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INTRODUCTION 

As an invocation for alternative forms of musical analysis; as an embrace of 

historically discredited first person assessments; as a transgression of traditional academic 

writing; I will maintain a diary of my research of and relationship to an unfamiliar piece of 

music. In doing so, I hope to document the various stages of my reactions as research and 

“hard” analysis infiltrate my interpretation of the work. The various states of my mind that 

inevitably impact my daily inquiry will not be repressed, nor will they become pedantic for 

the sake of proving a point. I will not force my research and close analysis to neatly shift my 

initial perspectives, though should this occur naturally, I will be sure to document it as 

such. The entelechy of a work cannot be attained through traditional theoretical analysis 

alone, and as Joseph Kerman shrewdly put it in his How We Got into Analysis, and How 

We Get Out: 

When  people  say  "music  criticism,"  they  almost  in-variably  mean  daily or  
weekly journalistic  writing, writing  which  is prohibited  from  the  extended,  
detailed,  and  complex  mulling  over  of  the  matter  at  hand  that  is  taken  for  
granted   in  the  criticism  of  art  and  especially of literature. Journalistic writing 
about  music is posited on  and  formed  by  this  prohibition.1 

 

Faced with the necessity of choosing a piece to approach in this manner, I listened 

to random moments of various new music pieces of which I had no previous knowledge. 

																																																								
1 Joseph Kerman. “How We Got into Analysis, and How We Get Out,” Critical Inquiry 7, no. 2 (Winter 



In this obvious injustice to timing, artistry, and aesthetics, I found that Hannis Seidl’s Box, 

more than any other piece upon minimal perusal, felt both alien and difficult to judge. It 

being essential that all stages be reified in this artistic investigation, to begin, I wanted to 

maintain as much distance from the new work as possible. While I could have arbitrarily 

chosen a piece without any such scanned listening, I wanted to be certain that I would 

select a work that, at the very least, was within the range of what I find to be compelling as a 

listener.  

At this very moment of writing, I disembark on this analysis of my analysis without 

having listened to Box in its entirety, without any knowledge of the work, and with little 

understanding of who Hannes Seidl is. (In full disclosure, I did encounter Seidl in 

Darmstadt, where he presented a work that I vaguely remember as being vaguely 

interesting.) What I do know is that Box was written in 2008 for countertenor, viola, noise-

makers and electronics, has been performed by Daniel Gloger, Jessica Rona, Sebastian 

Berweck, and is currently viewable on YouTube. I can also tell you that Seidl is a living 

German composer of New Music and has most likely received substantial financial support 

from various German institutions. This is all I know, all that I surmise.  

DAY 1: NOVEMBER 29TH,  2017 12:24PM 

Upon my first listening of Box, it is clear that the work is a theatrical one, though 

perhaps not for the reasons one might think: the countertenor does not sing or speak any 

text, nor does he move about the stage. Furthermore, the musicians never come into direct 

contact with one another. Seated at opposite sides of the stage, facing the audience, the 

musicians are placed beneath bright lights, surrounded by darkness. As they sit, an unseen 

force wreaks havoc from behind the scenes. This invisible force is indeed a percussionist, a 



human being, though this fact seems detrimental to the work’s effectiveness. Our only two 

human bodies are the ones we can actually see; all other sounds and events are 

environmental, inaccessible, uncontrollable, and inhuman. This situation is a theatrical 

one, as it suggests a certain interpretation that involves a referentiality beyond the sounds in 

time.  

DAY 2: NOVEMBER 30TH,  2017 8:06PM 

Upon second listening, I want to revise my previous terminology. Instead of 

describing the work as being “theatrical”, I would prefer to refer to it as a composed 

musical situation. Composed situations, as I am defining them, can be considered theater, 

and this situation is certainly theatrical, but for the sake of ridding theater of its associative 

baggage, I would prefer to think of this as a situation, state of existence, being. While Box 

does evolve in time, it nevertheless asserts its singular identity for nearly 15 minutes without 

compromise. Its affect is fixed, even monolithic. The demarcation of musical materials 

seemingly actualizes an uncomfortable pervasiveness where the listener is unable to escape 

the place of (in)activity. The composer and performers cast a spell upon the listener giving 

them no choice but to be equally devoted to the milieu.  

si t·u·a·t ion 
noun: situation; plural noun: situations 
1. a set of circumstances in which one finds oneself; a state of affairs. 
synonyms: circumstances, (state of) affairs, state, condition 
2. the location and surroundings of a place. 
synonyms: location, position, spot, site, setting, environment; technicallocus 
3. a position of employment; a job. 
synonyms: job, post, position, appointment; employment2 

 

																																																								
2 Google Dictionary, s.v. “situation,” accessed November 30, 2017, 
https://www.google.com/search?q=Dictionary#dobs=situation. 



All sounds and the gestures in Box resist development, further contributing to its 

sense of static situatedness. Neither the countertenor nor the violist react to the crashing 

sounds that surround them; they merely continue to sing and play, respectively, in an 

unrefined and detached demeanor. As percussive noise rages on from backstage alongside 

the electronics, the countertenor sings specified pitches. I am reminded of	Steven Connor’s 

The Decomposing Voice of Postmodern Music where voice and noise are explained as 

having a musically fraught historical relationship3. In more recent decades, the two have 

managed to discover an odd compatibility. The machine may enhance the noisier qualities 

of the voice and the voice may provide expressivity to the machine, though they need not 

exist only within this duality of reinforcements. The “radical ambivalence posed by the 

voice,” as Connor describes it, is attained in Box by functionally (being that the voice is 

hardly used beyond its capacity for sung pitches) treating the voice as if it were noise4. 

Provided that the voice in Box never lends itself to any real expressivity, while also 

abstaining from extended noisy vocal techniques, the noisy element in the voice is strictly 

environmental. The countertenor’s mechanization denies him any historical responsibility 

of being human and therefore has an undeniably noisy charge. This extreme 

dehumanization of the countertenor, however, does not remove the body from the stage. It 

is precisely because it is a human body that its unnatural noisiness has so much dramatic 

effect in Box.  

Despite the musicians being equidistant to one another, the countertenor occupies 

far more space than the violist, her role being merely foundational for his functionally anti-

																																																								
3 Steven, Connor. “The Decomposing Voice of Postmodern Music,” New Literary History 32, no. 3 
(Summer 2001). 
4 Ibid. 



vocal voice. I have asked myself if the violist was really needed. In imagining a scenario 

where the countertenor is alone and center-stage, the piece takes on an entirely different 

meaning. In this scenario, one may be likely to interpret all that is happening as being in 

the countertenor’s mind, or even a personalized characterization of who the countertenor 

really is. Personally, this would create a far less nuanced and complex scenario, veering in 

the direction of a cliché psychological thriller.   

 

DAY 3: DECEMBER 1ST,  2017 10:19AM 

Upon third listening, it suddenly occurs to me that the action of dropping marbles 

is the microscopic echo of things being dropped backstage. The opening section begins 

with crackles in the tape part, shortly followed by the sound of something being poured out 

backstage, and then hefty items being dropped. The countertenor mimics these crashes 

backstage with a single hard “k,” enough to make the affinity clear. Emerging from a 

rhythmic pounding backstage, viola and countertenor play and sing, respectively, a minor 

7th and then a major 9th. Shortly after this moment, the countertenor drops marbles onto the 

floor, one by one, as if to demonstrate a micro-version of what is happening backstage. 

Later in the piece, after the viola and countertenor play and sing a minor 7th again, an 

electronic voice enters exclaiming, “DON’T LOOK AT ME.” The countertenor then 

selects a larger object to drop on the floor. Around the time the electronic voice starts to 

fade, the countertenor resumes his marble dropping game, which becomes barely audible 

beneath the raucous electronic noise; the countertenor does not care. Finally the last sung 

pitches of a unison (albeit with a sprinkling of minor 2nds) and a perfect 5th close the scene 

as objects from both backstage and frontstage seem to, for the most part, remain 



motionless. Interestingly, the intervals are used in their more traditional function, being that 

the consonant intervals inherit a certain degree of peacefulness, and the dissonant intervals 

are paired with more chaotic moments, and shortly followed by the countertenor dropping 

marbles. These considerations suggest to me that each part (backstage force, electronics, 

viola, and countertenor) is not nearly as autonomous as I had initially thought.  

 

Day 4: December 5 th,  2017 8:16PM 

Upon fourth listening, I am keenly aware of the relationships, or lack thereof, 

between the four major parts (countertenor, viola, electronics, and backstage force). Viola 

and countertenor are superficially autonomous from the electronics and the backstage 

force. Never do the countertenor and backstage force, for example, engage in any sort of 

direct musical dialogue, however there are moments where one part reacts, triggers, or at 

best, influences the other. These two distinct, though parallel universes cannot see or hear 

what the other does, but the vibrations between them are mutually felt, if even 

unconsciously. It is the listener that merges these two coextending universes, being 

conveniently privy to a bird’s eye perspective, a perspective that transforms the neutral 

observer of this peculiar musical ecosystem into problematic voyeur. The performers never 

attempt to resist the ogling listener, though it is not without irony that the voice from within 

the electronics shouts defiantly, “DON’T LOOK AT ME.” This exclamation is by far the 

most anthropomorphic moment in the piece, giving the listener the opportunity to 

appreciate their role as detached voyeur.  

Definitively a far more harrowing example, Michael Haneke similarly explores 

notions of voyeurism in his movie Funny Games. The movie stars a seemingly happy 



couple and their young child in their holiday home. Two intruders enter their home and 

subject the innocent family to various gruesome forms of psychological and physical 

tortures, eventually killing them. More than halfway through the movie, the intruders direct 

their attention to the camera and talk directly to the viewers of the film and at the end of 

the film, the movie even rewinds to show an alternative ending. In these moments of 

disorientation, Haneke induces the viewer to have awareness of their indulgence for 

violence as entertainment.    

In a work like Seidl’s Box, I am compelled to claim that the sounds are diegetic, 

inasmuch that they have an extra-musical function or a non-musical quality 

(notwithstanding their potential to be deemed as an aesthetic experience on the whole). 

The instruments do not make sounds for sake of music; their sounds are merely 

happenstance consequences of their actions. Whether the listener composes a musical 

composition from this conglomerate of diegetic sound is irrelevant to the performers, 

electronics, and backstage force. The “musicians” are merely fulfilling perfunctory tasks or 

giving metaphorical voice to their actions devoid of any artistic aim. The listener, therefore, 

is not only voyeur in Box, but also composer and is complicit in an indulgence not 

dissimilar from the indulgence for othering in Funny Games.   

 

DAY 5: DECEMBER 9th, 2017 12:46PM 

In Martin Iddon’s Outsourcing Progress: On Conceptual Music, Hannes Seidl is 

listed amongst other composers considered to be contributors of the New Conceptualism 



movement5. As Iddon shrewdly points out, if one were to take the definition for conceptual 

art within the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, and substitute the word ‘music’ for 

‘art,’ the definition is uncannily befitting for New Conceptualist music: 

 
While some people find conceptual music very refreshing and relevant, many 
others consider it shocking, distasteful, and conspicuously lacking in craftsmanship. 
Some even simply deny that it is music at all.... Most conceptual music actively sets 
out to be controversial in so far as it seeks to challenge and probe us about what we 
tend to take as given in the domain of music.6  

 

In a lecture on New Conceptualism from 2012 in Darmstadt7, Johannes Kreidler 

provides examples of new conceptualist works along with very loose definitions for this type 

of music: 

- a single idea which produces a whole piece 
- a principle, which can be realized in different ways / with various inputs 
- an idea that has to do with music (but isn’t necessarily sound) 
- a piece of music where an additional (verbal or visual) information is crucial8 

 

I imagine Kreidler intentionally made these definitions ambiguous, as any artist is hesitant 

to slap a label onto his or her own work. His definitions, however, do not make light of 

some of the most salient characteristics of this kind of music, including strong elements of 

irony, historical commentaries (commentaries tailored for audiences with knowledge of the 

Western classical music tradition), and the use of internet technologies/medias. In his The 

Future of Historicized, Nonrepresentational New Music, Dániel Péter Biró takes a critical 

																																																								
5 Martin Iddon. “Outsourcing Progress: On Conceptual Music,” Tempo 70, iss. 275 (January 2016): 38, 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0040298215000613. 
6 Elisabeth Schellekens, "Conceptual Art", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2015 
Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.), URL = 
<https://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2015/entries/conceptual-art/>. 
7 Johannes Kreidler. “New Conceptualism in Music.” Lecture, Internationales Musikinstitut Darmstadt, 
Darmstadt, Germany, July 27, 2012. 
8 Ibid. 



stance, asserting that these young, affluent New Conceptual composers feed into 

modernity’s ‘culture of distraction’ by sensationalizing popular technology (youtube, 

facebook, twitter, etc.)9. These hip new works seek to oppose the “heaviness of German 

history of the last century” with their frivolous playfulness and cute jokes about Western 

classical music. The political aspects of New Conceptualism fail to properly address the 

most pressing issues of modern times and are, at best, superficial, allowing those that view 

the works to feel they are politically active without actually being such.  

Just as Warhol's ready-mades allowed bankers to invest in million dollar art pieces 
that collectors could exhibit as “socially critical”. Indeed, this commercialized “art 
music” projected a socially “progressive” veneer that could be enjoyed by the 
subscription audiences who took time out from watching their favorite T.V. series 
to go to the nearby concert hall.10 

 

In her defense of New Conceptualism presented at Darmstadt 2014’s debate, 

entitled New Conceptualism: A Dead End or a Way Out?, Ashley Fure touches upon 

many of the same notions as Biró, but with a more positive perspective11. She asserts that 

New Conceptualism is a way out of new music’s historically self-aggrandizing intellectual 

isolationism, an isolationism that she believes to have dire consequences for artists involved 

in new music. Public expenditure becomes increasingly hard to justify for an art form that 

neglects those outside its own circle. New Conceptualism, however, embraces those from 

other disciplines, including those involved in economics, art history, politics, and cultural 

theory. The use of internet technologies, which Biró argues to be mostly baleful, also may 

invite a larger group of viewers/listeners into its reception.  

																																																								
9 Dániel Péter Biró. “The Future of Historicized, Nonrepresentational New Music” Lecture, New 
Tendencies of Contemporary Music in Germany, Harvard University Department of Music, February 28, 
2015. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ashley Fure. “New Conceptualism: A Dead End or a Way Out?” Debate, Internationales Musikinstitut 
Darmstadt, Darmstadt, Germany, August 4, 2014. 



Where does Hannes Seidl’s Box fit into these notions of New Conceptualism? Is it 

really New Conceptualist art? 

 

DECEMBER 11th,  2017 5:07 

The answer: here and there, yes and no. I will refrain from discussing whether 

Hannes Seidl is a New Conceptualist composer, as I suspect he is too interesting to be 

pigeon-holed so easily, but it may still be relevant to evaluate Box’s relationship to the 

movement as a whole, if for no other reason than he was specifically suggested to be a 

major contributor. While the idea behind an extra-musical content within Box is very clear, 

the sonic material, even being minimal in many aspects, does not subjugate its technique to 

the subject. The sounds are neither comically ironic, nor are they directly referential in and 

of themselves, despite the piece having a very clear referentiality in its entirety. The 

technical restraint demonstrated by the countertenor and viola parts have implications 

beyond music (many of which I have discussed in previous entries), but also major musical 

ones: the pitched material of the countertenor and viola neatly contrasts the noise of the 

invisible force and electronics; the musical textures, notwithstanding their oddly shifting 

sonic configurations, are palpably preserved and likely intended to be heard as such. These 

musical treatments were clearly made by a composer who activates his listening skills 

throughout the act of composing. Symbolism and physical actions are inextricably tied to 

sound within New Conceptualist compositions; one cannot exist without the other, which is 

not the case in Box.  

Never does Box, throughout its 15-minute duration, seem anything but sincere. 

The artist does not make fun of his materials, his viewers, or himself. The piece having 



retained the German tradition of heaviness, has no, from what I can tell, ironic moments or 

cutsie stunts. None of Seidl’s materials seem intentionally sloppy or degraded, nor do they 

make use of any collage elements. While Box does retain a futuristic ambience, none of its 

technical elements directly reference internet technologies.  

Yet despite these initial refutations of Box being categorically New Conceptualist, I 

am also not surprised to know others have associated Seidl with the movement. As 

mentioned previously, Box challenges our notions of subjectivity, and thrusts our role as 

audience members into the forefront of our awareness. Not only are we aware that we are 

voyeurs, but the composer wants us to know he is also aware, and aware that we are aware. 

This self-referentiality is commonly associated with postmodernist artworks. As pointed out 

by Biró, many of the major tenets within New Conceptualist music are built upon the 

backbone of postmodernism:  

Postmodernism was another attempt at negation of history or, at least, subversion. 
A central idea of postmodernism was the breakdown of the author’s subjectivity 
within the musical work. For many, the postmodern work is seen as liberating. Not 
aiming to exhibit any kind of “truth content,” history could never become a main 
parameter of the post-modern musical work but rather, a user-defined object for 
play, for composer and listener to switch on and off at will.12 

 

Moving beyond Biró’s bitter tone, one could imagine how Seidl’s injection of 

subjectivity into the work seeks to reject history. History, by many, has been a story created 

by and for those whose stories are most convenient. It has been charged with bolstering 

certain “truths” to safeguard those in power. Whose story shall we prioritize and thereby 

legitimize in Box?  This question becomes very difficult to answer when a work throws 

multiple narratives into obvious discord, as does Box. It is this implementation of 
																																																								
12 Dániel Péter Biró. “The Future of Historicized, Nonrepresentational New Music” Lecture, New 
Tendencies of Contemporary Music in Germany, Harvard University Department of Music, February 28, 
2015. 



subjectivity, I think, that the piece most resembles New Conceptualism’s artistic agenda. 

Perhaps Seidl escapes another kind of intellectual isolationism, one that strips away 

multifarious perspectives. 

 

DECEMBER 12TH,  2017 5:33PM 

To fall is an inebriate situation. 
To let oneself fall, backwards into the arms of someone else, out of a plane, from a 
diving platform, to fall into idealism, aimlessness, utopia, realism or into the 
unplanned future. 
One gives away control to another authority (chaos, an ideal, a god, gravitation) to 
entrust oneself to it, disembodied. 
The use of music in shopping malls, cafés, toilets, clubs, public places, subway 
stations et. al. is as well supposed to produce an inebriate situation. It asks to loose 
oneself, to enjoy. The music is supposed to drown the original noise of a place and 
to sacralize it. 
In opposite, dropping (hard) objects in a room produces a profane impression. It 
disturbs the lulling effect of background music and de-sacralizes the place. 
"Gegenkontrolle" in a gesture, a motion, to let off something, to drop objects 
careless, and to abandon to this inactivity, to let loose.13 

 

In finally engaging with Hannes Seidl’s own writing on the first version of piece, 

Gegenkontrolle, I find myself more acutely aware of several things, the first and foremost 

being the concept of falling. Initially I had interpreted the falling objects as having a mostly 

sensational function. As the singer and violist sit there motionless, reactionless, the objects 

crashing from behind do just the opposite. Aside from the sensational counterpoint, if you 

will, I also found the microscopic imitation of a static force (the countertenor) wielding 

chaos by dropping marbles to be extremely clever by design. This counterpoint and 

microscopic imitation seemed deeply musical and successfully validated itself so much so 

that I had not considered prodding its signification further. While I do not take Seidl’s 

																																																								
13 Hannes Seidl. “Commentary on Gegenkontrolle,” email message to author, November 29, 2017. 



Commentary on “Gegenkontroll” to be the “right” or “truthful” way to interpret the work—

as I do not believe such a truthful insight exists within the context of art-making—I do think 

it is nevertheless worthwhile to consider his intentions.  

His notion of falling is twofold; falling is both an act of trust and an act of careless 

oversight. By falling, we offer our bodies to “chaos, an ideal, a god, gravitation,” or a greater 

good. In this noble act, those that fall may fall into a domino effect of falling, neglecting 

bodily awareness and perception of abuses of power, falling into excessive ecstasy and 

thereby removing any personal sense of responsibility and accountability. Music, in these 

cases, is used as a hedonistic tool to further placate the masses and allow them to continue 

to fall into oblivion. (Where better to compliment a placating music than a shopping mall?) 

If it is the music (represented in this case as being objects, and thusly noise) that falls 

instead of the masses, as Seidl suggests, are the masses then jolted into action?  

Box certainly walks an unstable path, risking falling one way or another, between 

galvanized action and heedless trance. While objects thunder on in lawless discord, the 

static nature of the work, formally speaking, is hypnotizing and inebriating. Perhaps it is this 

confounding duality that I found compelling upon first scanned listening of the work. In 

each listening experience of Box, I am left feeling alien, foreign, and uneven, which one 

could argue to be just “my problem”, though I think the more likely answer is that the 

piece intentionally puts the listener into a predicament of falling both forwards and 

backwards.  

 

DECEMBER 13TH,  2017 12:16PM 



The pitch material in Box mostly consists of minor seconds, with occasional minor 

third, tri-tone, major seventh, and octave leaps (see Fig. 1). This being the first time I have 

engaged directly with the score, I notice that the electronic part contributes its own set of 

pitches in extremely high and low registers. It may be difficult to perceive these electronic 

pitches as being anything beyond ambient effects for a number of reasons: there are no 

physical actions to demonstrate the sounds; the pitches are held for such lengthy periods of 

time that change may be less apparent; the pitches emerge from the same sound source 

(speakers) as the noisier electronic sounds; they are lost when listening through an 

extraneous medium, such as YouTube. I do imagine they have a greater presence within 

the live performance, though I also suspect they maintain an understated identity. Upon 

closer examination, it is clear the electronic pitch material functions as a slowed down 

version of the countertenor and viola, having similar intervallic leaps that sustain for longer 

periods of time (see Fig. 2). Additionally the discordant dynamic shifts from piano to forte 

at seemingly random intervals within both the countertenor and viola parts are also 

reciprocated in the electronic pitches. Unlike the voice and viola, however, the dynamic 

deviations do not necessarily change with the advent of new pitches. Instead, the dynamics 

change over the course of several pitch introductions. 



 

Fig. 1. Box by Hannes Seidl 

The macroscopic electronic pitch’s reflection of the instrumental parts reminds me 

of the countertenor’s dropping of marbles microscopic reflection of the objects that fall 

backstage. These mirror images not only add formal depth to the piece, but are also 

befitting for Seidl’s endeavor in reversing the roles between the falling human and the 

music that makes the human fall. Those distinct, but parallel universes between the 

instrumental parts and the electronics and invisible force do react to one another by means 

of falling. The electronic part falls into the voice and viola parts by means of pitch and the 

voice and viola parts fall into the invisible force by means of dropping marbles.     

 



 



 

Fig. 2. Electronics in Box by Hannes Seidl 

 

Viola, having the strongest sense of gravity amongst the other two contributors of 

pitch, rarely indulges in a leap greater than that of a tri-tone (see Fig 3). Countertenor 

occasionally makes leaps of major sevenths and octaves, but also, for the most part, 

maintains a more conservative registral nucleus. The electronics cover a much greater 

expanse in range, leaping from extreme highs to the middle register to extreme lows. 

Inexpressivity from the sustained pitches in the electronics is countered by the expressivity 

of its expansive leaps. The exaggerated distances from one pitch to another are yet another 



means by which the electronics magnify the pitch material within the countertenor and 

viola parts.   

 

 

Fig. 3. Box by Hannes Seidl 

 

DECEMBER 14TH,  2017 3:14PM 

Shifting my focus towards the notation of Box, I will no longer refer to the 

percussion part as the invisible force (as it is not described as such within the score). 

Written instructions for the type of material and the relative size of objects as well as the 

kind of physical action required (thrown, dropped, poured, etc.) are provided for the 

percussionist to interpret freely. Occasionally accompanied by quarter notes that suggest 



general attack points, the instructions are arranged spatially with little to no specificity in 

terms of rhythm. Just under 6 minutes into the piece, there is one moment where the 

percussionist is given definitive rhythms to be hit (not thrown or dropped) upon plastic (see 

Fig. 4). This moment, having more traditional rhythms and conventional attacks, stands in 

stark contrast to the rest of the percussion material. The rhythms are irregular without 

obfuscating the downbeat until 6’15,” where regularly repeated triplets (that sound more 

like a haphazardly skipping CD than anything truly stable) emerge. Soon to follow, the 

percussionist returns to the irregular rhythms, which suddenly cease without warning. In 

this instant, the human responsible for the preceding destructive acts is exposed. I have not 

found a definitive reason for this occurrence, as this exposure does not resemble anything 

that proceeds or follows. I am compelled to think that this brief surge of energy functions 

as a deliberate moment of disorientation. When finally presented with percussion material 

we can more readily grasp (in contrast to the rest of the material where objects are thrown 

with seeming randomness), are we not, then, left feeling all the more empty when it 

disappears to never return? Do we crave that momentary surge to return and guide us back 

to the comforts of falling? 



 

Fig. 4. Box by Hannes Seidl 

 

Due to Box’s abnegation of linearity, it may be more useful to evaluate all surges of 

energy as just that: surges of energy. While the piece is by no means easy to cleave into neat 

sections, I was able to loosely group two types of activity, one being less energetic and the 

other being more so (see Fig. 5). The bounds for which these activities start and end are 

difficult to define, and therefore should not be interpreted as definitive bookends. The 

sections of inactivity (represented as white blocks) last for slightly more time than the 

sections of activity (represented as red blocks). With the exception of the first going into 

the second, the surges of energy tend to get longer each time they return. The final surge is 

not only the longest in duration, but also the most active with all parts fully participating in 

the sonic texture. By comparison, the sections of inactivity are lengthier in the beginning 



and the end. The shorter moments of inactivity in the center of the piece serve to disrupt 

flow, and thereby further inflict distrust from the listener onto the composer and 

performers.   

 

Fig. 5. Box by Hannis Seidl is divided into sections of inactivity (in white) and activity (in red) 

 

CONCLUSION: LISTENING AS AN ACT OF SELF-

DISCOVERY 

My diary entries November 30th through December 14th, despite their occasional 

contradictions, do maintain a steady stream of coherent thought. In succession, the entries 

read like phantasmagoric objects of speculation that may or may not immediately relate to 

one another. While I often changed gears from one day to another, the previous day’s 

reflections guided my new observations nonetheless, shaping them into a steady 

concatenation of inextricable sensations. Similar to that of a collage, each shift in focus on 

each respective day creates an assemblage of a singular unifying impression. Clear themes 

and words repeatedly return throughout this patchwork of mercurial reactions, some of 

which include:  

human, alien, discordant, non-linearity, detachment, referentiality,  
chaos, voyeur, postmodernism, dystopia, nihilism, activity, fal l ing   

 



This mélange of subject matter does not substantially fortify any over-arching 

argument, per se. Each day asserts and defends its own perception of Box, without 

concerning itself with the establishment of a conclusive ideology throughout. My non-

compliance with the time-honored notion of the Argument has allowed me to engage with 

the artwork with both honesty and nuance. While I do not doubt many analyses 

constructed with clear arguments have and continue to be honest and nuanced, I do think 

their formal design does not lend itself easily to be such.  

At the end of all days, whether documented by diary entries or not, I do think an 

artwork, especially a “good” one, can open a space whereby its perceiver has the potential 

to engage in an act of self-discovery. Box led me to this act of self-discovery and my analysis 

led me to the act of examining and engaging with my own self-discovery. I am not only 

closer to the work of art I analyzed, but also to my own being. I like to think that this 

examination of my examination is not only fruitful for me, but also for those reading it. 

How do your interpretations hold up to mine? Do they look similar? Where are you in 

relation to Box? 


