How do we justify a preference for one piece of music over another?
There are the formalist arguments ......
There are attempts at linking in expressivist arguments to decide between  pieces
The more complex a piece the greater the emotional expression. 
This Argument doesn’t work
The is no link between complexity and the kind of emotions a piece might arouse
If what is important about music is its ability to express emotions and it is to this end that complexity of structure must serve if it to be valuable- music cannot attain much importance. 
Music in its essence is not representational 
 If music ‘conveys’ experience as a language does, what kind of language is it?  The language of poetry is basically the same as the normal means of communication between human beings.  The poet may use words with a precision, a cogency and a range of emotional reference which we do not normally find in a conversation.  Yet though the order he achieves from his counters may be more significant than the desultory patterns achieved by Tom, Dick and Harry, at least the counters (words) are the same in both cases.  Even with the visual arts there is usually some relationship between the order of forms and colours which the artist achieves and the shapes and colours of the external world.  The relation between the formal and the representational elements is extremely complex and not easily susceptible to analysis; but it is at least usually clear that some such relationship exists.

With music, the relationship between the forms of art and the phenomena of the external world is much less readily apprehensible... (Wilfred Mellors)........

Music differs from all the other art forms in that it is unique.

All other art forms can compete in some sense and also replace and substitute for one another.  Painting -Photography – Film – Drama-  Novel

Wittgenstein – It is impossible to say what music has meant to me
That there is something inherently right about insisting upon the irreplacability of music seems certain.  All attempts to explicate the character or meaning or music in non-musical terms are doomed from the outset, for what we are seeking to explain – music – is unique.  Music differs from other art forms.  For instance, it is neither unintelligible nor silly (though it may be wrong) to think that photography could replace painting or film replace theatre (and the novel perhaps) without loss or remainder because though we may be uncertain about what exactly it is we get from painting or drama, we are clear enough that the same sort of thing is on offer from photography and film.  But what can possibly take the place of music?  Those things that we can think of as having a musical dimension of sorts, such as verse, are obviously limited in their ‘musical’ aspects compared to music itself.  This peculiar character of music makes if incomparable and its value cannot therefore be compared with that of anything else.  The great twentieth-century philosopher Ludwig Wittgenstein (whose brother was the one-handed pianist Paul Wittgenstein) once remarked, ‘It is impossible to say all that music has meant to me’.  People have interpreted this remark in different ways, but it is possible to understand it quite literally.
The Aesthetics Of Music: The Work and The Performance.

Adapted from :The Improvisation of Musical Dialogue, Bruce Ellis Benson, Cambridge University Press
Interestingly enough, in his lectures on aesthetics, Hegel makes a distinction between two kinds of performers that reflect the influence of .... two musical models. On the on hand, the first sort of performer “ does not wish to render anything beyond what the work in hand already contains.”  Indeed the executant artist not only need not, but must not, add anything of his own, or otherwise he will spoil the effect. He must submit himself entirely to the character of the work and intend to be only an obedient instrument.” Here we have the statement of the ideal werktreue that is as forceful and as uncompromising as any. On the other hand Hegel’s second version of the performer ( and he explicitly mentions Rossini in this regard) is of the one who “ composes in his interpretation, fills in what is missing, deepens what is superficial, ensouls what is soulless and this way appears as plainly independent and productive. So for example in Italian opera much is always left to the singer: particularly in embellishment  he is left room for free play.”  As a result “we have at present before us not merely a work of art but the actual production of a work of art.” In making of this sort, the performer and the composer work together as co-creators, thus blurring the line between the composer and the performer.

Of course , one might be tempted to counter at this point that Beethoven’s just are such that they call for an “executant artist,” wheras Rossini’s scores call for what might be called an embellishing artist.” Such argument might take the form: if we examine a Beethoven score, we realise that it has more requirements than one of Rossini. Therefore, performers of Beethoven’s are necessarily executant artists.” 
But simply appealing to the score and its requirements doesn’t necessarily establish that performers of Beethoven either are or must be “executant artists.” Do Beethoven scores leave room for the performer to act as “ co-creator?” That depends on how we construe what the performer does in performing them,  Furthermore to what extent is the performer obligated to reproduce the expectations of the composer?  Merely because Beethoven had stricter expectations for his performers than did Rossini does not automatically place stricter obligations on performers and of his music.  ......

In any case,  whereas what we might term “ Beethoven’s view” results in musical activity that tends towards a monologue,  “Rossini’s view” allows much more possibility for a genuine dialogue in which composers, performers and listeners are co-creators. On my read, Rossini’s view offers a better conception of musical community. More than this, (it has been  argued)  that better describes musical practice – even for music say Beethoven. For as Hegel goes on to say in describing the role to executant performer, if “ Art is still to be in question the artist has the duty of giving life and to soul to work in the same way as the composer did and not to give the impression of being a musical automaton who recites a mere lesson and repeats mechanically what has been dictated to him.” So according to Hegel, even the ‘executant’ artist ought to be more than simply a ‘middleman.’  ..... that is what we want performers to do and also what they actually do.

Thus, there is a clear precedent for thinking about music as an open sort of dialogue. And it doesn’t begin merely with Rossini.  What we know about the performance practice of Renaissance and Baroque music makes it clear that performance in those eras  was heavily improvisational – and composers expected as much.  David Fuller characterises Baroque music as follows: ‘ large parts of the music of the whole era was sketched rather than fully realised, and the performer has something of the responsibility of a child with a colouring book,  to turn this sketches into rounded artworks.’  Baroque music functioned somewhat analogously to that of jazz today…….Essentially then Baroque performance were constantly in flux, so that they varied (as Fuller puts it)  ‘from one group to the next, one day to the next , one neighbourhood to the next. ‘ ……

The very idea that performers were essentially expected to reproduce what was in the score was a foreign notion, for the idea of musical works – as completed  and carefully delimited entities did not exist. Take a concrete  example; the very idea of a ‘correct’ performance of Handel’s Messiah turns out to be highly problmatic for Handel himself never provided anything like a definitive version of Messiah instead all we get are competing versions in which Handel constantly changes things to fit the many occasions to on which it was performed. If we take Handel’s Operas as an example, what we have are compositions that are neither ‘all of a piece’ nor unalterable but can always be reshaped- at least  by Handel himself – as though they were living organisms. There was no conception of the a ‘work’ with a fully stable identity. 

This flexibility meant that performers and composers were seen as engaged in tasks were not so nearly so strongly and neatly defined as our conceptions of ‘composer ‘ and ‘performer’ today………

Not only was the music constantly in flux  

……In the musical practice of the medieval,  Renaissance, and Baroque music, there was a significantly different way of conceptualising  music, in which the principal focus of the music was the performance itself. The idea of a musical work as an entity that was a distinct and autonomous from the performance did not exist. Rather pieces of music ( to whatever extent they had an identity) were things that facilitated the activity of music making, not ends in themselves. As a result, performers  and composers were united in a common task, which meant that there was no clear line of separation between composing and performing.

However, the repertoire of the modern concert hall comes from the imaginary museum.  In some quarters works are seen as the platonic creation of genius composers who require performers to submit themselves entirely to the character of the work.

