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whereas Hanslick's total emphasis is on form, Busoni says that a definite form
is quite insufficient to express the celestial and unending felicities of the
paradise of music. A performance, however artistic it may be, cannot excell
the probability of more and more beauty of the etherial art “music”, the Sun
of the universe of sonority. Thus, being too romantic, Busoni finds nothing to
grasp as an object. He is in search after the unperformed which might be more
excellent than the performed. In Hindu belief; music is the medium of salva-
tion. But Busoni is so overwhelmed in music that he finds himself nowhere
in the midst of the infinite joy of music. Thus he draws a parallel analogy of
the Buddhistic Nirvana and the realm of music. But Hanslick, on the other
hand, is a practical aesthete, depending on reality. In his belief, music is not a
means to anything but an end in itself. Music, a configuration of sound and
motion is the object of enjoyment, a quite different entity in the field of
creativity.

) But, how is total identification possible between music and a music-
lover? Hanslick says that it is acquired by virtue of musical contemplation.
By eliminating all kinds of emotion this contemplation should be based on the
intellectual faculty of a genuine listener. In this point also Hanslick might be
misunderstood. Musical intellect is quite different from ordinary intelligence.
Musical intelligence is pointed to the power of minute observation of each and
every momentof music, eachsound-pattern, intricatecombination of notes, mo-
tion upwards and downwards, i.e., ascending and descending, consonance and
dissonance, each modulation in the form of crescendo and diminuendo along
with the time-factor consisting of variety of movements in the regular unity
of a particular rhythm-structure. In short, the attention of the listener should
be directed to the tune and rhythm, which constitute the subject of music.
In other words, there is no subject in music beyond its specific form. Due to
this intrinsic exclusiveness and lack of extrinsic reference, one may call it
an abstract art in the same sense of abstract painting cousisting of the play of
colour and form without clearly depicting any particular object. But Hanslick
clearly declares that music is not an abstract art since it has its concrete form
of successions of sound. In spite of all irrelevant fancies in a composition he
emphasizes the definite form, which is the embodiment of “sound in motion.”

Romain Rolland, though not a musicologist, yet a keen lover of music
and a thinker too, is against the autonomy of music, nay, any kind of fine arts.
He says that music has not such an abstract character as it has its obvious
relationship with all other arts.’? But Hanslick’s opinion is that the relation-
ship of one art with another is the discourse of the history of music rather
than that of musical asesthetics. Hanslick does not confuse philosophy of

beauty with history of art. His discussions are concentrated on the peculiar
beauty of music.

But, despite re)tecting all kinds of extra-musical elements in music, it
‘must have some relationship with the human mind. Hanslick says that though























