones, neural circuits.) The Association Database (experiences stored as memories from learning) cannot be the same as every brain (encapsulated by a body) could not have followed the similar spaciotemporal path through the physical 3D environment of life as this means the would have had to be exactly at the same place in space and time throughout their whole life (and be exactly the same age) so that they could have learned from the exact precise same experiences. environmental inputs. Thus is physically impossible. So no brain’s Association Database can be exactly the same as anther brain/s. For two humans we cannot run a simulation like we can do for two virtual agents where the seed states, movements through a 100% identical 3D environment over time can claim is the same, and also that their computational substrates acted in precisely the same way in space and time, during their learning period. Then one might make the claim that – if we now connect the incoming states from A to B, B will be able to claim that B knows exactly how experiencing these states will feel like for A. For humans there are simply to many variables and a noisy (chaotic) environment that can never be exactly the same for two humans as they cannot be in the same place in the real world environment in space and time. This means their experience and learning cannot be the same. And as learning manifests as plasticity in the brain, thei physical state of their brain cannot be the same. This means the emotins tagged to sensory inputs will be different – even if just a little. So going through a humans life, we can explain why no two human brains ca be the same: 1.) Not exactly the same at birth. 2.) This means homeostatic and allostatic control loops are not exactly the same. 3.) This means emotions are not the same. 4.) His means learning cannot be exactly the same. 5.) This means plasticity in the brain from learning cannot be the same – meaning that by definition one brain will be physically different from another brain. 6.) If one brain is not exactly the same as nao the brain, if means the way information is processed cannot be exactly the same. 7.) The way the Body Map is created through learning cannot be the same. 8.) This means the way information is passed from the Body Map to the EO cannot be the same. 9.) Finally, the Eos cannot be identical, so even if all the inputs from the body and Body Map could somehow be made to be the same for two different humans, their will be differences in how the EO’s process the information. So, no two human brains can be the same at the time pf comparing how incoming states are experienced. If we now say brain A wants to know what it feels like for brain B to experience the colour red, or feel pain from a bee sting or pleasure from a tasty meal – if have to admit that there is no way A can claim it knows exactly how B is experiencing these states as it has to admit all that creates and interprets the relevant information is by definition physically different. Suppose A could connect some sort of cable to communicate directly with B’s brain and take all the inputs being presented to B’s EO to its own EO. Can A then say “Now I know exactly how B feels when B see the colour red, feel pain or pleasure, etc.” We have seen that those states presented to B’s EO were generated by substrates that are not the same as A’s substrates. Assuming the communication cable is exactly the same, we can still not claim A can know what B feels like when experiencing these states. That means these states will always be private and subjective to A or B. We know that trying to connect one brain’s EO (into brain A) with the inputs normally received by another brain’s EO (from brain B) requires a perfect communication channel (means of signal transfer) that can perfectly interface what comes out of brain B an into brain A. We need a means to perfectly interface this channel/cable with brain’s B output signals and with brain A’s EO receiving side. This is not just implausible – it is impossible. So, one human brain A can never be connected with another humans brain B in a manner that brain A can claim in knows what subjective experiences feel like for brain B. Neither can a human brain A be connected to an animal’s brain C in a manner that brain A can claim it knows what subjective experiences feel like for the animal brain C. A human cannot know what it feels like to be bat, not for philosophical reasons, but because of the physicalist constraints explained above by the Xzistor Mathematical Model of Mind (XMMM). This is why the XMMM says the Hard Problem of Consciousness was misconceived as a problem, when it is actually a physical insolubility (impossibility). What the XMMM can additionally offer is a mechanistic objective explanation fo ow subjective states are created in individual brains (biological or synthetic) without ever claiming one system will be able to receive and interpret the other system’s subjective outputs in exactly the same way. So, it explains how subjective experience is generated, which is as far as any explanation can go without delving into metaphysics. The XMMM also explains why it makes sense to reduce complex homeostat information to simple, single body felt emtions that the EO can learn to deal with rather than trying to process all the intricately inter-dependent raw signal data, when this needs to happen in sub second timescales. XMMM tells us why using somatosensory emotions make sense when viewing the brain as a multivariable adaptive control system with a Linking Algorithm constrained for time, and how innate emotions functionally – not anatomically. But ut also makes I clear why the Hard Problem of Consciousness is a Physical Insolubility. It takes a very simple view of Consciousness – defining it as: Consciousness is the word English-speaking individuals learn to use to refer to the sensory, emotion and motion states presented to the executive operator of their brains. "


Below is a concise, academically styled position paper that (i) reconstructs the Xzistor Mathematical Model of Mind’s (XMMM) account of subjective experience and (ii) advances its claim that the “hard problem of consciousness” is best seen as a physical insolubility rather than a solvable scientific puzzle. Where relevant, I connect XMMM’s commitments to mainstream findings in systems neuroscience and control theory, and I close with a brief assessment and program of work.

The Xzistor Mathematical Model of Mind (XMMM) on Consciousness: From “Hard Problem” to Physical Insolubility
Abstract —
XMMM is a top‑down, control‑theoretic functional architecture of mind that treats the brain as a multi‑variable adaptive control system with an Executive Operator (EO) receiving somatosensory emotion representations from a learned Body Map, alongside exteroceptive and proprioceptive streams. In this view, consciousness is simply “the sensory, emotion and motion states presented to the EO,” and the felt, subjective quality of experience arises because the EO is never given raw physiological variables, only somatotopically organized ‘body‑felt’ emotion states that compress homeostatic/allostatic control variables into actionable signals. XMMM argues that the classic “hard problem” is miscast: even perfect functional/mechanistic knowledge cannot let one system know exactly what it is like for another, because no two brains (biological or synthetic) can be identical in their stochastic development, learning history, or executive circuitry, nor can they be perfectly interfaced without loss or distortion. Hence, qualitative privacy is a physical, not merely philosophical, limit. The model remains empirically oriented: it offers mechanistic accounts of how subjective states are generated within individual systems, proposes robotics demonstrations, and aligns its EO/selection role with basal‑ganglia–thalamic action selection and well‑established somatotopic/interoceptive physiology. [xzistor.com], [xzistor.com], [xzistor.com]

1) Problem framing
The “hard problem of consciousness” asks why and how physical processes give rise to qualitative, first‑person experience (the “what‑it‑is‑like” of seeing red or feeling pain). Classical formulations distinguish this from the “easy” (though technically demanding) problems of explaining perception, integration, report, attention, etc. [personal.lse.ac.uk], [Hard probl...holarpedia]
XMMM’s thesis. XMMM accepts the scientific tractability of the easy problems but claims that the residual “hard problem” is misconceived: it is not a soluble research question but a physical insolubility stemming from the non‑identity of brains and the impossibility of perfect cross‑system interfacing of subjective states. What science can do, the model argues, is give an objective, mechanistic account of how a given system generates its own subjective states. [xzistor.com], [xzistor.com]

2) Core architecture and assumptions of XMMM
1. Control‑theoretic brain
The brain is modeled as a multivariable adaptive control system with an Executive Operator (EO) responsible for action selection. Internally, homeostatic and allostatic control loops generate emotional valence that is not transmitted as raw physiological data but as somatosensory representations placed on a learned Body Map and presented to the EO for rapid decision‑making under time constraints. [xzistor.com], [xzistor.com]
2. Somatosensory emotions and interoceptive grounding
XMMM posits a finite set of innate emotion homeostats (e.g., thirst, hunger, thermal comfort, pain classes, arousal) whose combinatorial activation yields a vast repertoire of felt states. These are somatotopically organized “body‑felt” emotions delivered to the EO—which aligns with the broader literature on somatotopy in S1 and interoceptive re‑representations in insula/ACC supporting subjective feeling states. [xzistor.com], [xzistor.com], [frontiersin.org], [nature.com]
3. Executive selection and subcortical loops
Although XMMM is substrate‑agnostic, it notes that vertebrate basal ganglia–thalamo‑cortical loops plausibly implement executive selection/gating, consistent with classic action‑selection accounts and newer evidence on thalamo‑basal ganglia binding of decision, action, and evaluation. [eprints.wh...rose.ac.uk], [link.springer.com], [frontiersin.org], [biorxiv.org]
4. Learning and the Association Database
The Body Map and the associations that give stimuli their meaning (valence tagging) are acquired via experience. Because no two agents traverse identical spatiotemporal paths or have identical bodies/brains, their Association Databases and EO dynamics diverge, making experiential identities non‑shareable. [xzistor.com]
Definition (XMMM). Consciousness is the label we use for the sensory, emotion, and motion states presented to the EO. Thus, subjective experience is not a metaphysical extra but the functional presentation of somatosensory and sensory states to action‑selection machinery. [xzistor.com]

3) From “hard problem” to physical insolubility
Argument from uniqueness.
No two biological brains are identical at birth; developmental stochasticity, phenotypic variation, and unique life histories mean that homeostatic loops, emotional set‑points, learned associations, and the learned Body Map necessarily diverge across individuals. Therefore, even if two people perceive “the same” red stimulus, the internal emotional tags, priors, and somatic mappings that contextually shape that perception cannot be identical. The EOs that select actions from those inputs are themselves non‑identical. Hence, exact experiential identity is physically unattainable across distinct brains. [xzistor.com]
Argument from interfacing.
Even setting aside uniqueness, a perfect, lossless brain‑to‑brain channel capable of (i) matching representational formats, (ii) synchronizing timing and protocols, and (iii) delivering B’s somatosensory/affective states directly into A’s EO without translation costs is physically implausible (and, per XMMM, impossible). Lacking such identity and interface, A cannot justifiably claim to know exactly what B’s experience feels like—privacy of qualia thus follows from physical constraints, not from mysterious metaphysics. [xzistor.com]
**


Rocco’s original:
The Xzistor Mathematical Model of Mind Position on the Hard Problem of Consciousness

Problem Statement:
“The hard problem is the challenge of explaining why and how physical processes in the brain give rise to subjective experience—what it feels like from the inside.”
Or compactly:
“Why is there something it is like to be a conscious system, rather than all cognition occurring without experience?”

A Physical Insolubility
Here we show how the XMMM, as a functional principal model of the brain, explains why the Hard Problem of Consciousness is a Physical Insolubility rather than just a difficult problem.
Based on the XMMM’s explanation of the brain, we assume the brain has an executive  operator (EO) that determines all behaviours (in the biological brain the thalamus and basal ganglia is commonly implicated in this executive function). To perform this action selection, the EO is presented with sensory information states, somatosensory (body located) emotions, and interoceptive states from effector (muscle) movements known as proprioception. Importantly, the somatosensory emotion states are always transferred to the EO from the Body Map where they are somatotopically placed. The EO is never presented with raw physiological control variable data from the body or brain involved in generated homeostatic and allostatic drives – always just the somatosensory representations. These emotions can either be generated by the drives in the moment, or can be re-evoked from memory. 
We assume a specific brain’s EO, control loops, se etc. will be unique based on the genetically (phenologically) created stochastic distribution of highly intricate and complex biological circuits involved in producing their outcomes (neurons, axons, dendrites, synapses, neurotransmitters, hormones, neural circuits.) The Association Database (experiences stored as memories from learning) cannot be the same as every brain (encapsulated by a body) could not have followed the similar spaciotemporal path through the physical 3D environment of life as this means the would have had to be exactly at the same place in space and time throughout their whole life (and be exactly the same age) so that they could have learned from the exact precise same experiences. environmental inputs. Thus is physically impossible. So no brain’s Association Database can be exactly the same as anther brain/s. 
For two humans we cannot run a simulation like we can do for two virtual agents where the seed states, movements through a 100% identical 3D environment over time can claim is the same, and also that their computational substrates acted in precisely the same way in space and time, during their learning period. Then one might make the claim that – if we now connect the incoming states from A to B, B will be able to claim that B knows exactly how experiencing these states will feel like for A.
For humans there are simply to many variables and a noisy (chaotic) environment that can never be exactly the same for two humans as they cannot be in the same place in the real world environment in space and time. This means their experience and learning cannot be the same. And as learning manifests as plasticity in the brain, thei physical state of their brain cannot be the same. This means the emotins tagged to sensory inputs will be different – even if just a little.
So going through a humans life, we can explain why no two human brains ca be the same:
1.) Not exactly the same at birth.
2.) This means homeostatic and allostatic control loops are not exactly the same.
3.) This means emotions are not the same.
4.) His means learning cannot be exactly the same.
5.) This means plasticity in the brain from learning cannot be the same – meaning that by definition one brain will be physically different from another brain.
6.) If one brain is not exactly the same as nao the brain, if means the way information is processed cannot be exactly the same.
7.) The way the Body Map is created through learning cannot be the same.
8.) This means the way information is passed from the Body Map to the EO cannot be the same.
9.) Finally, the Eos cannot be identical, so even if all the inputs from the body and Body Map could somehow be made to be the same for two different humans, their will be differences in how the EO’s process the information.
So, no two human brains can be the same at the time pf comparing how incoming states are experienced. 
If we now say brain A wants to know what it feels like for brain B to experience the colour red, or feel pain from a bee sting or pleasure from a tasty meal – if have to admit that there is no way A can claim it knows exactly how B is experiencing these states as it has to admit all that creates and interprets the relevant information is by definition physically different.
Suppose A could connect some sort of cable to communicate directly with B’s brain and take all the inputs being presented to B’s EO to its own EO. Can A then say “Now I know exactly how B feels when B see the colour red, feel pain or pleasure, etc.” We have seen that those states presented to B’s EO were generated by substrates that are not the same as A’s substrates. Assuming the communication cable is exactly the same, we can still not claim A can know what B feels like when experiencing these states.
That means these states will always be private and subjective to A or B.
We know that trying to connect one brain’s EO (into brain A) with the inputs normally received by another brain’s EO (from brain B) requires a perfect communication channel (means of signal transfer) that can perfectly interface what comes out of brain B an into brain A. We need a means to perfectly interface this channel/cable with brain’s B output signals and with brain A’s EO receiving side. This is not just implausible – it is impossible.
So, one human brain A can never be connected with another humans brain B in a manner that brain A can claim in knows what subjective experiences feel like for brain B.
Neither can a human brain A be connected to an animal’s brain C in a manner that brain A can claim it knows what subjective experiences feel like for the animal brain C. A human cannot know what it feels like to be bat, not for philosophical reasons, but because of the physicalist constraints explained above by the Xzistor Mathematical Model of Mind (XMMM).
This is why the XMMM says the Hard Problem of Consciousness was misconceived as a problem, when it is actually a physical insolubility (impossibility).
What the XMMM can additionally offer is a mechanistic objective explanation fo ow subjective states are created in individual brains (biological or synthetic) without ever claiming one system will be able to receive and interpret the other system’s subjective outputs in exactly the same way. So, it explains how subjective experience is generated, which is as far as any explanation can go without delving into metaphysics.
The XMMM also explains why it makes sense to reduce complex homeostat information to simple, single body felt emtions that the EO can learn to deal with rather than trying to process all the intricately inter-dependent raw signal data, when this needs to happen in sub second timescales. 
XMMM tells us why using somatosensory emotions make sense when viewing the brain as a multivariable adaptive control system with a Linking Algorithm constrained for time, and how innate emotions functionally – not anatomically. But ut also makes I clear why the Hard Problem of Consciousness is a Physical Insolubility.
It takes a very simple view of Consciousness – defining it as: Consciousness is the word English-speaking individuals learn to use to refer to the sensory, emotion and motion states presented to the executive operator of their brains. 
  
  













































Not just impossible – it is impossible.


 xplain hwProve that the HPC constitutes a Physical Insolubility

Assumptions
1.) No meta science (no magic)
2.) XMMM used as description of the brain

Concept
A physical system A’s total functionality is defined by A.
Its executive operator comprises of a subset of the total functionality, defined as dA.
dA’s physical description depends on 
1.) initial physical baseline (before any learning from lived experience) [genetics?]
2.) physical modification due to learning due to lived experience (equivalent to neural plasticity – or analogue physical changes in other substrates)
3.) sensory and interoceptory inputs at t=T
A can sense optics, and incoming sensory rtate (say what humans would learn to call and self-report as ‘seeing the colour red’).
B is another physical system (either similar to A or physically different)


