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Helmut Loos. E-glasba – Umetniška religija moderne: Beethoven in drugi bogovi. 
[E-Musik — Kunstreligion der Moderne: Beethoven und andere Götter.] (Kassel in Ba-
sel: Bärenreiter, 2017. 160 strani. 29,95 €. ISBN: 978-3-7618-2435-1).

Helmut Loos se v svoji monografiji sooča s temeljnimi vprašanji recepcije, razumevanja 
in vrednotenja glasbe, določenih znotraj koncepta umetnostne religije moderne. Ta 
vprašanja dejansko neposredno zaznamujejo ključne dileme sodobne umetnostne re-
cepcije in opredeljujejo tudi današnjo estetsko presojo. Sam avtor se je navedenih pro-
blemov lotil že večkrat v različnih okvirih, v pričujoči monografiji pa je svoje prispevke, 
deloma doslej raztresene po različnih znanstvenih revijah in zbornikih, med seboj po-
vezal, da bi jih tako nekoliko predelane v samostojni monografiji naredil dostopnejše, 
svoje ideje pa predstavil preglednejše in jasneje zaokrožene v miselno enovitem toku.

Monografija se, kot opozarja ne nazadnje že naslov, ukvarja z vprašanjem t. i. »klasič-
ne« oz. »umetnostne« oz. »resne« glasbe v kontekstu umetnostne religije moderne. Za-
drega, ki jo zaznamo ob nezadovoljivem in le deloma ustreznem prevajanju nemškega 
termina »E-Musik«, že sama nakazuje kali problematičnega in v zadnjem času tudi vse 
bolj problematiziranega koncepta dojemanja umetnosti in v njej posebej glasbe kot ne-
zadostnega, v sebi nedoslednega, protislovnega in zmedenega nadomestka religiozne-
ga ali celo ideološkega načela, po katerem se med drugim uravnava sodobna družba. 
Tisto, kar avtor torej v tej knjigi izoblikuje, je meta-kritika dojemanja umetnosti in z njo 
glasbe, in sicer tiste, ki jo definira funkcija avtonomne razrešitve vsega funkcijskega. 
Funkcija nefunkcijske avtonomije namreč znotraj umetnosti uresničuje sicer dvomlji-
vi ideal ideologije neideološkosti. Seveda se Loos v svoji analizi zaveda dejstva, da je 
vsaka analitična refleksija – ne glede na to, ali je postavljena kot kritično zrcalo indivi-
duuma ali pa je mišljena kot razčlemba izraza neke kolektivne zavesti – vedno (tudi) 
subjektivna, vedno tako ali drugače osebno pogojena. Vendarle to avtorja monografije 
ne ovira pri tem, da ne bi smelo zastavil svojega glasu za ostro in nekompromisno kri-
tiko modernega pojmovanja umetnosti, pa naj jo še tako nedvoumno zaznamuje lastna 
interpretativna pozicija. Kot da bi subjektivno izpostavljena teza, ki jo avtor postavlja 
pred bralce, izganjala videz lažnive objektivne stvarnosti, pogosto skrite za braniki neke 
psevdoznanstvene strokovne utemeljenosti. K njej se namreč kot k neki praznoverni 
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mantri zateka sodobna interpretacija umetnosti, njena vzvišena recepcija in kritiško 
vrednotenje, pri čemer si zatiska oči pred svojim protislovnim in nedomišljenim po-
četjem. In če se v svojih izvajanjih Loos izrecno ne zavzame neposredno za katero od 
izpostavljenih estetskih pozicij oz. proti njim – v osnovi namreč želi ostati zvest načelni 
distanci do objekta svoje analize, kar mu vseskozi tudi uspeva –, je vendarle do njih na 
načelni ravni izrazito kritičen in nepopustljivo oster. V odkritem dvomu v »znanstve-
nost emfatičnega glasbenozgodovinskega pisanja« (str. 13), kot pravi že v uvodu, tako 
izgrajuje lastno kritiško pozicijo, ki se je sicer že prej v njegovih prispevkih izoblikovala 
v postopoma vse bolj jasno profilirano izhodišče, na katerem utemeljuje pravzaprav 
svojo celotno monografijo. Loos se torej izrecno distancira od površne kritike posame-
znih ustvarjalnih odločitev, zato pa vendarle jasno preverja njihova konkretna estetska 
načela, na katerih se utemeljuje prevladujoča estetska platforma:

»Naj še enkrat povsem jasno rečem: Ne gre mi za kritiko posameznih glasbenih 
smeri ali glasbenih nazorov, vsi so po svoje upravičeni in jih velja zagovarjati prek 
svobodne, osebne odločitve. Kritiziram samoprepričanost določenih pozicij, ki svo-
jo najvišjo vrednost utemeljujejo s pomočjo znanstvene sodbe in na podlagi tega 
razvijajo aroganco, ki jo lahko označimo za fundamentalistično, saj meri v zani-
čevanje drugače mislečih.« (Str. 13, prev. M. Barbo.)

Izvore tovrstnega estetsko-filozofskega premisleka postavlja Loos v razsvetljenstvo 
in z njim nastajajočo meščansko družbo, ki je glasbi podelila status poudarjene emfa-
tične umetnosti. Ta se je prelevila iz simbola ali človekovega ustvarjalnega odgovora na 
spoznanje metafizičnega v dejansko samo transcendenco, kot je to formuliral Tieck. 
Glasba, ki se je med vsemi umetnostmi zazdela tudi najbolj »absolutna«, najdlje odda-
ljena od konkretne družbene stvarnosti, je postala lahko hkrati tista, ki je v konkretnih 
političnih pogojih ostre cenzurne kontrole v času restavracije po letu 1815 pomeni-
la ambiciozni meščanski družbi z možnostjo zbiranja večjih skupin poslušalstva tudi 
lastni medij samo-uveljavitve. Zgodovinski okviri so tako prispevali k postopnemu 
estetskemu obratu proti religiji umetnosti, znotraj katere je posebno mesto dobila prav 
avtonomna glasba. Loos opozarja, da so bili vodilni pojmi moderne, ki so glasbo na eni 
strani utemeljevali, hkrati pa vse izraziteje legitimirali njeno podobo, avtonomija, racio-
nalnost, sekularizacija in napredek, kot jih jasno najdemo izražene pri Kantu. Vendarle 
pa je postal, kot to pokaže Loos, njihov neposreden prenos v pojmovnik estetskih kate-
gorij problematičen. In prav kritiko tega postopka lahko dejansko imamo za temeljno 
sidrišče pričujoče razprave.

V knjigi se avtor postopoma loteva najrazličnejših področij v veliki meri še danes 
samoumevnega koncepta umetnosti, njene recepcije in njenega estetskega normativ-
nega sistema. Pri tem se brez zadržkov loteva številnih »svetih krav« umetniške glasbe 
moderne. Svoje izhodišče najprej postavi v definiranje in razločevanje terminov »sveta 
glasba« (heilige Musik) in »resna glasba« (ernste Musik), da bi se prek tega spustil v vse 
konkretnejši diskurz. Vanj nato vpleta razpravo o evolucijski teoriji in njenem nekritič-
nem prenosu na glasbeno estetiko, zaradi česar naj bi mesto na lestvici zgodovinskega 
napredka utemeljevalo tudi zaporedje večje oziroma manjše estetske prepričljivosti 
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umetniških del. Enako idejno ozadje, ki je v širši konotaciji prek idej o superiornosti 
nadčloveka tragično zaznamovalo človeško zgodovino, razbira Loos tudi pri številnih 
glasbenih piscih. Pri tem je posebej oster do sledov napredkovno-darvinističnih idej 
v bolj ali manj sodobnem (zlasti nemškem!) glasbenem zgodovinopisju, pa ne nazad-
nje tudi sodobni umetniški produkciji. Izrazito kritičen je Loos tudi do vsakršnih ide-
oloških antagonizmov, ki jih predstavljajo pari napreden-konservativen, visok-nizek, 
resen-zabaven, atonalen-tonalen …, in z njimi povezanim prepričanjem o zgodovinski 
nujnosti preloma s tonaliteto. Prek tega se loti tudi razčlembe širšega svetovnonazor-
skega konteksta, ki ga po njegovem mnenju podpira celo tendenciozno izkrivljen 
glasbeno-analitični pogled (kar prepričljivo dokaže denimo pri Bergovem Wozzecku). 
Osrednje pozornosti avtorja pa so deležni procesi pobožanstvenja glasbenih idealov v 
kontekstu religijskih modelov umetnostne religije, kot se kaže v prometejevskem liku 
v glasbi, pri recepciji Wagnerja ali pa posebej izrazito pri interpretiranju Beethovna kot 
vodje glasbeno-religioznega Parnasa, ki ga je ustvarilo meščanstvo po svoji podobi.

Loos je v svoji meta-analizi konceptov sodobnega pojmovanja umetnosti, zlasti kot 
se kaže v glasbeno-zgodovinski tradiciji, pronicljiv in natančen. Svoja izvajanja opira na 
obširno sodobno relevantno literaturo in izjemno glasbenozgodovinopisno znanje, to 
pa nadgrajuje s poglobljeno analizo sodobnih glasbenih zlasti estetskih in zgodovino-
pisnih konceptov. In četudi je mestoma v knjigi zaznati, da so bili posamezni prispevki 
sprva zasnovani z mislijo na raznorodne publikacije, v katerih so bili najprej predsta-
vljeni, kaže njihova povezava v pričujoči monografiji podobo raznobarvno pisanega, 
a hkrati v fokusiranem pogledu zaokroženega, izčiščenega in enovitega analitičnega 
pogleda, ki ga vsekakor zaradi njegove odkrite kritike modernih umetnostnoreligijskih 
konceptov in zaradi prepričljivosti izvajanj ne bo mogoče prezreti in bo vsekakor širše 
zanimiv za vse glasbenike, muzikologe, skladatelje in študente glasbe.

Matjaž Barbo
Filozofska fakulteta, Univerza v Ljubljani
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Helmut Loos

E-Musik – Kunstreligion der 
Moderne: Beethoven und  

andere Götter
Helmut Loos. E-Musik – Kunstreligion der Moderne: Beethoven und andere Götter. 
[Art Music – The Art-Religion of Modernity: Beethoven and Other Gods.] (Kas-
sel und Basel: Bärenreiter, 2017. 160 pages. 29,95 €. ISBN: 978-3-7618-2435-1). 

In his monograph E-Musik — Kunstreligion der Moderne: Beethoven und andere 
Götter, Helmut Loos takes on fundamental questions about the reception, compre-
hension and evaluation of music, defined through the concept of „art-as-religion“ in 
modernity. Sure enough, these questions also directly characterise key dilemmas of 
contemporary art reception and define the aesthetic judgment of today. In the past, 
the author has already tackled the aforementioned issues on different occasions, but 
in this book he draws on his earlier contributions (previously scattered throughout 
various scientific journals and edited volumes), and presented his ideas in a more clear 
and accessible manner. 

The monograph, as the title suggests, discusses the question of so-called “classical”, 
“artistic” or “serious” music in the context of art-as-religion in modernity. The difficulty 
of translating – and only partly adequately – the German term “E-Musik” (roughly „high 
art music“ in English) already indicates a problematic, and in recent times increasin-
gly problematised conception of art, and especially music as an insufficient, inconsis-
tent, contradictory and fuzzy substitute for a religious or even ideological principle, 
which is the guiding principle of society as a whole. What the author formulates in 
this book is a metacritique of the comprehension of art, and with it music, the kind 
of music that is defined by the function of the autonomous resolution of everything 
functional. In his analysis, Loos is no doubt aware of the fact that every analytical re-
flection – whether set as a critical mirror of the individual or meant as a dissection of 
a collective consciousness – is always also subjective, always in some way personally 
conditioned. Still, this does not mean that the author is not willing to boldly bet his 
good name on a harsh and relentless critique of the modern conception of art, howe-
ver undoubtedly compromised it might be by his own interpretative position. It is as if 
the author’s subjectively foregrounded thesis dismisses the appearance of the falsely 
objective reality, often hidden behind a pseudoscientifically grounded expertise, on 
which the modern interpretation of art, with its superior reception and critical evalu-
ation, often falls back, as a kind of superstitious mantra, at the same time refusing to 
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acknowledge its own contradictory and ill-conceived practice. Although in his elabo-
ration, Loos does not explicitly side with or against one of the emphasised aesthetic 
positions – he essentially tries to stay true to the principle of objective distance, which 
he achieves throughout the book – he does remain, again according to his principles, 
explicitly critical and tenaciously harsh. He doubts the “scientific value of the emphatic 
musical-historical approach” (p. 13), as he points out in the introduction, and instead 
constructs his own critical position that has been taking form since his earlier research, 
gradually becoming an increasingly profiled basis on which the entire monograph is 
indeed grounded. Loos thus distances himself from a superficial critique of individual 
creative decisions but at the same time closely verifies their aesthetic principles, upon 
which the dominant aesthetic platform is based:

Let me say it once more very clearly: It is not my intention to criticise particular 
types of music or different views on music, they all have their respective eligibility 
and can be defended on the basis of free and individual decisions. I criticize the sel-
f-certitude with which certain positions regard their superior value as scientifically 
proven and deduce from this what we can call a fundamentalist arrogance, which 
is accompanied by contempt towards those with different opinions. (p. 13) 
 

Loos traces the origins of such aesthetic-philosophical considerations to the Enligh-
tenment and with it the rising bourgeoisie that bestowed upon music the status of an 
„emphatic art“. It was thus transformed from a symbol, or a human creative answer 
to the metaphysical, into the actual transcendence per se, as formulated by the critic 
Ludwig Tieck. Music, which seemed the most “absolute” of all the arts, the farthest 
from concrete social being, could at the same time become the ambitious bourgeois 
medium of self-assertion in the concrete political circumstances of harsh censorship, 
in the times of the Restoration after 1815, as it could gather larger groups of listeners. 
The historical framework had thus contributed to the gradual aesthetic turn towards 
art-as-religion, in which autonomous music was attributed a special place. Loos points 
to the guiding concepts of modernity that on the one hand established music, and on 
the other hand increasingly and explicitly legitimised its image: autonomy, rationality, 
secularisation and progress, as clearly elaborated by Kant. But their direct transfer into 
the vocabulary of aesthetic categories, as Loos demonstrates, became problematic, and 
the critique of this process can in fact be regarded as the crux of his discussion. 

In the book, the author gradually tackles the most diverse aspects of the conception 
of art that is nowadays still largely considered to be self-evident, of its reception and 
its aesthetic normative system. While doing this, he takes up several “sacred cows” of 
modern artistic music without reservations. First, he begins with the definition and 
differentiation of the terms “sacred music” (heilige Musik) and “serious music” (ern-
ste Musik), spun as an increasingly concrete discourse. Afterwards, he weaves the di-
scussion of evolutionary theory and its uncritical transfer into musical aesthetics into 
the debate, which turned the greater or lesser aesthetic persuasiveness into another 
criterion for the measurement of historical progress. Loos sees the same background 
thinking in numerous musical writers who tragically marked the history of man with 
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the ideas of the superiority of the superman. Here, he is especially harsh towards traces 
of the progressive-Darwinian ideas in the more or less contemporary (predominan-
tly German) musical historiography, and in modern art production. Loos is especially 
critical towards all ideological antagonisms, represented by dichotomies such as pro-
gressive-conservative, high-low, serious-entertaining, atonal-tonal etc., and towards the 
associated belief in the historical necessity of the break with tonality. Through this, 
he also analyses the broader worldview context that is in his eyes supported even by 
the tendentially distorted musical-analytical view (which he convincingly proves with 
Berg’s Wozzeck). But the author’s main focus is on the processes of the apotheosis of 
musical ideals in the context of religious models of art-as-religion, as is shown in the 
Prometheus character in music, in Wagner reception, or especially visible in the inter-
pretation of Beethoven as the head of the musical-religious Parnassus that was erected 
by the bourgeoisie according to its self-image. 

In his meta-analysis of the concepts of the contemporary conceptualisation of art, 
especially in the musical-historical tradition, Loos is delicate and accurate. His elabora-
tions are based on a wide range of contemporary literature and exceptional knowled-
ge of musical history, which is upgraded by an in-depth analysis of contemporary mu-
sical, aesthetic and historiographical concepts. At times it can be felt that some parts of 
the book have been first conceived for diverse publications, but presented anew, they 
make up an assemblage of interconnected images, which at the same time display a 
unified and purified analytical approach. Due to its forthright critique of contempora-
ry concepts of art-as-religion and the conclusiveness of his elaborations, the book will 
therefore be impossible to overlook, and will be especially useful for new musicians, 
musicologists, composers and students of music. 

Matjaž Barbo
Faculty of Arts, University of Ljubljana
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