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Abstract. The Aesthetic Computer project replaced its README with a document called SCORE.md.
This paper examines what that renaming did—and what it left undone. Drawing on fifteen papers written
from the project’s research platter, we read the score against its own aspirations: as governance document,
as technical reference, as creative form. We find that the score succeeds as an organizing metaphor but
struggles as a document—caught between the demands of Al agents, new contributors, the project’s own
history, and the author’s creative practice. We identify six tensions in the current score and propose a
revision framework that takes the musical metaphor seriously: a score should tell you how to perform, not

just what the instruments are.

1. WHAT IS A SCORE?

In music, a score is a set of instructions for producing a
temporal event. It is not the event itself—it is the docu-
ment that makes the event reproducible. A score carries
within it an implicit theory of what matters: which pa-
rameters must be specified and which can be left to the
performer’s judgment.

When the Aesthetic Computer project renamed its
README.md to SCORE.md in early March 2026, it im-
ported this entire framework. The gesture was deliberate.
The project already understood its programs as “pieces”
rather than applications [@jeffrey, 2026i], its interface as
an instrument [@jeffrey, 2026g], and its graphic notation
(Whistlegraph) as a viral score [Qjeffrey, 20261]. Renam-
ing the governance document was a way of saying: this
too is something to be performed from.

But a score implies performers. And the question this
paper asks is: who performs from SCORE.md, and does
the document actually help them?

2. THE PLATTER AND THE SCORE

The Aesthetic Computer research platter currently
holds seventeen papers, organized into a papermill with
automated builds, four-language translations, and a
cards format for physical distribution [Qjeffrey, 2026b].
Reading across these papers reveals a project of consider-
able ambition and internal coherence—but also a project
whose self-description (the score) has not kept pace with
its self-understanding (the papers).

The papers tell a story the score does not. Consider:
o The “Pieces Not Programs” paper [Qjeffrey, 2026i] ar-

gues that the word “piece” imports a musical frame-

work where works are authored, performable, and it-
erable. The score mentions pieces but never explains
this framing.

o The notepat paper [Qjeffrey, 2026g] documents five
feedback loops through which a single piece pulled an

entire platform into existence. The score lists notepat
as one piece among 359.

o The sustainability paper [Qjeffrey, 2026k] identifies a
median 8-year gap between tool creation and sustain-
able funding, with case studies ending in disability
and death. The score has sponsor badges.

e The Native OS paper [Qjeffrey, 2026h] argues that
surplus x86_ 64 laptops at $50 each are the material
basis for a planetary creative instrument. The score
lists build commands.

o The KidLisp Cards paper [Qjeffrey, 2026b] demon-
strates that program brevity produces a new publica-
tion format—the card as executable score. The score
does not mention cards.

In each case, the paper articulates a thesis that gives
meaning to what the score merely catalogs. The score
has the facts but not the argument.

3. SIX TENSIONS

Reading the score against the papers reveals six ten-
sions that a revision should address.

3.1 Audience Confusion

The score opens with a message to Al agents (“If you
find something interesting..leave a breadcrumb”) and
then immediately shifts to human onboarding (“press
the top left of the screen”). The “Front Door” section
addresses end users. The “Back Door” section addresses
developers. The “Ant Guidance” section addresses au-
tomated agents. The “Embodiments” section tries to
reconcile all three.

This is not wrong—a score can address multiple per-
formers. But a musical score makes the performer’s part
legible at a glance. SCORE.md requires the reader to
figure out which parts are for them. A conductor’s score
and a violinist’s part are different documents for good
reason.
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3.2 Catalog vs. Argument

The score is organized as a catalog: architecture, com-
mands, endpoints, backlogs, market queries. This is
useful reference material, but it communicates nothing
about why the project exists or what principles govern
its development.

The papers collectively articulate at least five core ar-
guments:

1. Creative software should be designed as an instru-
ment, not a tool [Qjeffrey, 2026¢].

2. The “piece” is a unit of creative cognition, not a pro-
gram [Qjeffrey, 2026i].

3. Coustraint (in language design, in form factor) is gen-
erative, not limiting [@jeffrey, 2026f,b].

4. Surplus hardware 4 custom OS = planetary-scale ac-
cess [@jeffrey, 2026h,j].

5. Creative tools require economic models that don’t kill
their makers [@jeffrey, 2026k].

None of these arguments appear in the score. A first-
time reader of SCORE.md would know what Aesthetic
Computer is (a runtime with pieces, a prompt, some
servers) but not why it exists or what it believes.

3.3 The Backlog Problem

The score contains an “AC Native Backlog” section
with seven items mixing completed tasks (“Claude native
binary”) with aspirational features (“A/B kernel slots
with auto-rollback”). This is a project management ar-
tifact, not a score. It communicates tactical state, not
strategic direction.

The ant philosophy (in ants/mindset-and-rules.md)
explicitly warns against speculative work: “IDLE is
valid—wandering is the job, not failure”” Yet the
backlog in the score is precisely speculative work, pre-
sented as if it were the project’s plan. The sub-scores
(fedac/native/SCORE.md, papers/SCORE.md) handle
this better by separating guidance from task lists.

3.4 The Keeps Market Block

The score dedicates 90 lines to Tezos/Objkt GraphQL
queries for checking Keeps NFT market stats. This is
operational tooling for one contributor (the author). It is
valuable reference material, but it dominates the score’s
latter half and sends an unintended signal: that NFT
market monitoring is a core concern of the project, on
par with architecture and development workflow.

The “Dead Ends” paper [Qjeffrey, 2026¢] explicitly
categorizes Tezos/Keeps as a monetization experiment
with uncertain future. The score presents it as settled
infrastructure.

3.5 Missing Voices

The “Network Audit” paper [@Qjeffrey, 2026a] reveals
that AC has 2,811 registered handles but only 2.1%

write KidLisp and 0.7% publish pieces. The “Diver-
sity” paper [Qjeffrey, 2026d] acknowledges that 80% of
cited authors are Western men. The “Sustainability” pa-
per [@jeffrey, 2026k] documents the human cost of un-
supported tool-making.

The score does not engage with any of this. It presents
adoption numbers (“2812 registered handles, 265 user-
published pieces”) as achievement rather than as data
requiring interpretation. The papers are more honest
than the score.

3.6 Sub-Scores vs. Main Score

The project now has six SCORE.md files: root, papers,
fedac, fedac/native, opinion, and vault. The sub-scores
are generally better documents than the main score. The
papers score leads with a “Mill Mission” that explains
why it exists. The native score defines “shipped” with
five verifiable criteria. The vault score maps the security
posture.

The main score, by contrast, tries to be everything:
README, architecture doc, developer guide, opera-
tional runbook, and NFT dashboard. The sub-scores
succeeded by being specific. The main score struggles
by being comprehensive.

4. THE SCORE METAPHOR, TAKEN SERI-
OUSLY

If SCORE.mmd is a score, what kind of score should it
be? The musical analogy suggests several properties:

A score tells you how to begin. The current
score’s “Front Door” does this adequately for end users
but not for contributors or agents. A performer picking
up a score needs to know: what instrument am I playing?
Where do I enter?” What is the tempo?

A score has parts. Different performers read dif-
ferent parts. The current score mixes all parts into one
document. The sub-scores are, in effect, individual parts
that have been extracted. The main score should be the
conductor’s score: an overview that points to parts, not
a union of all parts.

A score implies a performance practice. There
are conventions about how to read and execute a score
that are not written in the score itself. The ant mindset
document serves this function for AI agents. Nothing
equivalent exists for human contributors.

A score can be revised. Scores have editions. The
current SCORE.md has no version history or changelog
within the document itself. It reads as if it were always
this way, when in fact it was a README until two weeks
ago.

A score is not the performance. The score should
not try to contain the project. It should be the mini-
mal document from which the project can be performed.
Everything else—backlogs, market queries, operational
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tooling—belongs in parts or appendices.

5. WHAT THE PAPERS KNOW THAT THE
SCORE DOESN’T

The most striking finding from reading all seventeen
papers against the score is how much richer the project’s
self-understanding is in the papers than in the score. The
papers contain:

o A theory of creative cognition (pieces as perception-
action cycles)

o A political economy of tool-making (who pays, who
burns out, who dies)

o A design philosophy (instrument-first, constraint-as-
generative, flat-over-deep)

o A material argument about hardware (surplus laptops
as planetary instrument)

o An honest audit of failures (16 dead ends, 50% contri-
bution rate)

e A citation diversity commitment with specific targets

o A publishing infrastructure (the mill) with its own
mission statement

The score contains none of this. It is a technical doc-
ument that happens to be called a score. The revision
should make it an actual score: a document that carries
the project’s arguments, not just its architecture.

6. TOWARD A REVISED SCORE

A revised SCORE.md should:

1. Lead with why. State what the project believes
and why it exists, drawing on the arguments artic-
ulated across the papers. The mill mission in pa-
pers/SCORE.md is a model for this.

2. Separate parts from conductor’s score. Move op-
erational details (Keeps queries, backlog items, com-
mand references) into sub-scores or appendices. The
main score should be readable in five minutes.

3. Name its audiences. Explicitly address the three
performer types (end users, human contributors, Al
agents) with clear entry points for each.

4. Include the honest numbers. Present adoption
data with interpretation, not just as badges. 2.1%
KidLisp authorship is a fact that means something—
the score should say what.

5. Reference the papers. The platter exists. The
score should point to it as the project’s extended self-
understanding, not ignore it.

6. Acknowledge its own history. Note that this docu-
ment was a README until March 2026, and that the
renaming was itself a creative act with consequences.

7. Be shorter. The current score is 361 lines. A
score that takes itself seriously should be closer to
the length of a piece that fits on a card.

7. CONCLUSION

SCORE.md is a good name for what the Aesthetic
Computer project needs: a document that makes the
project performable. But the current score is a cata-
log, not a composition. It lists what the project con-
tains without arguing for what it means. The papers on
the research platter—written in the same weeks as the
score—contain the arguments, the honest assessments,
and the creative frameworks that the score lacks.

The most productive revision would not add to the
score but subtract from it, moving operational detail
into sub-scores and replacing it with the project’s actual
beliefs. The sub-scores (papers, native, vault) already
demonstrate this approach. The main score should learn
from its own parts.

A score is not a description of an orchestra. It
is the minimum notation required to produce music.
SCORE.md should aspire to the same economy.
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