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A. 

For about twenty years we have observed a boom of aesthetics in philosophy. Poetry, painting, architecture and recently also films are more than ever philosophically discussed. In contrast to Anglo-Saxon philosophy, where, I quote Philip Alperson, “music has probably received more attention in the past 30 years among […] aestheticians than any other art” 
, in Germany this boom of aesthetics has gone past music. Since Adorno’s death forty years ago one doesn’t hear much about music in German philosophy.
This is amazing enough since music has been the subject of philosophical investigation in all epochs of cultural history. Reflections about music, its nature, its place in the world and its meaning within human cognition and human creativity are a primal moment of cultural self-understanding. We may assume this since evidences of thinking about music reach back to the earliest sources of written tradition in all cultures. In Europe, especially at first in France, later also in Germany, the flourishing of the philosophy of music can be documented most of all since the end of the 18th century and throughout the 19th century. 
 Historically, the growing importance of philosophy of music coincides with the formation of professional autonomous personalities of musicians. Just compare the biographies of Bach, Mozart and Beethoven. One can quickly see how profoundly the social and hence the artistic-practical profile of the musician changes within the short period of time between 1770 and 1800. 

The flourishing of the philosophy of music became possible and necessary because of the de-functionalisation of music, which was influenced by social history, and its change from an ecclesiastical and courtly service to an aesthetic end in itself, to an autonomous art. From this arose on the one hand an emphatic reason for musicians to think about the meaning, significance and aim of their own doing; on the other hand a philosophical space opened for the question about music as music, about music as an autonomous art.

Kant 

Kant and his philosophical works are just within this period of the upheaval of the cultural positioning of music and the aesthetic self-understanding of the musician. Remarkably, Kant’s Critique of the Aesthetic Power of Judgment proves to be one of the most significant contributions to the history of aesthetics especially insofar as Kant develops the philosophical grounds of the autonomy of art in this text, which has for his epoch an almost paradigmatic status. One could expect that Kant has therewith achieved also something groundbreaking for the philosophy of music.
Hardly anybody though thinks of music when hearing the name ‘Kant’. Kant doesn’t have the reputation of having set the course for the aesthetics of music or the philosophy of music. And this is yet discreetly formulated. More likely the name Kant is associated with an unfavourable attitude towards music. And this in more than one way.
Biographically, music seems to have played no important role in Kant’s life. The only documented information published by Kant himself in his philosophical works about his personal esteem of music is, of all places, in §53 in a passage and its footnote added to the second edition of the Critique of the Power of Judgment, where he says:
„there is a certain lack of urbanity in music, in that, primarily because of the character of its instruments, it extends its influence further (into the neighbourhood) than is required, and so as it were imposes itself, thus interfering with the freedom of others, outside of the musical circle, which the arts that speak to the eyes do not do, since one need only turn one’s eyes away if one would not admit their impression. It is almost the same here as in the case of the delight from a widely pervasive smell. Someone who pulls his perfumed handkerchief out of his pocket treats everyone in the vicinity to it against their will, and forces them, if they wish to breathe, to enjoy it at the same time; hence it has also gone out of fashion.“ (§ 53, 330)

And in the footnote Kant writes:

„Those who have recommended the singing of spiritual songs as part of the domestic rites of worship have not considered that by means of such a noisy (and precisely for that reason usually pharisaical) form of worship they have imposed a great inconvenience on the public, for they have forced the neighbourhood either to join in their singing or to give up their own train of thought.“ (§ 53, fn, 330) 

This quote alludes to rather unpleasant personal experiences with music that must have shaped Kant’s relation towards music in a negative way. One shouldn’t expect though that a philosopher could not distinguish between his personal experience with certain musical practices, that can contingently happen to be either positive or negative, and the measures of an objective judgment of music as art within the framework of a philosophic theory.
It is difficult to say, how far Kant’s knowledge of music in the sense of an objectively grounded judgment reaches. Kant says only a few about musical practice – a part from the quoted personal experience there are, as we shall see, two remarks on table-music –, he doesn’t mention any music genres, any piece of music and no composers in his philosophical texts. What Kant calls ‘table-music’ is not a musical genre, but a social (functional) use one can make of music, a social practice. There can’t be found any musicologically informed analysis or interpretation of music. And finally, the aesthetic rating of music in the hierarchy of the arts next to poetry and pictorial arts turns out to be not in favour of music. Kant’s doubtful basis of musical competence stands in contrast to the certainty with which Kant presents his value judgments. 
Kant has occasionally caused irritation in the philosophically interested musicology with this. Thus, Wilhelm Seidel writes for instance in 1988
: 

“There is quite a bit that speaks in favor of Kant’s annoyance about the irritating singing in the neighboring prison being of more importance for him than his meeting with the contemporary art productions for his time. Kant doesn’t seem to have known the works of Haydn and Mozart even though they were performed quite early in Koenigsberg. He doesn’t mention them and his work contains no thought that would do them justice. This is finally the reason for the discussion that his ‘aesthetics of music’ causes. In the presence of the works of Haydn and Mozart, in the presence of their modern musical creations which are decisively ‘works (of composition)’ [werkhaft], Kant’s reflections about music become a problem or even more a cause for irritation among the musically educated admirers and readers.” 
The context of Kant’s philosophy of music

The entry into Kant’s philosophy of music is made more difficult by the fact that Kant didn’t address a separate chapter to it. Instead one can find scattered remarks about the philosophical characterization of music throughout several parts of the Critique of the Power of Judgment. Objectively, on the one hand, this is an indication of how strongly the philosophy of music for Kant is based on a general theory of principles of philosophical aesthetics, and how strongly its defining parts are ramificated into single parts of the theory concerning the different genres. On the other hand, it is the expression of the fact that Kant neither intended nor considered himself being able to present a systematically complete theory of the arts and their genres. What is true with respect to music, namely that Kant’s remarks are rather sporadic and scattered, is equally valid for the other arts discussed in Kant’s texts. In spite of the first appearance, Kant’s remarks about music are even more comprehensive and more detailed than his remarks about the other arts. 

If one wants to gain at least intentionally an adequate insight into Kant’s philosophy of music, one has to envision therefore at first some notions and basic principles of Kant’s aesthetics that altogether lie beneath his conception of aesthetics, and which are especially essential for his aesthetics of music. This will happen in the following second section (B) of my paper. In the third and last section (C) I shall draw some conclusions concerning the consistency and adequacy of Kant’s philosophy of music.
B.

According to the title of this lecture we have, first, to find an answer to two questions:

1) What does Kant mean by ‘beautiful art’? 

2) What does Kant mean by ‘music’ (or ‘art of tone’)?

We will have to examine, then, if and in how far Kant’s definition of beautiful art can be applied to his notion of music and, thus, if and in how far, according to Kant, music is beautiful art.

Kant on beautiful art 

This question can be subdivided into four questions: 

a) What is beautiful? 

b) What is art? 

c) What is agreeable art?

d) What is beautiful art?

‘beautiful’ 

‚Beautiful’ is the predicate of an aesthetic judgment of taste. An aesthetic judgment is a judgment about an object “merely regarding the relation of its representation to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure” (KU, §8, 214). It relates the representation “by means of the imagination […] to the subject and its feeling of pleasure and displeasure” (§1, 203). As Kant further on points out, in the relation of representations to the feeling of pleasure and displeasure the “subject feels itself as it is affected by the representation” (§1, 204). So, in a Kantian understanding, the aesthetic judgment of taste has a subjective determining ground. It is not an objective judgment; it is not cognition under objective concepts. In this, the aesthetical judgment is categorically different from judgments of knowledge which determine objects by means of objective concepts. 

An aesthetic judgment is either a judgment about the agreeable or a judgment about the beautiful. According to Kant, judgments about the agreeable and judgments about the beautiful (pure judgments of taste) differ from one another as follows: 

a) The aesthetic judgment about the agreeable
1) relates immediately to the sensible sensation (sinnliche Empfindung) that an object causes in the subject, and that means: to the charm (Reiz) and the feeling of sensible pleasure produced by it; it concerns the “mere agreeableness in sensation” (Sinnenempfindung) (§9, 217) and expresses the “taste of the senses” (§8, 214; cf. §7, 212); 

2) is based on an interest in the existence of the object (§2) and on a desire (Begierde) for its sensible effects on the perceiving subject (§3);

3) does not make a claim to universal validity; it even cannot make such a claim because it is a private judgment with reference to personally and temporally variable empirical sensible reactions (§7). 

b) The aesthetic judgment about the beautiful 

1) relates to the purposive form in the representation of the object; 

2) is founded on the pleasure in the free play of the powers of cognition and expresses the “taste of reflexion”; 

3) can „make a rightful claim to the assent of everyone“ (§7, 213), because it is not depending on the empirical sensations of this or that person. 

To sum up the four ‘moments’ of the judgment of taste, beautiful is the object of 1satisfaction (Wohlgefallen) without any interest that pleases 2universally without concepts and 4necessarily because of its 3purposive form. This is the result of the „Analytic of the Beautiful“ (KU §§1-22). Judgments of taste as aesthetic judgments about the beautiful are founded on a “subjective principle which determines what pleases or displeases only through feeling and not through concepts, but yet with universal validity” (§20, 238). Kant calls this subjective principle the “common sense”. It allows for the „universal communicability“ of the aesthetic “mental state (Gemütszustand), i.e., the disposition (Stimmung) of the cognitive powers for a cognition in general” (§21, 238). This mental state is determined by the “feeling” of the “harmonious play of the two faculties of cognition in the power of judgment, imagination and understanding” (First Introduction, 20:224). This feeling is in turn aesthetic pleasure (ästhetische Lust). Judging an object as beautiful is to express aesthetic pleasure.

‘art’ 

The second notion that has to be caracterized at least in its most general features is the notion of ‘art’. The general Kantian meaning of ‘art’ is ‘artifact’. As he writes in §43 of the third Critique, “Art is distinguished from nature as doing (facere) is from acting or producing [Wirken] in general (agere), and the product of consequence of the former is distinguished as a work (opus) from the latter as an effect [Wirkung] (effectus).” (§43, 303) Kant defines this doing furthermore as the „production through freedom, i.e., through a capacity for choice that grounds its actions in reason” (§43, 303). According to this idea, each product of art is determined by given rules or by rules that are originated by this work of art in actu. 

Art as doing is either mechanical or aesthetic. Aesthetic art is agreeable or beautiful. These distinctions are explicitly introduced in §44: „If art, adequate for the cognition of a possible object, merely performs the actions requisite to make it actual, it is mechanical; but if it has the feeling of pleasure as its immediate aim, then it is called aesthetic art. This is either agreeable or beautiful art.” (§44, 305) 
‘agreeable art’ 

How does Kant distinguish between agreeable art and beautiful art? Kant determines the criteria of the specific characterization of art as beautiful art by contrast to agreeable art. 

Agreeable arts, according to Kant, are “aimed merely at enjoyment [Genuss]” (§44, 305). Their function is to produce “pleasure of enjoyment, from mere sensation” (§44, 306). They are purpose-rational, which means that they have a purpose that is external to art.
 If a work of agreeable art serves this purpose depends on the individual psychological dispositions and preferences of the person in question. The ‘taste of the senses’ is a private taste and, therefore, is not (at least most often not) universally communicable. 

‘beautiful art’ 

“Beautiful art, by contrast, is a kind of representation that is purposive in itself” (§44, 306). The essential feature of beautiful art consists in its form (§52, 325-6). The ‘internal’ purposiveness of art {kunstinterne Zweckmäßigkeit} is neither immediately given by the senses nor immediately sensibly effective {nicht unmittelbar sinnlich wirksam}. It is in contrast understood only by reflection. Beautiful art, too, produces pleasure: the ‘pleasure from reflection’. Man is susceptible to a “pleasure from reflection on the form of things (of nature as well as art)” (Introduction, VII., 192).

In order that works of art show such formal features as to induce (a) the reflective power of judgment to enter into a reflection and (b) the imagination to enter into a free harmonious play with the understanding, a certain gift on the part of the artists is needed. The possibility of beautiful works of art relies on that “nature in the subject (and by means of the disposition of its faculties) must give the rule to art, i.e. beautiful art is possible only as a product of genius”. “Beautiful art is art of genius.” (§46, 307)

Dealing with Kant’s concept of ‚beautiful art’ we have also to speak about his notion of ‘beauty of art’ which Kant contrasts to the notion of ‘beauty of nature’. “A beauty of nature is a beautiful thing; the beauty of art is a beautiful representation of a thing.” (§48, 311) 

If we apply Kant’s definition of ‚beautiful’ and ‚beauty of art’ to works of art, the question arises what in a work of art is the ‘thing’ that is the object of satisfaction without interest (interesseloses Wohlgefallen). Is it the work of art itself or is it what is represented by (or in) the work of art? In the case of beauty of nature it seems clear that to judge a natural thing as being beautiful means not to consider it as an object of desire, i.e. not to take my interest in its existence and in the effect that it produces on me as the criterion of my judgment. Regarding to beauty of art this seems less clear, at least at first sight. Following Kant’s distinction between beauty of nature and beauty of art there are two possibilities: 

1) The object to which the satisfaction without interest in the assessment of its beauty refers is the ‘thing’ of which the work of art is a ‘beautiful representation’. I appraise a painting showing a landscape {Landschaftsgemälde} or the portrait of a human person as beautiful, if the object or the person which is represented pleases me without any interest, i.e. my judgment is not determined by my interest in the existence of the represented thing, in the possession or the consummation of the ‘thing’ (because I want to be a landowner) or of its ‘agreeable’ effects on me (because I want to be close to that person). 

2) The object to which refers the satisfaction without interest in the assessment of its beauty is the ‘beautiful representation’ of the ‘thing’, hence the work of art itself. I appraise a work of art as beautiful if the representation of the object pleases me without any interest, i.e. if my judgment is not determined by my interest in the possession of the work of art (more precisely: in the possession of the material bearer or medium of the work of art) (because it could make me rich) or by my interest in the enjoyment of its effects which I perceive as ‘agreeable’ to me (because I like the colours of the painting or because it would go with my living room). 

With respect to pictorial or formative arts both interpretations, in principle, make sense. Their application to poetry is intelligible as well. Both kinds of arts provide ‚beautiful representations of things’. But what is music about? Can one say that music provides ‘beautiful representations of things’? According to Kant’s general definition of beauty of art, if music is an art, music should be a ‘beautiful representation of things’ as well. If, however, as Kant says at other places, music is shapeless and non-representational (‘un-objective’, abstract) [ungegenständlich], then it does not fulfil an essential requirement of beauty of art, because it does not represent things (or even not represent anything). If so, music is not a ‘beautiful representation of a thing’. Does this exclude that music is a beautiful representation at all? If beauty of art is possible in music, i.e. if music is a beautiful art, then, in being an abstract, ‘un-objective’ art ‘by nature’, music is the interesting case of a beautiful representation without a represented thing. 

The issue of ‘absolute music’ seems to be introduced here, at least implicitely, in a very general and basic characterization. In order to get at least some elements of an answer to the question of music’s representationality, we need to look at Kant’s comments on the notion of music. 

Kant on music 

What does Kant understand by music? In the original German text Kant uses two words, Musik and Tonkunst. It is difficult to identify a precise conceptual distinction that Kant intends to make between music and ‘art of tone’.
 In the Anthropology (§71, 7:247), Kant distinguishes between „music (singable)“ and „tone, a sound [Laut] that is pleasant [angenehm] in itself”. At another place in the Critique of the Power of Judgment,  where Kant writes: “Ton (Klang)” (§51, 5:324), he seems to identify “Ton – tone” and “Klang – sound”. One might conjecture from these findings that in Kant’s understanding ‘music’ is the singable or the melodic whereas the ‘art of tone’ is organized sound – a definition that is still common today (even though not undisputed). In the General remark on the first section of the Analytic, Kant speaks about the “song of the bird [Gesang der Vögel], which we cannot bring under any musical rules [musikalische Regeln]”, on the one hand, and about a “human song [menschlicher Gesang] that is performed in accordance with all the rules of the art of tone” [Regeln der Tonkunst]” (5:243). Here, “Tonkunst”, “art of tone”, refers apparently, in the sense of Kant’s general notion of art as artefact, to the production of tones according to rules which again are made by humans, whereas “musikalisch”, “musical”, does not deal with the origin of the rules but refers only to the structure of a given audible phenomenon. 

The few textual evidences are too weak in order to count as evidences for the presumption of an explicitly intended terminological distinction. Since such a distinction is probably not really important for the following discussion, I simply presuppose that Kant uses ‘music’ and ‘art of tone’ synonymously.  

We want to know if and under which conditions Kant qualifies music as art. There are some notorious passages in which Kant calls music an agreeable art. What precisely signifies Kant’s characterization of music as agreeable art? How does he justify it? And what follows from it? At different places, however, Kant calls music a beautiful art. What qualifies music as beautiful art according to Kant? Finally, how relate Kant’s characterizations of music as agreeable art and of music as beautiful art? 

Music as art 

In his „Division of the beautiful arts“ (§51, 320) Kant begins with a general definition of ‘beauty’ as the “expression of aesthetic ideas”. As a principle of the division between different kinds of beautiful arts, Kant uses, “at least as an experiment”, an “analogy of art with the kind of expression that people use in speaking in order to communicate to each other as completely as possible
, i.e. not merely their concepts, but also their sensations [Empfindungen]”. The complete communication consists of the combination of three modes of expression: “the word, the gesture [Gebärdung], and the tone (articulation, gesticulation, and modulation)”, by which “thought, intuition [Anschauung] and sensation [Empfindung] are conveyed [übertragen] to the other simultaneously and united”. From this analogy results Kant’s division of three kinds of beautiful arts: 1) the arts of speech [redende] (rhetoric [Beredsamkeit] and poetry [Dichtkunst]), 2) pictorial [bildende] art (plastic arts [Plastik] and painting [Malerei]), 3) the art of the play of sensations. (§51, 321) 

Kant introduces music as art as one of two arts of the “beautiful play of sensations”. According to this characterization, music is more precisely the “artistic play of the sensations of hearing [des Gehörs]”
; the “art of colors” is the “[artistic play of the sensations] of sight [des Gesichts]” (§51, 324). Although Kant thus introduces music under the heading of a “division of the beautiful arts” – before this he discusses music or tone only sporadically, but not in a systematic-conceptual sense of music as art –, he admits immediately to be unconfident about the “judging of music” [literally: “judging of the ground of music” – „Beurteilung des Grundes der Musik“]
 (§51, 325). If the sensations of hearing are “mere sensory impressions”, music can only be an “agreeable art”. If, however, they also can be the “effect of a judging of the form in the play of many sensations”, music can be a “beautiful art” as well. In the following text of §§52-54 of the Critique of the Power of Judgment, Kant finally gets back several times to the question of the aesthetic qualification of music as agreeable or as beautiful art with apparently different results.  

Music as agreeable art 

According to Kant, we have some strong reasons to call music an agreeable art. Some of Kant’s examples and arguments have founded his reputation as a music dispraiser. What qualifies an art as an agreeable art? In §44, entitled „On beautiful art“, Kant gives the following comment: 

“Agreeable arts are those which are aimed merely at enjoyment; of this kind are all those charms that can gratify [vergnügen] the company at a table, such as telling entertaining stories, getting the company talking in an open and lively manner, creating by means of jokes and laughter a certain tone of merriment”. What matters is the “momentary entertainment, not as some enduring material for later reflection or discussion”. As an example Kant mentions right here table-music. It illustrates in a particularly graphic way what it means to consider music as an agreeable art. Kant writes:

„Also included here is the way in which the table is set out for enjoyment, or even, at big parties, the table-music – an odd thing, which is supposed to sustain the mood of joyfulness merely as an agreeable noise, and to encourage the free conversation of one neighbour with another without anyone paying the least attention to its composition.)” (§44, 305-6)

In the Anthropology as well as in the third Critique, Kant’s comments furthermore on music in terms of physical and physiological effects of music as promoting the “feeling of health” (§54, 331) [“Gefühl der Gesundheit”, “Vitalsinn”]. I will not comment on this issue here. Instead we should keep in mind the most important features and aesthetic deficiencies of music as an agreeable art, i.e. those features that do not qualify music as a beautiful art: charm and emotion [Reiz und Rührung], merely sensory pleasure, privacy of causal effects, merely sensations [bloß lauter Empfindungen], without concepts, nothing to think about, merely transitory impression, bodily effect [körperliche Wirkung]. 

Music as beautiful art 

Beside the characterizations of music as an agreeable art Kant argues in favour of the qualification of music as a beautiful art as well. In §§14 and 51 of the Critique of the Power of Judgment he apparently wants to establish music as beautiful art already on the elementary level of the single tone. If beautiful can only be something which is a „formal determination of the unity of a manifold of [sensations]” (§14, 224), a single tone can be perceived as beautiful – instead of simply agreeable – only if it has already such a formal determination. In order to argue for this, Kant refers to Leonhard Euler’s theory. He mentions in particular two theses of this theory: (a) When a tone sounds, then the proportion of the “vibrations of the air” is mathematical (§51, 324-5). (b) The “mind [Gemüt] does not merely perceive, by sense, their effect on the animation [Belebung] of the organ, but also, through reflection, perceives the regular play of the impressions (hence the form in the combination of different representations)” (§14, 224). If Euler is right, then “colours and tones would not be mere sensations”, but, since they are “already formal determination of the unity of a manifold of [sensations]”, they could also be “counted as beauties in themselves” (§14, 224). 

Euler’s theses taken as such are indeed interesting, but their truth is no necessary condition for qualifying music as beautiful art. Kant’s central claim is that what is essential in beautiful art is “not what gratifies in sensation but merely what pleases through its form” (§14, 225). In pictorial arts, this aesthetically relevant form is the “drawing”, in music it is the “composition” (§44, 305; §51, 325). If an aesthetic judgment about music as beautiful art has to refer to the composition, then what counts is the relation of the tones to (or in) a greater form: a melody, a song, a sonata, a symphony. It is of secondary importance then if the tones themselves possess a certain internal structure. Kant’s most important proposition on this is to be found in §53. A part from several different hierarchies of the arts that can be found in this paragraph (as a beautiful art music is attributed the last position, as an agreeable art music is once the best, once the second best, once it is, as we have seen at the beginning, an annoying noise) and that are again of secondary importance, we find there the conceptual core of Kant’s philosophy of music, at least the most substantial theory of music as beautiful art. The relevant passage begins with the theses that the art of tone is a „language of the affects“ which “universally communicates aesthetic ideas”. It continues as follows: 

Since furthermore “those aesthetic ideas are not concepts nor determinate thoughts, the form of the composition [Form der Zusammensetzung] of these sensations (harmony and melody) serves only, instead of the form of a language, to express, by means of a proportionate disposition [proportionierter Stimmung {Why not ‘mood’? See above. But, indeed, disposition fits better to the idea of relations established by intentional composition}] of them (which, since in the case of tones it rests on the relation of the number of the vibrations of the air in the same time, insofar as the tones are combined at the same time or successively, can mathematically subsumed under certain rules), the aesthetic ideas of a coherent whole of an unutterable fullness of thoughts [unnennbare Gedankenfülle], corresponding to a certain theme, which constitutes the dominant affect in the piece. On this mathematical form, although not represented by determinate concepts, alone depends the satisfaction [Wohlgefallen] that the mere reflection on such a multitude of sensations accompanying or following one another connects with this play of them as a condition of its beauty valid for everyone” (§53, 328-9). 

Thus, Kant’s philosophy of music might be summarized in one thesis like this: Music as beautiful art is the expression of ‘aesthetic ideas’ through the ‘composition’ of ‘proportionate dispositions’ of sensations in ‘mathematical form’ to the ‘unity of an affect’ that is related to a ‘theme’ which leads to an ‘unutterable fullness of thoughts’. 
C.

Doctrine of affects and aesthetic formalism 

In Kant’s aesthetics of music two conceptions lead an unconnected coexistence: first, the old doctrine of affects (with its demand of the unity of the affect of one piece, which was already antiquated since Carl Philipp Emanuel Bach and Leopold Mozart argued for the change of the affects in one and the same piece of music) and, second, the new knowledge of the relevance of the form of music that is related to Kant’s theory of the aesthetic idea. At least this seems to be the case at first sight. Kant though offers in one part of his text a connection between them: music as a beautiful art is a mathematical form of affects expressing an aesthetic idea.
Kant’s speaking of music as a “language of affects”, which was during the 18th century quite common and not at all inventive, receives here an elaborated meaning. The aesthetic beauty of music does now not anymore consist only of expressing affects. Expressivity in itself is not a specific feature of music. As little as we can deny that music is expressive or that it can affect someone and be understood as expressive – also Hanslick who is usually cited as a classic of musical formalism has never denied this – just as little characterizes solely the expressive ability the genuine musical aesthetic quality of music. Music as a beautiful art is music as a form of affects. More precisely: as form of the expression of affects. Form meaning here: constructed relations and proportions of sensations and affects. 

Now language is more than mere expression. Language is grammar, it is semantics and syntax. Here we are also dealing with rules for the constructing of forms, of collocations [Sinn-Einheiten] from meaningful elements. Insofar, the thesis that music is a language of affects already implies that music is not only something expressive but also a form. Through the notion of language not only the expressiveness but even more so the aspect of the form and the appliance of rules for the purpose of communication of meaning is addressed. In fact, the terminology that Kant picks up from the 18th century theory of music shows strong analogies to the philosophy of language, more precisely: to rhetoric. A piece of music has a theme that finds an adequate expression through the unity of the affect that we obtain by the combination of elements according to certain forms. The connection between the doctrine of affects and aesthetic formalism seems to fit pretty well with Kant’s aesthetic fundamental doctrine and even with his general philosophical conception. 

Kant’s notion of a musical work of art 

Kant's theory is primarily a theory of the judgment of taste, i.e. a theory of the subjective attitude [Einstellung] qua intentional reference to certain characteristics of the representation of the object (form of the object respectively form of the presentation of an object) and of the activity of the powers of cognition (form of the harmony in the free play of the powers of cognition). The decisive criterion is if and how far the powers of cognition are stimulated to a free play and how they are brought to a reciprocal animation that is felt as being purposive, as well as an increase of the feeling of life (cf. §9, 219; §23, 244; Gen. Rem., 277). The aesthetic judgment is in this sense a reflective judgment since the subject judges of her or his own disposition [Zustand] in relation to the characteristics of a perceived object with respect to its eligibility [Eignung] to cause this disposition. In this far, Kant's aesthetics is primarily a version of the aesthetics of reception.
But the aesthetics of reception is not only Kant's whole truth. Kant's aesthetics is not exhausted by an aesthetics of reception. Already the fact that the object within cognition has to be eligible for an aesthetic reflection in order to be judged as beautiful relativizes the receptional-aesthetic feature of Kant's aesthetics. The object of an aesthetic judgment of taste (the object as natural beautiful or the presentation of the object as artistic beautiful) has itself to fulfil certain preconditions concerning its 'objective' possibilities of being perceived, in order that it can be judged aesthetically as beautiful.
This especially applies to the artistic beautiful. Or rather: with artistic beauty it only starts making sense to aesthetically discuss the quality [Beschaffenheit] of an object since this depends on its production. 
Of course one ought to be careful here not to give away an insight of Kant's that is so fundamental for modern art, like the one into the primacy of the subjective (not individual) aesthetic attitude [ästhetische Einstellung] and the reflexivity of aesthetic judgments (e.g. Marcel Duchamp's "Fountain" [1917], John Cage's "4'33''" [1952]). Kant's own illustrations, especially in the context of his own remarks about music seems to show unmistakably that Kant himself draws (evaluative) distinctions among works of art as objects of aesthetic judging. Table-music being mere musical entertainment seems to be according to Kant a different aesthetic object from, let’s say fantasias (§16, 229) – that’s the only concrete Kantian reference to musical genres. Kant seems to say here that  it is not only a question of the subjective handling with the object but also about the objective quality of the work of art itself. Works of art can for their part be beautiful or not-beautiful, good or bad. But there is no argument for that in the text, there is no analysis of a genre or a piece of the music, neither of table-music nor of any other music. It is not quite clear if and how Kant wants to establish distinctions of aesthetic value. In general, the following distinctions are important. 

Kant's aesthetics of reception defends receptional subjectivism but not receptional individualism. Kant’s aesthetic subjectivism is not absolute subjectivism, but relative subjectivism. That is to say that it is connected with other elements of aesthetic theory. Kant’s theory of genius (§46) can be identified as a complementary aesthetics of production or more precisely: an aesthetics of the work. The genius is that talent which is able to create objects of aesthetic judgment. Conversely, this means: works of art are results of the ability to create objects or representations that are themselves eligible for aesthetic reflection. A crucial moment of this eligibility is not only applying correctly known rules to new objects, instead creating new rules. The aesthetic quality of rules again is liable to two measures:
1) They have to lead to the creation of forms that are able to induce the play of the powers of cognition into “unutterable fullness of thought”.

2) They have to lead to the production of objects which “seem at the same time to be nature” (§54, 306).

The genius is just precisely that talent that controls both measures: the genius can develop rules that lead to forms that are able to lead the play of the powers of cognition into “unutterable fullness of thought”. And the genius can develop rules that make art seem as nature. The genius is able to do so because it is a natural gift by which – in Kant's here as also in other parts sometimes surprisingly mystic language – nature gives art the rules. 
Precisely this aspect is a very crucial one within music. The history of music exceedingly shows the geniality in this sense of permanently proceeding, renewing production of rules, breaking rules and the renewing of rules. This may have not been too present in an epoch in which for a long time the producing of music was naturally based on the doctrine of affects, it became so shortly after the publishing of Kant's Critique of the Power of Judgment. 

The connection of beauty and agreeableness in the musical work of art 

Probably the most prominent question concerning Kant’s philosophy of music is this: Does Kant ultimately qualify music as beautiful art or as agreeable art? The answer is: Kant shows that music is virtually both, beautiful and agreeable. But, are these two theses compatible with one another? I shall argue that they are.

A crucial precondition of an adequate answer to this question is that we take seriously Kant’s manner of speaking, saying that aesthetic taste is a matter of judging something as beautiful, of judging it as an object of taste. The object or issue of the pure aesthetic judgment of taste is in fact not the sensual pleasure of the agreeable (private validity, incommunicable), but the form, composition, proportion, structure etc. But everything sensible also always initiates, inevitably and by causality, feelings (emotions) of sensible pleasure, of sensible satisfaction or dissatisfaction (Kant emphasizes that sensibly we are passive!). In §29 of the Critique of the Power of Judgment Kant writes: 

“it cannot be denied that all representations in us, whether they are objectively merely sensible or else entirely intellectual, can nevertheless subjectively be associated with gratification or pain, however unnoticeable either might be (because they all affect the feeling of life, and none of them, insofar as it is a modification of the subject, can be indifferent)” (§29, 277). 

This being so does not make an aesthetic judgment of taste impossible. Otherwise there wouldn’t be any aesthetic judgment of taste by all means because we always have sensible reactions. Therefore, it would be inadequate if an aesthetics would demand the factual absence of sensible pleasure. Instead, according to Kant’s aesthetics, it can only be and has only to be about defining the referee, the object of reference, the object of the judgment of taste and not to deny the field of causal effects. In other words, just because there is always a sensible reaction of pleasure, there is always the need of explicitly addressing the issue of the aesthetic with the object of the judgment of taste. A judgment of taste is an action [Akt, Handlung] or rather: a quasi-action: the aesthetic attitude. Why should something that one judges aesthetically as beautiful not also at the same time be perceived as sensibly agreeable, appealing, exhilarating? It is not important, to have only aesthetic emotions and no non-aesthetic emotions, but instead to address only the aesthetic emotions, which means making them the foundation of the judgment. 

Insofar it is right to say that aesthetics is (co-) determined by an ‘attitude’ or ‘approach’, the aesthetic attitude. The aesthetic attitude consists of not making the sensible pleasure of enjoying the agreeable the foundation or rather the object of reference but instead the harmony of the powers of cognition that are induced by the form of the object. It is an act of attention, selection and focusing.

In reference to music it follows from these considerations that musical perception is complex, multidimensional, and includes the befall of pleasure [Widerfahrenlassen] (or distaste), as also perceiving of a form.
 

With this Kant’s terminological acute contrasting and setting of agreeableness and beauty as opposites is in no way made unclear, ‘harmonized’ (as Sponheuer writes
). Rather the factual psychic (or: mental) reality of the aesthetic in which the terminologically differentiated is never substantially separated, is described adequately as complex, multidimensional. Within the real experiencing of music the sensible reaction also always occurs. For aesthetics as the theory of the judgment of taste, which means the judging of the beautiful, it is only essential – but even more so – that not this causal reaction is the object of the judgment of taste, instead it is the form of the music and the harmony within the free play of the powers of cognition which is induced by it. It is crucial to what the judgment is addressed to and not what is de facto physio-causally happening.

With this differentiation between the intentional object of aesthetic judgment and the factual causality of everything sensible no ontic separation of mutually exclusive spheres of objects [Gegenstandsbereiche] is conducted. The aesthetically judged is no marked-off sphere of objects in itself. There is no marked-off sphere of objects of aesthetic judgments of taste that is itself separated. The same music can be both and at the same time the object of aesthetic judging of the beautiful and the cause of pleasurable feelings of agreeability. The same phenomenon can be both at the same time, but it can be considered under different aspects and each time with different preconditions. The sensible-causal occurs, takes place, the subject is passive, agreeability befalls it. The aesthetic judgment, however, is a directed action of reference to certain charateristics of the relationship of the subject with itself in the representation of something [in seiner Beziehung auf die Vorstellung von etwas]. Beauty is no objective attribute of an object, but an attribute of the (self-) agency of the subject in his dealing with the representation of the object.

In music this is just the case. The subject has nothing within the music which would be cognitively objectifiable as a linguistic notion or as an enduring spatial shape. The representation of the tone is not the perception of an object. Kant’s speaking about the mere play of sensation means this, that only the sensation, the representation, is given but no object that is present through either concept (word) or shape. One could therefore say on the basis of Kant’s theory that music is the most artful of all arts in the respect that it only refers to itself, since the subject only deals with its representations in the strictest sense of all arts, but with no (in a common sense) palpable objects or apprehensible linguistic notions. Musical experience is the aesthetic attitude par excellence. 

The thesis that one can take a passive-sensual as well as an aesthetic approach towards anything, does not exclude that there is also music that does not yield any more of itself than a passive-sensual ‘treatment’ (soothing, exhilarating, ruminant etc. music), and hence – measured with the classic ideal – ‘bad’ music. But declaring this is again more than just finding it displeasing. An adequate justification of the judgment: this music is ‘bad’ music, will be an aesthetic analysis of the composition (in a broad sense), not just giving the information of personal distaste. Applied to Kant’s example of table-music: In principle I can use any music as a background stimulation, meaning as something agreeable, as well as take it as the object of a reflection about the form of the composition and about the harmony of the powers of cognition that is induced by it. But this also means: I can have the same music take a stimulating effect on me and analyze it aesthetically. These are different music-aesthetical attitudes, but not ontologically different musical objects. 

Music and musical practices 

Kant’s remarks on table-music should not be understood as the expression of Kantian dispraise of music. They rather show, on the premises of his aesthetics of beautiful arts, that Kant distinguishes (a) between music as work of art and musical practices, more precisely: practices in the usage of music and (b) between different kinds of using music that we could call aesthetically adequate practices versus aesthetically inadequate, i.e. ‘unaesthetical’ practices. 

These distinctions must not be confounded with a hierarchy of value between art music and utility music or between, as we say in German, ‘serious’ music (E-Musik = Ernste Musik) versus entertainment music (U-Musik = Unterhaltungsmusik). Nor should they be identified with the dichotomy of ‘higher-level’ versus ‘lower-level’ music that has become prominent in the 19th century.
 It is true that Kant’s remarks on music sometimes sound hierarchical. And it is true that Kant’s aesthetics of music has played a certain role in the formation of dichotomist musical thinking since the 19th century. But Kant’s own hierarchical divisions of the beautiful arts should not be given too much importance. They are rather reactions to 18th century debates about aesthetic hierarchies, hence more historically motivated comments than systematically relevant claims. 

It cannot be denied that Kant sometimes expresses a certain displeasure about disturbing and ‘unaesthetical’ musical practices. But these remarks should not be understood as a general dispraise against music, but rather as a criticism against those particular musical practices which don’t do justice to music as beautiful art and as such do harm to the aesthetic dignity of music.
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