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Figure 2: An overview of the tags used in the evaluation

sensations relating to timbre, pitch, loudness, and the tem-
poral and spatial dynamics of the installation sound on one
hand, and sensations relating to the room acoustics on the
other. This was because visitors differentiated explicitly
between the sound of the installation and the perceived
room acoustics, and because they related the first to the
way the installation responded to their actions, while no
direct relationship between the latter and their actions was
established. Statements relating to the visitor’s emotions
were classified under the emotion category. Statements
relating to the visitors’ thoughts, theories, and hypothe-
ses with respect to how the installation works were clas-
sified under the theory category. Finally, statements relat-
ing to the way people interacted and perceived interaction
with the installation were classified under the interaction
category. An overview of the coding scheme, mixed to-
gether with the attributes that were assigned to the different
aforementioned categories appears in Figure 2. The coding
scheme emerged by balancing between the way the artist
described the installation and the way the installation was
described by the visitors.

Statements under the visual sensation category were
mostly collected when people described their first impres-
sions. Very few comments relating to visual aspects ap-
peared in other parts of the interviews. Importantly how-
ever, the visual appearance of the installation dominated
the first impressions of the visitors and shaped their ex-
pectations. Only two visitors referred to an auditory im-
pression as their first impression, while the rest referred to
the visual appearance of the installation when describing
their first impressions; the paper heap, the loudspeakers,
the cables hanging from the ceiling, and the microphones.
All visitors entered the space in a cautionary mode and ex-
pected to receive some immediate auditory sensation. It
was not until accidental sound producing actions, as foot-
steps, laying down a jacket etc., occurred or the sound pro-
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ducing objects were used that the interactive aspect of the
installation became obvious. This required however some
time and it was often the case that people did not notice
it; some visitors (not participating in the evaluation) would
sometimes leave without interacting, or producing sound
at all.

Participants used attributes relating to the pitch and the
timbral, temporal, and spatial dimensions of the sound,
as well as metaphors to describe the auditory impressions
classified under the auditory sensation subcategory. They
often mentioned that the sound from the installation was a
pitch shifted version of the sound of their actions. Terms
such as noises, rumbling, sound from mice or cats, crack-
ling, thundering were used to describe the response to their
sound producing actions. Other preferred technical terms
such as echoes, sometimes called delays, or explicitly feed-
back. Attributes such as circular movement of sound, sound
from all directions and sound from different locations were
used to describe spatial auditory perception. Perception of
auditory movement was however not clearly established,
and only one person mentioned perceiving paths in the way
sound was moving, while there was a general agreement
that the location of the sound from the installation was spa-
tially diffuse.

Most of statements under the emotion subcategory ap-
peared when people described the sound of the installation.
Some people, in particular people with no sound engineer-
ing training, did not use audio terminology and referred
to the sound from the installation using explicitly affective
terms, such as aggressive, relaxed, chaotic, cool, dark and
so on. Few statements relating to emotion were collected
in response to a visual sensation. One notable statement
related to the contrast between the visual and the auditory
room impression of the room, resulting from the fact that
the first was classified as dry and empty and the second as
rich and full, which was described as strange by the visitor.

When examining statements under the room subcategory
all participants agreed that the perception of the room acous-
tics was influenced by the installation and that they felt
that they were in an acoustically larger room. Only one
person however, mentioned perceiving dynamic changes
in the acoustic size of the room, albeit without establishing
any connection to his actions.

The paper heap was perceived as a separate environment.
The auditory scene inside the heap was recognized as a
public location soundscape; but not a live one. The lack of
a way to influence the sound was however evident to all.

A large number of statements were classified under the
behaviour subcategory. In order to refer to the sound from
the installation visitors used the term soundscape quite of-
ten, but also terms such as the room, the delays, the echoes
etc. Expressions like it (i.e. the sound from the installation)
spreads, moves, changes depending on the timbre, the loca-
tion, the pitch and the intensity of my actions, changes de-
pending on my location were often used to describe the in-
stallation behaviour. The contrast between local and global
behaviour was prominent in the visitors’s remarks. Most of
the people made remarks concerning how the sound was
different depending on where they were in the space and
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