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Abstract. KidLisp programs are short. A typical program is 2—4 lines of S-expressions that produce a complete
visual composition—a starburst, a spiral, a quilt, a fractal. This brevity is not incidental but designed: the language
omits user-defined functions, recursion, and abstraction mechanisms, so programs stay flat and legible. We observe
that this flatness creates a natural correspondence between programs and physical cards. A KidLisp program, its
source code, and its rendered output can coexist on a single printed card. This paper describes the KidLisp Cards
format—a deck of programs organized by visual category—and a Python rendering pipeline (PIL-based interpreter)
that produces card images outside the browser. We discuss what cards are now (a curated notebook of visual
koans), what they could become (trading cards, pedagogical sequences, printed scores, postal art), and how the card

constraint feeds back into language design.

1. INTRODUCTION

Most programming languages produce programs that
are too long to print on an index card. This is a con-
sequence of abstraction: general-purpose languages en-
courage decomposition into functions, classes, modules,
and files. The program is distributed across a codebase.
No single artifact captures the whole.

KidLisp is different. Its programs are typically 1-6
lines long. A complete animated scene, a geometric pat-
tern, a recursive fractal, or a moiré interference pattern
fits in a few S-expressions. This is not a limitation but a
design choice: KidLisp omits user-defined functions, re-
cursion (except through 1ater), mutable data structures,
and imports. Programs are flat sequences of drawing
commands, loops, and conditionals.

This flatness creates an opportunity. If the source
code of a program fits on a card, and the visual output
of that program fits on the same card, then the card
becomes a self-contained artifact: a program you can
hold, pass to someone, pin to a wall, or mail. The card
is both documentation and executable. It is a score—
instructions for producing a visual event.

This paper describes the KidLisp Cards format (§2),
the offline rendering pipeline (§3), the current card cat-
alog (§4), layout variations and their social and physical
affordances (§5), and speculative futures for the format

(§7)-

2. THE CARD FORMAT

A KidLisp Card has three elements:

1. Title. A short name that evokes the visual output:
“Starburst,” “Honeycomb,” “Spiral Walk.”

2. Rendered output. A pixel-art image (160x120 de-
fault resolution, upscaled 3x with nearest-neighbor
interpolation to preserve hard edges).

3. Source code. The complete KidLisp program, typi-
cally 14 lines, displayed in monospace below the im-
age.

The card is self-contained: anyone who reads the
source code can reproduce the image exactly, in any
KidLisp interpreter. There are no external dependen-
cies, no imports, no configuration. The program is the
card.

2.1 Card Dimensions

The rendered image occupies a 160x120 pixel canvas
(4:3 ratio), matching the default KidLisp resolution. At
3% upscale, this produces a 480x360 pixel image suit-
able for screen display. For print, cards are sized at 4x6
inches (standard index card / postcard), with the image
occupying the upper portion and the source code below.

2.2 What Makes a Good Card

Not every KidLisp program makes a good card. The
best cards share properties:
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Figure 1: Two program cards rendered by the Python
interpreter: “Starburst” (72 radial lines, 3 lines of code)
and “Moiré” (overlapping concentric circles, 3 lines).
These are trivial examples—they demonstrate the card
format’s structure but do not represent the expressive
range of the language or the ambitions of the format.

e Brevity. 1-4 lines. If the source code doesn’t fit
comfortably below the image, the program is too long
for the format.

e Surprise. The output should be more complex or
beautiful than the source code suggests. A three-line
program that produces a moiré pattern rewards in-
spection.

e Legibility. A reader should be able to trace from
source to output without running the program. The
connection between code and image should be dis-
cernible, even if not immediately obvious.

o Independence. No $code embeds, no external state.
The card must work in isolation.

3. OFFLINE RENDERING PIPELINE

KidLisp Cards are rendered using a Python interpreter
that runs outside the browser. This enables batch ren-
dering, print production, and notebook-based curation
without requiring the full Aesthetic Computer runtime.

3.1 The Python Interpreter

The interpreter (notebooks/ac.py, 452 lines) imple-
ments a subset of KidLisp sufficient for static card ren-
dering;:

. Drawing: wipe, ink, line, box, circle, tri, plot, shape,
flood

e Turtle: crawl, left, right, goto, face, up, down

e Control: repeat, if, def, later, do

e Math: full arithmetic, trigonometry, abs, sqrt, min,

max

e« Canvas: resolution, £ill, outline, stroke

The interpreter uses PIL (Pillow) for rendering. Each

card is drawn on an RGBA canvas, upscaled with
nearest-neighbor interpolation, and exported as PNG.
The Python implementation is intentionally simpler
than the browser evaluator (15,161 lines)—it omits ani-
mation, audio, embedding, and timing syntax, focusing
only on the subset needed for static visual output.

3.2 Jupyter Notebook Workflow

The primary curation tool is a Jupyter notebook
(notebooks/kidlisp—cards .ipynb). The show_card() func-
tion renders a program and displays it inline as an HTML
card:

show_card("Starburst",
(ink_ white)
(repeat,72.)i

Lu(line ;80,60

Lo (+u80 (%455, (cos (x4 ,0.087))))

oo (+160, (k55 (sing (%1 ,0.087)))))) " " ")

" (wipeyblack)

Each call produces a dark-background card with the
title, rendered image, and source code displayed inline.
The notebook serves as both a development environment
and a gallery—scrolling through the notebook is like flip-
ping through a deck of cards.

3.3 Two Interpreters, One Language

The existence of two independent interpreters
(JavaScript in the browser, Python in the notebook)
serves as a cross-validation mechanism. If a program
renders identically in both, its behavior is determined en-
tirely by the language semantics rather than implemen-
tation details. Programs that rely on browser-specific
features (animation, audio, embedded layers) are ex-
cluded from the card format by construction—they
simply won’t render in the Python interpreter.

4. THE CARD CATALOG

The current notebook contains 28 cards organized
into seven categories. Each category explores a differ-
ent aspect of the language through minimal examples.
These programs are deliberately trivial—drawing exer-
cises, mathematical illustrations, turtle walks. They es-
tablish the card format’s structure but do not represent
its expressive potential. The interesting cards have not
been made yet. The format’s value will emerge from pro-
grams that use brevity to say something worth saying,
not from geometric demos.

4.1 Lines

Line cards demonstrate repeat and trigonometry. A
starburst radiates 72 lines from center. A crosshatch
overlays horizontal and vertical grids at low opacity.

; Starburst - 72 radial lines
(wipe black)

(ink white)

(repeat 72 i
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Figure 2: “Starburst” and “Crosshatch” — line cards.

(line 80 60
(+ 80 (* 55 (cos (* i 0.087))))
(+ 60 (* 55 (sin (* i 0.087))))))

4.2 Circles

Circle cards use outline mode and nested repeat loops.

“Ripple” draws 30 concentric circles with blue-shifting
color.

circl

Ripprle

. .

Figure 3: “Ripple” (circles) and “Mondrian” (boxes).

4.3 Boxes & Composition

“Mondrian” recreates the primary-color grid with four
colored rectangles. “Nest” draws 10 inset rectangles with
shifting hues.

4.4 Math & Curves

These cards use plot with mathematical functions.
“Lissajous” draws a Lissajous figure with 600 points.

“Spiral” plots a polar spiral.

Figure 4: “Lissajous” (math curves) and “Sierpinski”
(bitwise AND fractal).

4.5 Color & Gradients

“Sierpinski” uses bitwise AND to generate the Sier-
pinski triangle: (if (= 0 (& x y)) (plot (+ 16 x) y)).

“Sunflower” plots 500 points along a golden-angle spiral

with cycling colors.

4.6 Turtle Graphics

Turtle cards use crawl, left, right, and face. A five-
pointed star uses (right 144). A tree uses later for recur-
sive branching. A snowflake nests Koch-curve segments.

Turte
Tree

Figure 5: “Star” and “Tree” — turtle graphics cards.

; Star - 5 sides, 144-degree turns
(wipe navy)
(ink yellow)
(repeat 5 i (crawl 50) (right 144))

4.7 Minimal Koans

The shortest cards in the deck. “Horizon” is three
lines: dark sky, gold earth. “Pip” is a single red dot
on black. These cards approach the minimum viable
program—the smallest amount of code that produces a
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recognizable image.
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Figure 6: “Horizon” and “Pip” — minimal koans (2-3
lines each).

; Pip - the minimum card
(wipe black)

(ink red)

(circle 80 60 4)

5. LAYOUTS

The card format has no fixed layout. How the three
elements (title, output, source) are arranged determines
what the card affords—what you can do with it physi-
cally and socially. This section explores layout variations
and their consequences.

5.1 Vertical (Screen / Print)

The default layout stacks title, image, and source top-
to-bottom. This is the notebook layout—it scrolls nat-
urally on a phone or in a Jupyter notebook. For print,
it maps to a 4x6 inch card in portrait orientation. The
reader’s eye moves downward from name to image to
code, tracing the relationship between the program and
its output.

5.2 Horizontal (Deck / Landscape)

A landscape layout places the rendered image on the
left and the source code on the right. This works for
fanning cards across a table, for slide decks, and for side-
by-side comparison. Two cards placed next to each other
create a diptych—the viewer can compare programs and
outputs simultaneously.

5.3 Postcard (Mail Art)

The postcard layout separates front from back. The
front shows only the rendered image, full-bleed, no text.
The back shows the source code, the author’s handle,
the short code ($xyz), and a stamp area. The recipient
sees the image first—a visual artifact. Flipping the card

reveals the program: the instructions that produced it.
The card is both art object and executable score, depend-
ing on which side you read.

5.4 Deck Arrangements

Cards are not single objects. They form decks, and the
arrangement of a deck creates meaning. A pedagogical
sequence orders cards by concept: boxes first (coordi-
nates), then lines (trigonometry), then circles (radius),
then math curves, then turtle graphics, then minimal
koans. A gallery grid arranges cards spatially on a wall,
inviting comparison across categories. A shuffled deck
randomizes the order, producing unexpected juxtaposi-
tions between a fractal and a horizon, between a tree
and a dot.

6. CARDS IN THE WILD

The notebook cards are exercises. The real KidLisp
corpus—16,000+ programs created by 59 authors—
contains pieces that use the full runtime: animation,
audio, embedded layers, gradient fades, random place-
ment, and timing syntax. These pieces are short enough
for the card format but far more expressive than the
notebook examples. Their preview images are rendered
by the oven service (Puppeteer-based screenshot cap-
ture) and served via CDN.

6.1 What Real Pieces Add

The notebook cards use a static subset of KidLisp.
Real pieces on kidlisp.com use the full runtime:

e Animation. Programs re-evaluate every frame.
frame and time change automatically. A single-frame
screenshot captures one moment of a living piece.

¢ Randomness. The 7 operator produces a random
value from a list each frame. (ink (? red blue green))
flickers between colors.

e Gradient fades. fade:red-blue-black interpolates a
multi-stop gradient across the canvas, driven by frame
count. One expression replaces pages of manual color
math.

e Embedding. ($cow) fetches piece cow from Mon-
goDB, evaluates it in an offscreen buffer, and com-
posites the result. Pieces build on pieces.

e Timing. 1s... (zoom 0.5) applies a zoom every sec-
ond. No explicit animation loop.

These features keep programs short while dramati-
cally expanding what they can express. $bop—the most-
played piece at 12,188 views—is four lines: a purple back-
ground, rainbow-flickering ink, a random line, and a blur.
On a card, it looks like a frozen moment of a kinetic
painting. In the browser, it is one.

6.2 The Card as Snapshot

A card of an animated piece is necessarily incomplete.
It captures one frame of a temporal process. This in-
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Figure 7: Four complete cards showing the format: title, rendered output, and source code. Left to right: “Nest,”
“Sunflower,” “Snowflake,” “Spiral.” Each card is self-contained—the source code below the image is the complete
program. These are trivial drawing exercises, not expressions of the format’s potential.

completeness is part of the format: the card invites you
to type the code and see what it actually does. The
static image is a promise. The source code is the fulfill-
ment. The short code ($bop) is the bridge—type it into
kidlisp.com and the card comes alive.

7. WHAT CARDS COULD BE

The card format is young. The current notebook is
a proof of concept—28 programs rendered offline. But
the correspondence between short programs and physical
cards suggests several directions.

7.1 Trading Cards

A KidLisp Card is collectible in a way that most soft-
ware is not. Each card has a name, a visual identity,
a short code ($xyz), and an author. Cards could be
printed, numbered, and traded. Rare cards might use
obscure language features or produce unexpectedly com-
plex output from minimal code. The “rarity” of a card
is its information density: how much visual complexity
emerges from how few characters.

7.2 Pedagogical Sequences

The seven categories in the current notebook suggest
a teaching order: start with boxes (simple coordinates),
move to lines (trigonometry), circles (radius and repeti-
tion), math curves (plot and sine), turtle graphics (rel-
ative motion), and finally koans (minimal expression).
Each card teaches one concept. A teacher could hand
students a physical deck and ask them to reproduce each
card, modify it, or create a new card in the same cate-

gory.
7.3 Printed Scores

In music, a score is instructions for producing a tempo-
ral event. A KidLisp Card is instructions for producing

a visual event. Cards could function as graphic scores in
the tradition of Cornelius Cardew, John Cage, and the
Fluxus event scores. A performer receives a card, inter-
prets the code (by typing it into kidlisp.com, by reading
it aloud, by drawing it by hand), and produces an event.
The card is the score. The rendering is one possible re-
alization.

7.4 Postal Art

At 4%6 inches, a KidLisp Card is a postcard. The front
shows the rendered image. The back shows the source
code, the author’s handle, and the short code for look-
ing it up online. Mail art with executable content—the
recipient can type the code and see the image regener-
ate on their screen. The physical card and the digital
program are the same work in two media.

7.5 Generative Stationery

Because the Python interpreter is deterministic and
standalone, cards can be batch-rendered for print pro-
duction without network access. A set of cards could
be printed as a booklet, a zine, or a boxed set. The
cards-convert.mjs pipeline already produces 4x6 inch
PDF cards from the paper format; extending this to in-
clude rendered program output alongside source code is
a natural next step.

7.6 Constraint as Generative Principle

The most interesting consequence of the card format is
how it feeds back into the language. Programs that don’t
fit on a card suggest missing abstractions—or suggest
that the program is doing too much. The card constraint
encourages economy: find the three-line program that
produces the most interesting image. This is a generative
constraint in the tradition of Oulipo—arbitrary formal
restrictions that produce unexpected creative results.



Working Draft — not for citation

Card Layouts

Vertical
(screen f p r'm'_j:

Horizontal
(landscape / deck)

Postcard
(mail art 7 postal)

|

flip

L]

g

Figure 8: Three layout strategies. Vertical: title / image / source stacked top-to-bottom, optimized for phone
screens and portrait printing. Horizontal: image on the left, title and source on the right, suited for landscape
cards and side-by-side deck browsing. Postcard: rendered output on the front, source code and metadata on the
back—a mailable card where the program is hidden until you flip it over.

8. RELATED WORK

Printed code. The demoscene tradition of “sizecod-
ing” (programs under 256 bytes) shares the aesthetic of
minimal programs producing maximal output. KidLisp
Cards are closer to the “code poem” tradition, where the
source code itself is read as text alongside its output.

Graphic scores. Cardew’s Treatise (1967) and
Cage’s Notations (1969) established that visual notation
can serve as performance instructions without prescrib-
ing a specific realization. KidLisp Cards differ in that
they are fully executable—the rendering is determinis-
tic, not open to interpretation. But the card-as-score
framing invites reinterpretation: what if you “play” the
card differently each time?

Trading card games. Games like Magic: The Gath-
ering (1993) demonstrated that cards with structured
metadata (name, type, rules text, art) create rich com-
binatorial spaces. KidLisp Cards have natural metadata
(title, category, function count, line count, output com-
plexity) that could support similar game mechanics.

Computational notebooks. Jupyter notebooks al-
ready combine code and output. The KidLisp Cards
notebook is a Jupyter notebook, but with a specific con-
straint: each cell is a self-contained card rather than a
step in a longer computation. The notebook is a gallery,
not a narrative.

9. CONCLUSION

KidLisp Cards emerge from a simple observation:
when programs are short enough, they fit on cards. The

card format—title, image, source—makes programs into
physical artifacts that can be printed, mailed, collected,
taught from, and performed. The Python rendering
pipeline enables offline batch production. The seven-
category catalog provides a curated entry point into the
language.

The format is a work in progress. The current deck
of 28 cards is a starting point, not a finished collection.
The question is not how many cards to make but which
programs deserve to be cards—which three-line compo-
sitions produce images worth holding in your hand.

The notebook, interpreter, and card catalog are avail-

able at https://github.com/whistlegraph/aesthetic-computer.

Programs can be created and shared at https://kidlisp.

com.
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Social & Physical Affordances
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Figure 9: Social and physical affordances of the card format. Each affordance follows from the card’s materiality: it
can be shared hand-to-hand, mailed as a postcard, traded and collected, taught from in pedagogical sequences,
performed as a graphic score, or pinned to a gallery wall.
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Figure 10: Deck arrangements. Left: cards fanned by
category (Lines, Circles, Boxes, Math, Turtle, Koans)
with multiple cards stacked per category. Right: a
gallery grid where cards are arranged spatially for brows-
ing.
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Figure 11: Four cards from the live KidLisp corpus, rendered by the oven service. Left to right: $bop (12,188 plays—
the most popular piece, 4 lines), $roz (7,064 plays, 3 lines), $cow (5,980 plays—a composition embedding two other
pieces via $39i and $r2f), $r2f (4,413 plays, 3 lines of random box placement). All by @jeffrey. These programs use
features absent from the Python interpreter—animation, randomness (7), gradient fades (fade:), embedded layers
($code)—Dbut their source code still fits on a card.
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