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AS WE SEE IT
From the Publisher:
We are printing here two articles on
Compact Discs and CD players. One is
by Doug Sax, president of Sheffield
Records and a longtime opponent of
digital recording. The other article is
by JGH and advises readers to buy a
Compact Disc player as soon as they
can afford it and in general hails the
compact Disc as the greatest thing to
hit audio since the stereophonic LP.
The article by Sax was initially
written for Billboard magazine. Billboard also ran a response from Peter
Burkowitz of Polygram entitled "Sax
on CD: A Bigoted Attack." We don't
have room or permission to run the
Burkowitz reply but, if anything, it
was even more extreme than Sax's
original article, though more in line
with Stereophile's editorial position.
Statements like the following have
simply never been borne out in the
entire history of the recording industry: "there are no means of adding
anything to, or subtracting from, the
master tape" (in CD mastering); and
"16-bit uniform quantization digital
recording and reproduction, including
the CD, does not, and cannot, add or
subtract audible sensations of any
kind. Period." (emphasis added)
Sax has carried his anti-CD campaign further, in a letter to 140 highend audio manufacturers. In fact, our
original intent was to print that letter,
but we are bowing to Sheffield's desire
to have reprinted the Billboard article. The letter appealed for an end to
silence on the CD (from high-end
manufacturers), and contained its own
forceful language: "Clearly the CD
does not match the abilities of a
digital master tape"; "it (the CD) is a
finite,
low
resolution,
synthesize
model of its input. The only thing
infinite
about
the
CD
is
the
b
s
."; "I simply cannot enjoy
niiitsTc — iat has been digitally processed."
Doug Sax has proved himself to be
4

one of the best producers of audiophile discs in the world, especially
when it comes to sonics. Stereophile's
reviews of Sheffield discs have become
practically boring they are so unanimously raves. All the more surprising,
then, that one of Sheffield's greatest
fans, JGH, should have such profound
disagreement with him on the subject
of digital recording in general and CD
in particular. It should be noted that
Sax is making two distinct points: 1)
he "respects the ability of digital
recording systems to store energy,"
but finds digital recordings musically
unacceptable; and 2) the Compact
Disc is a woefully inadequate version
of
the digital
master
tape---you
might as well compare the sound of a
cheap Sansui to a Conrad-Johnson
Premiere I.
For the record,
there is some
disagreement in the recording industry
about Sax's statements. Jack Renner
of Telarc frankly feels that the CDs
Telarc is now producing are identical
to their digital master tapes. The
particular sound you get from the CD
depends on the player you use. It's
Renner's opinion that
the PhilipsMagnavox players provide a significantly more accurate version; he feels
the Sony has a glassy high end.
Sax's statements about the British
press don't tell quite the whole story.
Readers
are
recommended
to
the
excellent British high fidelity magazine, Hi -Fi News and Record Review
(HFNRR), in whose pages are found
both high condemnation and vigorous
defense of the Compact Disc. HFNRR is
available through Expediters of the
Printed Word Ltd., 527 Madison Ave.,
Suite 1217, New York, NY 10022.
As we have noted in these pages
before, there seems to be no middle
ground about digital,
particularly
CDs. Having heard truly excellent
sound from CDs, I simply cannot
condemn the process. There seems to
be even more evidence for accepting

digital recording as an acceptable
medium: our experience with the Sony
PCM Fl bears this out, as do the
records from Sonic Arts.
I think it is unwise, however, to
put all the blame for the many
terrible-sounding CDs on bad miking,
bad mixing,
etc. These were all
present with analog records, and I
simply don't believe that the analog
record-making process has that kind an
effect on poor engineering practices.
In other words, I think there is still
much to learn about how to produce
truly excellent digital recordings, and
perhaps faults in the processes by
which the digital master tape is turned
into a Compact Disc---or in the
digital master tapes themselves.
At this point, the debate over CD
and digital is still a very spirited one
and we are all learning more because
of it. Not the least important result
has been a resurgence of analog discplaying equipment, as if to meet The
Digital Challenge (as Monster Cable
puts it). Let's keep our minds open
and try to learn from both the critics
and proponents of CD.
LA

Compact Disc—A Ue Repeated
Often Enough Becomes Truth
by Doug Sax
We've never had anything for the home
like the Compact Disc before. Using
digitally coded pits read by a laser, it
achieves noise-free reproduction without wear. Although less than five
inches in diameter, it can contain over
one hour of uninterrupted music—and
that music will have an impressive
dynamic range with a full frequency
response.
CD is the first new storage medium
of any viability since the compact
cassette, and its parentage is indeed
the same, the ever impressive Philips.
Unlike the cassette, the CD has no
ability to record.
Its impressive list of features
would seem to guarantee success. All
the disks are compatible with all the
players, regardless of manufacturer.
The incompatibility mistakes of four-

channel reproduction are not being
made again.
Launching a new storage medium
for the home is an enormous task. The
investment in Europe and Japan has
been prodigious. The CD claims to
offer "perfect sound, forever," thereby automatically satisfying the demands of both the high fidelity and
audiophile
markets.
As
production
increases
and
the costs of both
players and disks come down, the CD
is slated to replace the LP altogether.
The only question left for me to
decide is whether to retire immediately
or try to hold an a few more years,
inasmuch as one company that I head
is an audiophile label and the other is
concerned solely with disk mastering.
One can understand, then, that I
have watched with more than casual
interest the unprecedented promotion
for the CD. The traditionally noncritical audio magazines in the United
States have been positively drooling
over the merits of the CD. This
created a demand for the player
months before they even went on sale.
Recently, CD players and disks
have become available across
the
country and, for the first time, all
have the opportunity to compare its
performance to the rhetoric surrounding it. Iwas most interested in popular
product with which I am familiar. I
certainly didn't expect perfect sound;
nor do I feel the CD needs anything
more than very good sound to succeed
since its other advantages are so
obvious.
But what I have heard on many
players, and on more disks than I
would ever care to listen to again, is
mediocre sound, sound that is often
unappealing and fatiguing. Many engineers who have auditioned the CD have
had the same reaction.
Ihave been on record, since Ifirst
heard a digital master tape, that there
is an enormous price to be paid, in
musical
terms,
for the noise-free
performance of digital. Although digital
storage is not my cup of tea, I
nevertheless have a great respect for
how well a professional digital recorder performs. Ican hear obvious virtues
5

that could easily please some of the
people all of the time.
No such respect can be engendered
by the CD, however. A handful of
cheap chips and a few "inaudible"
digital generations have eaten at its
neart and soul. Its performance no
more resembles a professional recorder that a production Chevrolet
matches a NASCAR racer.
The CD is going to force the
consumer to come to grips with the
problems of digital technology, first
because the CD is the worst presentation of that technology, and second
because all the music heard from the
CD will have these digital colorations
even if the master tape was recorded
in analog form.
In
Los
Angeles,
the recording
capital of the world, the storage
medium of choice for over 90% of all
commercial albums is analog.
For the last tour years, manufacturers and magazines have answered
negative responses to digital recording
with sentiments that state, "It is the
A lot of good sound is being
lost and a lot of unmusical
sound added between the
master tape and the finished
CD
fault of the LP record. The LP cannot
handle the information that is stored
on a digital master. Wait until you hear
it in a pure digital form."
The CD has only been out in limited
quantities for two months, and already
the high fidelity magazines are receiving
complaints
about
its
sound,
complaints that are generally aimed at
the commercial product that is the
backbone of our industry.
The answer in essence says, "Since
the CD replicated the master tape, the
faults lie in the engineering. Engineers
are going to have to use better
microphones and less E.Q. to satisfy a
medium as revealing as the CD."
That's a lot of B.S.! A lot of good
sound is being lost and a lot of
unmusical sound is being added be6

tween the master tape and the finished
CD.
That's my opinion, and also the
opinion of Bernie Grundman, A&M's
renowned disk cutter. Eventually the
buck will have to stop where it
belongs, on the shortcomings of the
CD system itself.
Who has
approved these disks
before they went on sale? Some of the
commercial disks appear to have been
altered from their original concept. It
seems that someone with no taste or
knowledge of the music has "improved"
on the original. In many cases, a vital
process has been eliminated—the participation of the producer and engineer. I find it amazing that, after a
fortune has been spent to develop and
market a new technology, producers or
engineers are rarely involved to insure
the musical quality of the finished
product. The ultimate sales potential
of the CD will be determined by word
of mouth, and the word on the street
is that it is a big disappointment
sonically.
In evaluating classical recordings,
the British audio press noted for
performing critical listening•tests, has
recently published reviews that are
scathingly unfavorable. Some reviewers cited an inability to listen to the
CD for any length of time. Listening to
a complete disk was usually beyond
their perserverance. No characteristic
could be more undesirable in a music
storage medium.
If one believes that good promotion, many desirable features, and the
absence of noise will justify the CD
system, then its future should be fine.
But I believe that we are offering
music, not silence, and an audio player
with a disk price of $17.98 has got to
offer more. It has to offer the one
thing that the CD is struggling with—
excellent sound that is accessible to
all.
The last thing our industry needs is
a new format that offers half the
sound for twice the price.
Recently, CD players and disks
have become available across
the
country and, for the first time, all
have the opportunity to compare its
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product with which I am familiar. I
certainly didn't expect perfect sound;
nor do I feel the CD needs anything
more than very good sound to succeed
since its other advantages are so
obvious.
But what I have heard on many
players, and on more disks than I
would ever care to listen to again, is
mediocre sound, sound that is often
unappealing and fatiguing. Many engineers who have auditioned the CD have
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Ihave been on record, since Ifirst
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is an enormous price to be paid, in
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by the CD, however. A handful of
cheap chips and a few "inaudible"
digital generations have eaten at its
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more resembles a professional recorder than a production Chevrolet
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The CD is going to force the
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because the CD is the worst presentation of that technology, and second
because all the music heard from the
CD will have these digital colorations
even if the master tape was recorded
in analog form.
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the recording
capital of the world, the storage
medium of choice for over 90% of all
commercial albums is analog.

For the last four years, manufacturers and magazines have answered
negative responses to digital recording
with sentiments that state, "It is the
fault of the LP record. The LP cannot
handle the information that is stored
on a digital master. Wait until you hear
it in a pure digital form."
The CD has only been out in limited
quantities for two months, and already
the high fidelity magazines are receiving
complaints
about
its
sound,
complaints that are generally aimed at
the commercial product that is the
backbone of our industry.
The answer in essence says, "Since
the CD replicated the master tape, the
faults lie in the engineering. Engineers
are going to have to use better
microphones and less E.Q. to satisfy a
medium as revealing as the CD."
That's a lot of B.S.! A lot of good
sound is being lost and a lot of
unmusical sound is being added between the master tape and the finished
CD.
That's my opinion, and also the
opinion of Bernie Grundman, A&M's
renowned disk cutter. Eventually the
buck will have to stop where it
belongs, on the shortcomings of the.
CD system itself.
Who has
approved these disks
before they went on sale? Some of the
commercial disks appear to have been
altered from their original concept. It
seems that someone with no taste or
knowledge of the music has "improved"
on the original. In many cases, a vital
process has been eliminated—the participation of the producer and engineer. I find it amazing that, after a
fortune has been spent to develop and
market a new technology, producers or
engineers are rarely involved to insure
the musical quality of the finished
product. The ultimate sales potential
of the CD will be determined by word
of mouth, and the word on the street
is that it is a big disappointment
sonically.
In evaluating classical recordings,
the British audio press noted for
performing critical listening tests, has
recently published reviews that are
scathingly unfavorable. Some review7

ers cited an inability to listen to the
CD for any length of time. Listening to
a complete disk was usually beyond
their perserverance. No characteristic
could be more undesirable in a music
storage medium.
If one believes that good promotion, many desirable features, and the
absence of noise will justify the CD
system, then its future should be fine.

But I believe that we are offering
music, not silence, and an audio player
with a disk price of $17.98 has got to
offer more. It has to offer the one
thing that the CD is struggling with—
excellent sound that is accessible to
all.
The last thing our industry needs is
a new format that offers half the
sound for twice the price.

Run Right Out

various ways, can all claim to be
"accurate."
I know, I know. I've read the
hysterical tirades in The Absolute
Sound, and I've read Doug Sax's
impassioned letter to 140 high-end
manufacturers as well as his Billboard
article. But there are reasons to doubt
the impartiality of both with respect to
digital audio. TAS painted themselves
into a corner before they had a chance
to actually try a digital recording
system (they still haven't as far as we
know), so their continuing anti-CD
stand could well be, among other
things, a face-saving device. Sax's
livelihood is the cutting of analog
discs. This is not to say that I doubt
the sincerity or integrity of either;
just that both have good reasons to
see CD lie down and die, something
it's not likely to do at this point.
Sheffield may be adamantly negative about digital right now, but other
perfectionist-oriented
record
labels
are coming around to digital. Mobile
Fidelity
is
now
releasing
digital
cassettes in VHS format, and Directto-Tape Recordings (in Haddon Heights,
NJ) is routinely making all of their
material
available
on
the
buyer's
choice of VHS or Beta digital. It's my
feeling, though, that digital audio on
videocassette is just a high-priced
stopgap. Idon't think it has a hope of
competing with the CD, simply because
a blank cassette costs more than a
finished CD and PCM from videocassettes
often
sufferers
playbackmachine incompatibility problems. A
CD recording now costs about the
same
as
most
audiophile
analog
releases, and offers the potential for
much better sound. And CD production

by J. Gordon Holt
I have never before done this, but I
am going to recommend a product to
all of our readers who can afford it. I
am referring to the Compact Disc
player.
One of the few things that our
entire staff has ever agreed about is
that the sound obtainable from digital
audio can be better than the best that
available from analog sources, particularly home analog sources. (LA is
undecided about this; JGH, DO and BS
are sure.) What makes this approximately $1000 purchase so worthwhile
is that a good 95% of audiophiles are
not getting anything even approaching
Fe- capability of analog from their
systems, and probably never will. I've
belabored this point before, and don't
feel the need to do so further at this
time. Suffice it to say that no two
"experts" have ever agreed as to the
best cartridge, tone arm, turntable
and/or preamplifier. That may say
something about the experts, but it
says more about the total anarchy
which exists in the analog front-end*
field today. Md while accuracy (to the
recording)
is
a watchword
among
audiophiles, euphonics (does it sound
good?) are what determine how an
audiophile
feels
about
reproduced
sound. Few seem willing to question
how it can be that 6 phono units, all
sounding "musical" but different in
* In Stereophile parlance, a "front
end" is the whole schmier that delivers
signal to the power amplifier, and
includes the cartridge, arm, turntable
and preamp.
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prices are already low enough that,
once the supply starts to catch up
with the demand, prices should begin
to come down. They may not go below
$10 each for some time (if ever), but
even that is not much higher than you
pay for a regularly priced LP. CD
discounting may even start to undercut
that $10 figure.
Most audiophiles, who presumably
have no vested interest one way or the
other, have been ecstatic about the
CD sound; a sizable number, however,
have not been impressed. There are, in
fact, some seemingly legitimate theoretical criticisms levelled at CD and
digital recording, to wit: the sampling
rate is too low; the bit rate is too low;
the anti-aliasing filters cause terrible
phase shift. And so on and so on and
so on. Frankly, Ido not give a tinker's
dam about objections based on theoretical desiderata. What I do care
about is how something sounds, and
when something sounds as good as CDs
can
sound,
then
we
should
be
questioning the justification of those
criticisms instead of trying to convince ourselves that the sound is
horrible when in fact it is not.
But what about all those bad things
that some claim to be hearing, from
digital? It has been asserted that
digital's
finite noise
floor
is an
impenetrable barrier, below which the
system can reproduce no signal. That
should kill ambience, shouldn't it? But
it doesn't, because a process called
dithering** is used to extend that
floor downwards by about
15 dB,
yielding an effective dynamic range
(not to be confused with signal-tonoise ratio) of around 105 dB. This is
almost identical to the best analog
tape recorders with noise reduction
(on which its also possible to hear
signal below the noise floor).
Interestingly enough, as you might guess
from the above statement, dynamic
range should not be seen as digital's
big advantage: already the full range
** The concept and importance of
dither is explained quite fully by
Martin Colloms in Hi -Fi News &
Record Review, August 1983.

of analog is rarely utilized, not to
mention digital. Checking out what's
available on Compact Discs, we found
the dynamic range not even as great
as some analog discs (Volume 5,
Number
10, p.10). This does not
include measurements
on the new
Telarc discs, which we're just now
attempting to make (and which promise
to be really something).
We're not speaking here of the
pseudo-ambience which can be created
by analog tape hiss. We have personally experienced this artificial "ambience" (augmenting the real thing), and
enough others have, as well, for us to
accept it as a fact. This form of
ambience is of course lacking in digital
recording.
What about that wiry digital sound
from
massed
violins?
Now
that's
definitely a problem with most CDs. I
have had several months now to live
with a Sony CDP-101, and have run
through it an estimated 50 CDs ranging
from standard DG/London/CBS commercial fare to audiophile-type discs
from Telarc and M&K/Realtime Classics. Most have varied from fair to
awful. Our opinion is that the master
tapes also vary from fair to awful—
certainly this has been borne out in
those cases where we were able to
compare a Compact Disc to its analogdisc counterpart. And every time Iplay
a disc which should sound better than
previous ones, by virtue of better
microphones, better PCM mastering
systems or what have you, it does.
Yet there are still some problems
with the best CDs I've heard to date,
usually relating to high-end roughness
during loud passages. But no one I
have talked to has claimed that the
digital recorders used for mastering
those were the best around either.
Recording engineers who have made
comparisons declare that the bestsounding PCM recorder is the little
Sony PCM-F1, but there has not (to my
knowledge) as yet been a CD made
from a PCM-F1 tape. Interestingly, no
one has anyone ever complained about
the "digital sound" of Sonic Arts'
PCM-Fl-mastered analog-disc releases.
We hope to hear CDs from Sonic Arts
9

to verify our high opinion of CD's
potential.
CD does expose mercilessly all the
dirty tricks of the average big-name
record producer:* the high-end hype,
the multi-miking, the knob twiddling to
spotlight this instrument or that, and
the rest of the repertory of fraudulent
practices that all the major record
companies have been committing for
the past twenty years. Not only is
there no longer any excuse for these
practices, there are compelling reasons for abandoning them. Because of
the price of a CD player, will probably
not be purchased by anyone except the
person who cares about really good
sound. So record companies can no
longer pretend that their market is the
tone-deaf mass market they have been
catering to all these years. CD will

CD exposes, mercilessly, all the
dirty tricks of the average bigname record producer

force them to start giving us the best
recordings
they
can
deliver,
and
there's a helluva lot of room for
improvement there.
Many CD listeners have claimed
however that CD not only exposes
these
shenanigans,
it
exaggerates
them. I can think of several possible
reasons.
First,
there
is
growing
evidence that CD reproduction through
extremely wide-bandwidth electronics
(which do so well with MC phono
sources) does nasty things to the
sound. Since there is measurably very
little garbage from CDs above 20 kHz,
the reason remains a puzzlement but
there it is, nonetheless.
There is also, on most discs, an
* Even they are wising up, though. The
latest recordings from CBS, RCA, DG
and Philips are soft-pedalling the
spotlighting and zooming and EQing.
Except for a slight, lingering veil,
their
most
recent
recordings
are
beginning
to sound a little
like
releases from RealTime, Telarc and
English EMI.
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appalling shattery quality lurking behind full-orchestra passages. This is
such an awful sound that it probably
accounts for much of the disappointment (putting it mildly) that audiophiles have expressed. Yet again, the
fact that some orchestral recordings
are free (notably the CDs from M&K)
from this flaw would seem to be strong
evidence that the fault is not with the
system itself. Either there is some
defect that the system merely exposes
more clearly, or digital recording is
susceptible to an overload characteristic (or some other form of distortion) that has not yet been uncovered.
Thirdly,
record
producers claim
that analog-disc reproduction is and
always
has
been a losing battle
between high-end response and stylustracing distortion, and that the amount
of real top they can get onto a final
pressing is limited by the ability of a
cartridge—any
cartridge—to
trace
high-amplitude modulations
of very
short wavelength. This has resulted in
a backing off of very high frequencies
on analog discs. CDs don't have this
limitation, and one of the results is
more high frequency material than
you'll find on analog disc.
Those same record producers, being
in a position to compare their master
tapes with the CD reproduction thereof
(something an audiophile hasn't the
opportunity to do), insist that the CD
provides an almost perfect replication
of the master-tape sound. This finding
would imply that any shortcomings in
the
CD sound are
in
fact
only
reflecting shortcomings of the original
master recording.
The audiophile who hears a grossly
exaggerated and excessively hard high
end from CDs (because his system is
optimized
for
analog)
immediately
assumes that the CD is wrong. Here I
would beg to differ. In order to give
CD a fair shake, it is necessary to
assume, if only for the sake of openmindedness, that the CD high end is
right and the analog is wrong, and
adjust the playback system for a
musical high end balance from good
CDs, like Telarcs or M&K Classical.
Using the Acoustat 2+2s (driven by the

C-3 Premiere I), I have found this
adjustment to mean a depression of
the tweeter level by about 2 dB at
10kHz. Having carried out this adjustment,
it
then
begins
to become
possible to judge the quality of the CD
high end, not merely its quantity.
Under these circumstances CD shows
its potential. Of course with this
system
balance,
analog
material
sounds slightly dull and veiled (as well
as still suffering all the other ills of
analog), which is what the people who
design this stuff have been trying to
tell us all along: analog has been
obscuring much of the sonic garbage
originating ahead of our home sound
reproduction systems.
I am not yet prepared to declare
that the Compact Disc system is
perfect, nor even that the Sony 101 is
the best-sounding player. Sony's 701
sounded slightly sweeter at the high
end, and some who have tried the
Philips/Magnavox claim it to be the
best of the bunch. But what Iwill aver
is that, at its best, there is so little
the matter with the sound from even
the Sony that anyone who appreciates
good sound should think twice before
passing up the opportunity of hearing
what the CD medium can do. And what
it can do must be heard to be believed!
I do not, however, expect to see
CD replace the LP for a long time, and
Iwon't hazard a guess as to how long,
because there is no way a laserdisc
player can ever be made to sell as
cheaply as a cheap phono unit. If the
LP is superseded in the mass market,
I think it more likely that it will be
killed by the audio cassette, not by
the CD. But it is my personal opinion
(and not necessarily the magazine's)
that the CD will wipe out the LP in
less than 5 years as the preferred
medium for audio perfectionists. And
before that time, most of the program
material which set sound-quality standards during the previous five years
will be available on CD.
We are already reviewing CDs in
Stereophile, and will be reviewing lots
more in the future. If you own a
player, the reviews will mean a lot
more to you, because you will hear

what we report about the sound of
those recordings. And because it is
necessary for us take seriously a
record manufacturer who tells us, in
effect, what his original tapes sound
like, we are going to be relying heavily
(although not exclusively as yet) on
good CDs as a reference source for
judging other reproducing-system components.
A Compact
Disc
player,
with
suitable software, can provide a good
enough signal source to satisfy the
musical needs of most people who are
more into music listening than compowe see... the ultimate
freedom from fiddle-diddling
and record-playing ritual

nent
tweaking.
Stereophile's
"holy
grail" is the ultimate music-lover's
system, and we see as part of that
system the ultimate freedom from
fiddle-diddling and record-playing ritual. The CD has freed us from that,
while at the same time providing the
potential for more accurate sound than
any amount of tweaking can elicit from
an analog-disc player. And as long as
the sound from CDs continues to
improve whenever acknowlwedged improvements are made at the recording
end, it would seem that its potential
now rests with the people who make
the recordings. So we won't really
know of what CD is capable until
companies like Reference Recordings
and Proprius start releasing on the new
medium.
Without your own CD player, you
will not be able to understand why I
feel this way about CD, and will only
be able to wonder where I'm coming
from. And consider: with your own
input-signal
reference
source,
you
won't have to rely on Stereophile (or
any other magazine) to find the ideal
combination of cartridge, arm and
preamp. A comparison of the best CDs
and their equivalent analog discs, as
an
evaluative
tool
for
comparing
analog equipment, is very revealing. Of
(cont'd on page 36)
11

EQUIPMENT REPORTS
The Conrad-Johnson Premier I
Power Amplifier
All-tubed stereo power amplifier. Rated
power: 200 watts/channel continuous
into 4, 8 or 16 ohms, 30 to 15k Hz.
Frequency response: 20 to 20k Hz, +/0.5 dB. Power consumption: 500 watts
max. Dimensions 19" W by 10-3/4" H by
24" D. Weight: 135 lbs. Price: $4,350.
MANUFACTURER: Conrad-Johnson Design,
Inc.,
1474
Pathfinder
La.,
McLean, VA 22101.
This moby power amp, with its 12
output
tubes
and
three
massive
transformers, is the biggest, heaviest,
costliest power amplifier I have ever
had in my home. Ihope none of these
records is ever broken, because this
amplifier was almost more than my
117-pound frame could cope with! (Had
it not been for our stalwart publisher,
who weighs in at 220 pounds and
tosses
engine
blocks
around
for
exercise, the Premier I might still be
in its shipping crate.)
There is a critical weight, 1 feel,
beyond which no power amplifier ought
to go, and this one goes far beyond
that. The fact that one is capable of
manhandling 125 pounds of dead weight
from one side of the room to the other
is of less importance, Ifeel, than the
risk that even the burliest of us run of
throwing a back out when trying to
hoist that kind of weight off the floor.
My suggestion: no piece of audio gear
should weigh more than 65 lbs. unless
absolutely necessary. By "necessary"
I refer to the fact that, while it may
not be possible to reduce the weight of
a loudspeaker system without sacrificing
performance,
it
is
always
possible to divide a power amplifier
into two mono units, each weighing
little more than half of the original
stereo one. And if this means going
from a common power supply to two
separate ones, it is more likely to
improve
the performance of each
12

channel rather than degrade it. That is
what I feel C-3 should have done with
this one. It still couldn't be shipped by
UPS, but at least the trucker wouldn't
get mad at you for asking him to hoist
it up onto the tailgate.
Prospective buyers of any tubed
amplifier of this size should realize at
the outset that it is going to eat up a
lot of electric power, and that it will
cost them an arm and a leg to replace
a set
of
tubes.
C-3 makes
no
predictions for the life of the output
tubes in this monster, but long or
short there will eventually come a day
of reckoning. And 6 tubes at $10 to
$20 each (depending on source) is not
an expense to be sneezed at. On the
other hand, Isuppose it can be argued
that anyone who can afford $4000 for
an amplifier can certainly afford a
$100 or so for a set of new tubes.
This
amplifier* was
claimed
by
another magazine
to be the best in
the world. It would be nice if that were
E
.
Lie,
-.
because this is by no means the
most expensive amplifier money can
buy. (Citation and Audio Research both
have models selling for over $5000.) I
think, however, that "the best" is a
rash and irresponsible statement to
make about any amplifier, because
power amps do not exist in a vacuum.
The "best" power amplifier for use
with one superb loudspeaker may well
not be the best amp for use with
another superb loudspeaker. Which,
then, is the best? So much for that!
Ican see—or rather hear—a lot of
what prompted that magazine to go
gaga over the Premier I. It is clean. It
is in fact one of the most effortlessly
pristine-sounding amplifiers around today. Its middle highs (brightness) are
almost perfectly neutral, being neither
prominent nor subdued. In this respect, it does not sound tube-like. It
images superbly, it reproduces apparent depth like few amps 1have heard,
'"
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The massive but simple Conrad-Johnson Premiere I
it has as sumptuously smooth and
graceful a high end—even through
electrostatics—as any amplifier, and
it has the kind of low-end heft and
authority that is usually elicited only
from high-powered solid-state amps
with beefed-up power supplies. But it
is not going to be all things to all
people.
With big electrostatic systems,
under most circumstances, I would
judge the Premier Ito be the amplifier
of choice. There is not another Iknow
of that would surpass it. An exceptional circumstance could be a large
electrostatic which is too big for the
listening room (like the Acoustat 4s in
a 12X15 room). In that situation,
heaviness would be produced throughout the bass range. For that, Iwould
not recommend the Premier 1, because
the amp itself has a tendency to
fatten up the low end—not a pronounced tendency in the case of
electrostatics, but just enough to
make a bad situation worse. But every
other aspect of the Premier l's sound
is a perfect complement to every
characteristic of most electrostatics—

1
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their slightly exaggerated high end and
"airiness,"
their
slightly
reticent
middle range, and their ability to
subject every bit of amplifier distortion to the most microscopic of
scrutiny.
But ...the Premier Idoes not do
as well with most of the dynamic loudspeaker systems we had on hand. The
remarkable depth is there, as are the
incredible inner detail and spaciousness, but its high end—so gorgeously
sweet and musical through electrostatics, becomes noticeably dull through
most dynamic tweeters which typically
take a nose dive above 12 to 15k Hz.
And
the
slight
low-end
richness
through wide-range electrostatics can
turn into oppressiveness, heaviness,
and looseness
through a dynamic
system designed to produce just the
right amount of low-end damping with
an amplifier having very high damping
factor. This is not the fault of the
amplifier
but
a simple
case
of
incompatibility;
and
when
dynamic
tweeters become more accurate (some
may already be that accurate—we just
haven't heard them) our feelings about
13

the suitability of the Premier for
dynamic speakers may have to be
revised. In other words, here we go
again!
I feel the need to pontificate.
(Sounds a little vulgar!) And again,
this is a point Ihave made many times
before in these pages. The high-end
audio industry outgrew mix-'n-match
years ago, and it is past time that it
recognized that fact. There is NO
SUCH THING as the ideal amplifier or
the ideal loudspeaker; there is only the
ideal amplifier/loudspeaker combination. Neither can be considered as an
entity unto itself. As long as amplifier
and loudspeaker manufacturers continue to pretend that their design is
universal, and will work at its best
with _arm good loudspeaker or amplifier, this field is going to continue to
chase its tail the way it has for the
past ten years. Amplifier designers
should choose a specific loudspeaker
system to design against, and have the
courage to recommend it as
the
speaker of choice with their amp.
Likewise,
loudspeaker
designers
should recommend as first choice the
power amp they optimized their design
for.
If they continue to leave it up to
the "subjective-testing" magazines to
do this for them, they deserve what
they have been getting from certain
unnamed quarters.
Everything considered, I have to
agree this is a Rolls Royce of tubed
amplifiers. I cannot agree that it, or
for that matter any amplifier, is "the
best." But wouldn't it be nice if all our
component-selection problems, like our
country's woes, could be cured just by
throwing money at them.
JGH

The Watkins WE-1
Speaker System
Four-way system with three 8-inch
woofers (one as a subwoofer), two 5inch cone midranges and one 1-1/4-inch
soft-dome
tweeter.
Crossovers
at
2,500, 100 and 40 Hz. Sensitivity 89
dB at 1 meter for 1 watt in. Nominal
impedance 8 ohms. Minimum power 30
14

watts.
Power
capacity
200 watts
unclipped. Dimensions 53-3/8" H by 317/8" W by 12-1/2" D. Weight 129 lbs.
each. Price $2990. MANUFACTURER:
Watkins Engineering, 1019 East Center
St., Kingsport, TN 37660.
First I should clear up what may be an
ambiguity in the driver-lineup spec for
these speakers. In each system, three
8-inch cone speakers serve as woofers.
Two of these cross over from the
midrange drivers at 100 Hz. Crossover
to the third 8-incher—the subwoofer—
is at 40 Hz. Thus, two woofers are
active from 100 Hz down to 40 Hz, and
all three are active below 40. In other
words, the third woofer does not come
into play until the frequency drops to
the point where the radiating area of
two 8-inchers starts to become inadequate for moving air, at which point
the additional area of
the
third
speaker is thrown in. Below 40, all
three are working together.
This is a big speaker with a big
sound. In fact it is physically so large
that a lot of people are going to think
twice before handing over the domination of their listening room to a pair of
them. The WE-1 can put out stupefyingly
high
volume
levels
without
strain, yet it can reproduce surprisingly well the delicacy and size of a solo
guitar, which is a rare accomplishment. Nonetheless it promises to be a
rather controversial system among
perfectionists. What the Watkins does
well is superb; its defects exist, but
their importance will depend on your
particular taste on reproduced sound.
For example: At what I would
consider to be "comfortable" listening
levels, with accurate signal sources,
these speakers have a rather soft,
closed-in high end. At higher levels,
approximating the "right" volume for
the material, the ear's increasing
sensitivity to high frequencies allows
the tweeters to open up, producing one
of the most musically natural high
ends Ihave heard for a long time. This
is not, however, your usual audiophilestyle high-end tizz, but the soft and
detailed top one hears from real
instruments.

Overall, the WE-1 possesses a rich
tonal balance rather than a perfectly
accurate tonal balance. (Audiophiles
have demonstrated countless times, by
their lack of support in the marketplace, that they do not really want
accuracy.)
It
is
somewhat
polite
through the middle range, having had
designed into it a little bit of that
laid-back BBC dip. * Spectral balance
and most instrumental timbres are just
right, but the system lacks the last
degree of snap that puts the music
right in the room with you. Lower
brasses and piano bass strings are
reproduced well but with a certain
reticence—a lack of aggressivess that
tends to mitigate the impact of certain
kinds of music. Lower highs—the socalled brightness range—are absolutely superb, without a trace of stridency
or steeliness. As a result, massed
violins have that rare combination of
sweetness
and resinous
bite that
spells realism.
The WE-1 -does not cotton to tubed
amplifiers we had on hand, especially
the EAR 509. Even the Conrad-Johnson
Premier Ifell short in the lowest bass
and high treble. The speaker's bass
performance is rather amplifier-dependent; bass from the above-mentioned
tubes tends to be too heavy, loose and
woolly, with noticeably restricted lowbass range. With good, high-powered
(say 200-watt) solid-state amplifiers,
bass from the WE-is is exceedingly
deep and has tremendous impact, but
is
still oddly undifferentiated, as
though it is all being generated by the
same kind of (unidentifiable) instrument.
Most tubed amplifiers also make
the speaker's normally accurate high
end too soft. The EAR 509 (see Volume
6, Number 3) made the Watkins' high
* The BBC dip is not an English
ballroom-dance movement, but a broad
middle-range frequency-response depression designed into loudspeakers to
make them sound farther away from
the listener than they actually are. It
helped to make the Rogers LS-3/5a one
of the most popular small speakers
ever sold.

end too crisp and hard. which in view
of the sound of the other tubed amps
through it leads me to believe that the
WE-1's tweeters or HF crossover may
have an impedance anomaly that will
cause certain amplifiers to behave in
strange and unpredictable ways. (The
EARs do not sound bright on anything
else we have tried them with.)
Although probably not the only
power amps that will work well with the
WE-1,
the Acoustat
TNT-200
and
Threshold 5/500 were found to be ideal
for use with these speakers. (The
Acoustat was written up in Volume 5,
Number 5, and the Threshold review
appears elsewhere in this issue.)
Reproduction of depth is not one of
the Watkins' strong points, although it
does not so much flatten the sound
field as compress it somewhat, front
to back. The system images well but
not stupendously. There is a small
amount of vertical-venetian-blind ef-

The Watkins WE-1, front and center.
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fect
with
lateral
motion
of
the
listener, and while this is not at all
severe it is enough to make narrow
stereo images a little broad and
diffuse, but with good stability (i.e.,
little wandering with changing pitches).
Center imaging is only fair, with mono
50
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handful of high-priced loudspeakers
which I can recommend equally for
demanding audiophiles and for affluent
music lovers. The WE-Is can make old
and
mediocre
recordings
(late-'60s
Colurnbias, e.g.) eminently listenable,
while making a CD playback of no2«
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sources occupying a width of about
10% of the distance between loudspeaker centers. The WE-Is do, however, provide a very wide listening
area, from which both good stereo
imaging and spread are audible. This
makes it a very social system, in the
sense that several people can enjoy
listening to it at one time instead of
having to vie for the privilege of
sitting in the "sweet spot." Surprisingly, considering its multiplicity of
vertical drivers, the WE-1's sound is
practically
unaffected
by
listening
height. One can stand or sit without
producing more than a very slight
change in what is heard from them.
Now that I have picked this to
pieces, nit by nit, I should admit that
I found it to be one of the most easyto-listen-to systems I have lived with
for a long time. It is not all that
forgiving of imperfect input material,
yet because there is so little that is
musically wrong with its sound, it
induces an almost irresistible inclination to ignore the sound and just enjoy
the music. Under the circumstances, it
is unfortunate that the word "musical"
has become an audiophile pejorative
(it now means "euphoniously colored
and agreeably veiled"), because musical is exactly what this system is. In
fact, this is one of a very small
16

holds-barred recordings like Telarc's
"Firebird" Suite a hair-raising and
quite exhausting experience. The system's ability to project an impression
of immense power as well as delicacy
and
detail
is
one
of
its
most
remarkable and attractive attributes.
To put this system in perspective,
its cost is higher than that of most
Acoustat models and slightly less than
the going Stateside ticket for a pair of
Quad ESL-63s. The WE-1 images better
than the Acoustats but not quite as
well as the Quads. It will reproduce,
cleanly, higher signal levels than the
Acoustats
and
substantially
higher
levels than the Quads. It does not
have quite the liquidity or inner detail
of these electrostatics, it has relatively less high-end output than either
one (but appropriate electronics can
make them comparable), but it has
deeper, tighter bass than any electrostatic. Generally, the electrostatics do
better repr9ducing small-scale musical
ensembles
while the WE-I is almost
* This description is much more apt
for the Quads than the Acoustats; the
Acoustat Models 3, 4, 2+2, 6, and 8
can all produce a very respectable
feeling of realism with orchestral
material, only slightly less convincingly than the Watkins.
LA

unmatched in its ability to render
convincingly the power and size of a
full symphony orchestra, an operatic
production or a solo grand piano at
their original levels. (Listening to
Mobile Fidelity's trains and thunderstorms on this system is a mindblower!)
Summing up then: The WE-1 is not
perfection incarnate, but in my opinion
it
is
an enviable achievement in
loudspeaker
design,
an
expensive
dynamic system that's well worth its
cost.
3C11-1
Note:
As this review appears, the Watkins
WE-I remains firmly ensconced as
JGH's reference system. In fact, for
the first time since my adoption of
Stereophile there has been a respite
from JGH's recurrent pleas, "It just
doesn't sound real," or, "I haven't
liked anything I've listened to for
months." Instead I hear, "Have you
noticed how these grow on you?"
LA

The CX Noise-Reduction
System
Although it has been around for a
couple of years now, CX is the latest
NR system to hit the audio market. It
is a full-spectrum compander system
which compresses dynamic range during
recording
and
expands
it
in
(supposedly)
complementary
fashion
during playback. When the compresseddynamic-range signal is recorded at
the usual maximum level on disc, the
quietest passages are raised well
above the disc's background noise.
When the signal is expanded again in
playback, the low-level passages are
shoved back down where they were to
begin with, but the disc noise goes
down by the same amount.
The compress-expand action takes
place only at signal levels of -40 dB
and lower, and the amount of compression or expansion which occurs is
related to the signal level. Thus, for a
signal of -20 dB (below maximum
available),
there
is
virtually
no

compression/expansion. For a signal
level of -60 dB, 20 dB of compression
or
complementary
expansion
takes
place. The transition from the linear
amplification range to the nonlinear
compress or expand range is very
gradual, so while correct "tracking" of
the system requires signal-level matching (like the Dolby systems) it is not
nearly as critical; since it operates
across
the
whole
audio
range,
record/play mistracking does not cause
changes in frequency response. Mistracking causes only small changes in
channel balance.
There's more to it. The control
signal, which determines the amount of
expansion or compression at a given
moment, is drawn from the input signal
and then filtered through four simple
resistor/capacitor networks which provide different attack and release times
in different parts of the audio range,
to minimize audible "breathing" or
expansion due to surface ticks and
pops. The RC network also filters out
of the control signal (not the audio
signal) the range below 100 Hz, so as
to prevent false "cues" from things
like turntable rumble, the usual wide
range of low-frequency arm/cartridge
resonances, and the sharp response
cutoff below 40 Hz from LaserVision
players.
Like Dolby, the only thing
that
saves
CX from total signal
destruction as a result of this complex
control-signal processing is the fact
that the same processing is applied in
playback. Thus, whatever signal-level
irregularities are introduced during
record are cancelled out during playback.
The avowed purpose of CX is to
produce a recording which will equal
the quality of a Dolbyed or dbxed disc
when decoded, but will play with
acceptable quality when played without
decoding. The catch, of course, is
whose standards of "acceptable" we
apply here.
Before CBS even announced their
new noise-reduction system, they sent
several CX-encoded discs to reviewers
and consumers for their comments,
without mentioning the fact that there
was anything "special" about them.
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Not one of them, it would seem,
noticed anything amiss. Since they
were not looking for anything different, they heard nothing different, and
rated the sound of the records as
being
"average"
or
"better
than
average." CX, it seemed, had passed
the test for compatibility.
We thought it interesting that none
of those market-test CXs were sent to
critical reviewers, like those writing
for the underground magazines. CBS's
decision not to do so probably made
sense, because they knew "critical"
listeners would not listen to CX discs
without a decoder. Their reasoning
was: The undecoded discs need to
sound acceptable to people who don't
care all that much about good sound.
Those who do care can use the decoder
and get sound which is comparable to
the best they get anywhere else.
Their objective here was to avoid
the double-inventory trap which has
practically killed the dbx-encoded disc.
Undecoded dbxed discs sound positively awful—shrill, pinched, and seesawing in volume, so record dealers
wishing to provide for people who do

and don't have decoders must carry a
double
inventory
of
encoded
and
standard discs. Few dealers will. As a
result, if you want dbx-encoded discs
you go to your local high-end audio
salon.
If
you
want
the
regular,
unencoded discs, you go to your local
record store. This is the situation CX
was designed to prevent.
But CX has generated more controversy in the audio field than any other
noise-reduction system to date. Many
recording engineers won't touch it with
the proverbial ten-foot pole, others
(including, obviously, most of those at
CBS) seem to feel it's the greatest
thing since underwear. Its critics,
however, have been even more inarticulate about their complaints than
foes of digital audio. All I have ever
been able to get out of anyone has
been such helpful observations as
"It's horrible!" or "It screws up the
sound."
It
seems
to
me
that
"subjective-testing" magazines have
been doing their thing for long enough
now to encourage audio people to at
least !Ex and describe something they
are hearing. Oh well, maybe in a better
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world .. .
Just how bad is CX? Or, how good
is it? As is often the case, it all
depends. A CXed disc, on a typical
cheapie
steereo,
sounds
virtually
indistinguishable from any other commercial
disc.
And
that
kind
of
phonograph is probably what most
people (that is, those who have stereo
at
all)
are
listening
to.
These
phonographs are usually not played
very loudly, and they have poor low
end. And
those
factors
are
the
salvation of CX.
CX's sonic flaws when undecoded
do not really show up unless a
recording is listened to at fairly high
level on a system with decent low end.
Only then is one aware that the lowlevel garbage from the original recording (hall or studio rumblings, tape
hiss, and miscellaneous unidentifiable
burbles and thuds) is on the disc at a
substantially higher level than it is on
un-CXed
discs.
And
since
these
extraneous noises are much louder
than
the
disc's
own
background
noise, they are far more conspicuous
and annoying than they ever are from
an unencoded disc. In most cases, the
compressed dynamic range of the CXencoded disc is not noticeable, except
as a loss of dramatic impact in music
that should have wide dynamic range,
or by direct comparison with the
decoded playback. But the obtrusiveness of that low-level garbage is
enough to disqualify any CX-encoded
recording for serious listening—unless
it is decoded.
The low cost of a CX decoder is
CBS's other weapon in this attack on
noise. The CX decoder is now available
from CBS as an integrated circuit
chip, at a low enough price to permit
its use in components (such as the
Audionics RS-2 preamp) without jacking up their price by more than $20 or
so. And CBS has
recently made
available an outboard CX decoder, for
use in any system, priced at $25. (This
price sure makes a dbx-II decoder, at
$100, look like a rip-off.) The CX chips
are now routinely included in LaserVideo disc players and in the latest CED
videodisc players from RCA; and all

recent
videodisc releases in both
formats, of program material where
sound is considered important (i.e.,
musicals, rock concerts), are encoded
for CX.
When properly decoded, there is
nothing to distinguish a CXed disc
from an ordinary disc except the
former's markedly lower surface noise.
There is also, consistently, a very
subtle veil over the sound of all CXed
playbacks which might be attributed to
the encode/decode circuitry were it
not for the fact that much the same
slight veiling is characteristic of
practically all discs from all record
companies iFat aren't aiming their
product primarily at audiophiles. This
would imply that the veiling is due to
nothing more than the usual mike
preamps and mixing boards, as opposed to the unusual (and much better)
ones favored by the audiophile-oriented
recording companies.
How, then, do I feel about CBS's
wunderkind? I approve. I agree with
the perfectionists that an undecoded
CX disc sounds much worse than a
conventional disc, and that in that
context CX is not "compatible." But I
must also agree with CBS's apparent
view: that people who don't care
enough about sound to bother adding a
CX decoder won't care either about the
shortcomings of an undecoded CXed
disc, and probably won't even hear
those shortcomings. Ifeel that this is
a good system, but I can understand
why it has not been adopted by the
record industry at large. The reason is
that most record companies do not see
their market as a vast black area (the
people who don't care about sound) and
a large white area (the audiophiles),
but as a very large gray area wherein a
lot of people who can hear sonic
differences do care, but only just so
much.
Most people who own so-called
mediocre stereo systems, but have a
certain predilection for better sound,
continue to pay premium prices for
fancy records (e.g. Mobile Fidelity)
because, even on those phonographs,
they sound better. And I suspect that
this market—the people who care
19

somewhat about sound—is the largest
one of all. And that market is the
reason why most record companies are
loath to make their records sound
worse to most record buyers, in
exchange for the potential of better
sound for owners of CX decoders.
So it becomes one of those Catch22 situations in which the record
industry will not adopt CX until a
majority of record buyers own CX
decoders, and the majority of record
1 am going to make a prediction
about CX. Idon't think it will get off
the ground. At least, not for LP discs.
The new Beta
and JVC's version
thereof will prevent CX from ever
taking hold in the videotape market.
Dolby B is firmly enough entrenched as
the industry-standard noise-reduction
system for audio cassettes that it can
not easily be displaced there. The
Compact Disc is already showing signs
of taking over the audio-perfectionist
market, and it does not need noise
reduction. So what's left? Videodiscs.
CX is already the de facto standard
for high-quality audio from both laser
and CEO discs. It is the only noisereduction standard that has ever been
used for these systems, and increasing numbers of players and discs are
incorporating CX. Five years from now,
Ithink that is the only place where we
will still be encountering CX. And why
not? It's the ideal system for that
application.
JGH

The Harman-Kardon
140 Phono Unit
Two-speed
belt-drive
semi-automatic
phono unit. Speeds 33 and 45 rpm.
Platter 2.2 lb aluminum. Tone arm
effective mass 8 grams. Three-point
suspension with counterweighted subchassis. Removable low-cap cables
w/gold-plated plugs. Soft platter mat.
Optional hinged dust cover (included).
Disc stabilizer. Wow and flutter 0.04%
weighted. Rumble 65 dB. Capacitance
trims 160, 250, 350 pF. Price $280.
MANUFACTURER:
Harman-Kardon,
Inc., 240 Crossways Dr., Woodbury,
N.Y. 07466.
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This is the price range in which most
turntables are only slightly mitigated
junk. One exception which we found
recently was the English C. J. Walker
C3-55, which cost $399 without a tone
arm. The H-K T-40 costs about $120
less, with an arm. Since a good tone
arm runs about $100, how could this
unit possibly be any good? A reasonable question, Iwould say.
The T-4Q is semi-automatic. What
this means is that, while it won't place
the arm in the groove, it will start the
platter rotating when you swing the
arm over it, and then stop the platter
and lift the arm when you reach the
end of the side. Not the ultimate in
automated convenience, but at least
you can leave a disc playing without
having to worry about the stylus
wearing a channel in the lead-out
groove if you aren't there to lift it off
at disc's end.
The "three-point suspension" referred to in the manufacturer's description is not what we normally think
of as a three-point suspension. This
one is not a floating three-pointer for
the arm/platter assembly, but for the
motor alone. The arm and platter are
firmly secured to the base, which is
"isolated" from the surface beneath by
four rather stiffly sprung feet, which
confer
little
isolation
from
floor
bounce and
none from floorborne
acoustic feedback. They do, however,
allow one to level the unit, although
continue to wonder why everyone uses
four feet for this purpose when three
would make leveling easier and save
some production cost as well.
There is a spring-operated antiskate adjustment located on the base
of the tone arm, and—an unusual
convenience—a three-position switch
right on the front panel which adjusts
the amount of capacitive
loading
across the cartridge. This can be
optimized by ear, if you can hear any
difference with your cartridge, or can
be done more reliably by measurement
(at the preamp's Tape out connections) with a suitable test record. (Its
high end must be cut to the RIAA
curve.)
The disc stabilizer supplied is

about a I-lb. piece of steel with a softrubber cover. The rubber does not
contact the disc, so "stabilization"
must be obtained entirely through
contact of the disc with the soft
platter mat—something which is facilitated by a slight depression of the
mat's
center
to accommodate the
raised label area. The top of the
stabilizer also has suitable markings

convincing oneself that a record which
sounds off-speed isn't.
Like all other belt-drive 'tables
have ever encountered, this one has
very low torque. The "Speed-Lock"
feature, which simply stabilizes the
motor-drive oscillator from a quartzcrystal standard, does not involve any
servo-loop feedback from the platter
itself: the platter torque is no higher

on it to allow it to serve as a
stroboscope, for accurate speed setting. This is of dubious value, because
the 'table's own "speed lock" provides
very accurate 33- and 45-rpm speeds.
The only time one might need the
vernier adjust would be for matching a
disc's musical pitch to that of, say, a
piano, at which time a strobe is of no
value. A strobe is always useful to
have around, though, even if only for

in the "Lock" mode than out of it.
(With complete servo-feedback systems
which
sense
platter
speed,
platter torque is adjusted up or down
to hold it at proper speed regardless
of small variations in load.) The T-40
has enough torque to allow one to
clean a disc with a Decca brush
without everything grinding to a halt,
but a Dust Bug causes a couple of
percent of slowing in outer grooves,
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and a Discwasher pad just brings
everything to a stop in about three
revolutions. All this is normal with
belt-drive 'tables, and is part of the
price one pays
for
the
normally
superior sonic performance of belt
drives.
In the Lock modes, both the 33 and
45 speeds ran very slightly fast (by an
estimated
0.5%)
with
no
platter
loading, and were close to being
precisely on with 2 grams of tracking
force—a hair slow in outer grooves and
an equal amount fast in inner grooves.
(Slowing under load was a trifle
greater when using a cartridge with a
cleaning or damping brush, such as the
Shures or Stantons.) It should be
pointed out that the speed "errors"
noted were too small to be audible,
amounting to small fractions of one
musical semitone. (The ear is far less
sensitive to long-term speed error than
to rapid fluctuations of speed.)
The instructions
are
adequate,
although there are several inadvertent
cases of grammaticide—not uncommon
when translations from the Japanese
are not carefully proof-read. Example:
"Note: Close the cover while reproduction to prevent howling." (That one
should cause some howling on its own.
LA) There are several other references
to "howling" therein, suggesting that
feedback might be a problem with the
T-40. It is in fact no more a problem
than with most other 'tables, but when
it occurs it is more likely to be a
growing rumble than a "howl."
The tone arm was the real surprise
with this unit. Although obviously not
very expensive, it has surprisingly low
vertical and lateral friction, unusually
low mass, and remarkable freedom
from spurious and unpredictable resonances. Because of its relatively low
mass and light counterweight, it is
best
suited
for
use
with
highcompliance cartridges such as the
better moving-magnet types. It will not
counterbalance more than 8 grams of
weight at the headshell, which rules
out the use of heavy cartridges as well
as the addition of large amounts of
headshell mass to accommodate cartridges with limited compliance.
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Lateral friction in the arm is rather
higher than vertical friction. This
makes it a bit higher than that of the
best arms we've encountered, not
surprising at this price level (many of
the good arms cost more than this
entire unit). This simply means that a
cartridge which is capable of clean
tracking at 1-1/4 gram tip force in a
low-friction arm (Shure's V-15-IV for
instance) will require between 1-1/2
and 2 grams in the T-40.
The unit handles superbly, with a
solid, positive feel, and the arm lift
works flawlessly and quietly. The T-40
has extremely low rumble but exhibits
a tendency towards airborne acoustic
feedback at around 50 Hz. This is not
helped by closing the lid. The arm is
generally inert (i.e., free from resonances), with the worst resonance
occurring at around 280 Hz. This
appeared to be a longitudinal resonance of the tone-arm tube, and added
a subtle hollowness to the sound. This
plus a slight upper-middle-range forwardness were the only colorations
contributed by the tone arm. Highs
from a given cartridge were as smooth
as with any arm I've used but not quite
as clean during heavily modulated passages.
This, then, is not as good as one
can do with a separate turntable and a
really good arm, but it is more than
worth the asking price, and is highly
recommended for the budget-strapped.
Once you're at the Harman-Kardon
store, though, why not dig up the $120
needed to buy the T-60 reviewed by the
Audio Cheapskate on page 52, which
comes significantly closer to what
separates can do.
JGH

The Threshold S/500 Stasis
Power Amplifier
Solid-state
stereo
amplifier.
250
watts/channel, max. current 22 amp.
Frequency response 1to 100k Hz, +0/3 dB. Damping factor 100 from 20 to
20k Hz. Slew rate 80 V/usec. Dimensions 19" W by 19" D by 9-1/2" H,
overall. Weight 92 lbs. Price $2970.
MANUFACTURER:
Threshold
Corp.,
1832 Tribute Rd., Suite E, Sacramento,
CA 95815.
It's interesting how tubed and solidstate power amplifiers
have been
sounding more and more similar of
late. Not too many years ago, you
could identify the kind of amplifier you
were listening to in about 30 seconds
(often less). Solid-state amps were
tight and controlled at the low end,
slightly flat and grainy and rather
withdrawn-sounding through the middle
range, and more or less tipped-up and
sizzly-crisp at the high end. Tubed
amps were warm, mellow, fat through
the midbass, deficient in deep bass,
bright and forward in the middle range,
and pleasantly, consonantly soft at
the high end. I have tended for some
years to assume that the ultimate
correctness, if indeed there is any

such thing, lay somewhere in between,
but whether the tubes or the transistors were hewing closer to the mark
was something about which I was not
prepared to hazard a guess. Tubes
sounded more "musical," but transistors had greater detail and better low
end.
With the arrival on the premises of
two top-performing (and top-priced)
representatives from the two camps—
the solid-state S/500 Stasis and the
tubed
Conrad-Johnson Premier
I—I
have
enjoyed
the
opportunity
of
comparing them side by side. No longer
is there an immediate that's-tube-andthat's-solid-state difference. But the
same differences remain, even though
diminished in degree.
The Conrad-Johnson does not have
the
glary
middle-range
brightness
which, through the years, I have come
to associate with tubes, but neither
does the Threshold have that withdrawn, distant middle range that was
for so long the trademark of the solidstate amplifier. By comparison, the CJ still has a softer high end than the
Threshold, but the difference is no
longer night-and-day dramatic. I will
still hand the edge to the C-J for
musicality through the most revealing
speakers:
electrostatics.
But
the
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Threshold is so close to it in this
respect that the choice might now be
made on the basis of personal taste
rather than on what sounds good and
what sounds awful.
The C-3 seems to reproduce depth
and
perspective
better
than
the
Stasis, but the Stasis seems to have
more solidity and ease at comparable
listening levels—a difference Icannot
attribute merely to a 25% difference in
rated output. The C-3 gets hot in
normal use (of course it would, with
all those tubes), while the Stasis just
squats there with its cooling fins
barely
warmer
than
your
fingers,
practically daring you to blow out your
speakers.
But it is at the low end where the
S/500 stands out from the crowd. 1
have never, ever heard an amplifier
that can control woofers the way this
one does. Low-end detail from every
speaker I fed it to was better than I
had heard from those speakers before.
It is also one amplifier that has the
capability of wiping out a bad load
instead of vice versa. Idid not try the
amplifier on the Quad 63s, but I have
a strong suspicion that Quad's throwa-c rowbar-acros s-the-amplifier outputprotection system would be splattered
all over the map by this amplifier,
simply because of its ability to throw
overkill-type power at anything that
stands in its way. (An accidental
speaker-cable short caused a white
flash that melted the offending wire
strands.) I had the feeling this thing
could cold-start a Mack truck.
The S/500 is the second solid-state
power amp I have found which does
superbly on Acoustat speakers. It is
slightly tighter and deeper at the low
end, and perhaps a tad smoother at
the top, than Acoustat's own amp.
Differences are small though, and
whether or not they are worth almost
three times the price of Acoustat's
TNT-200 is something only a prospective buyer can decide for him or
herself.
Other observations: The S/500 has
superb
inner
definition,
revealing
individual voices in complex program
material as well as any amp I have
24

heard to date.* It is very quiet, and
except for a momentary dimming of the
house lights when first turned on, it
just sits there and does its thing.
At this point, I would rate this
among the best amplifiers available,
for use with the widest variety of
speakers. C-J's Premier I, I feel, is
still slightly more agreeable-sounding
with most electrostatic speakers, but
I also think the S/500 is the closest
an amplifier has ever come to being All
Things To All People. If this does not
become a Classic in its own time (i.e.,
before it is replaced by an S/500B), I
will be very surprised.
JGH
* It is both amusing and chastening to
recall that when Ireviewed the Infinity
HCA amplifier some four years ago, I
declared that audio electronics had
become about as good as they needed
to. That was before the Berning TF-10
preamp, the Acoustat PNP and TNT200, the Conrad-Johnson Premier I,
the Threshold S/500, etc., etc. Ihave
since become more prudent.

The Head TX-4
Step-up Transformer
Step-up transformer for moving-coil
cartridges. Impedances 4, 15 or 40
ohms selectable. Frequency response
+0.2 to -1 dB, 3 to 100k Hz. Less than
+1-5 degrees phase shift, 20 to 20k Hz.
Rise time less than 2 usec at any
level. Channel balance within 0.1 dB.
Channel separation better than 70 dB,
20 to 20k Hz. Hum rejection greater
than 60 dB. Dimensions 3" W by 3" H
by 10" D. Price $575. IMPORTF.R:
Apature, RFD-1, Route 2, Preston, CT
06360.
It's worth mentioning right off that the
designer of this product is Tim de
Paravacini, who also designed the EAR
509
tubed
amplifier
(reviewed
in
Volume 6, Number 3) and the classic
Luxman 3045 amplifier.
One of the keys to Tim's success
with amplifiers has been his approach
to the design of a better audio
transformer. This much-maligned corn-

ponent has been blamed (and rightly
so) for the sonic failings of microphones, mixers, electrostatic speakers
and tubed amplifiers at the frequency
extremes, and it was the acknowledged
imperfection of transformers that led
Julius Futterman to design his legendary
output-transformerless
(OIL)
tubed amplifier. Recently, transformer
design has started getting the attention it deserves, partly I believe
because Mr. de Paravacini led the way.

I tested the Head during the same
time I was auditioning the Counterpoint
SA-2,
and
used
the
same
reference
system
for
both.
(See
Volume 6, Number 2, which has the
Counterpoint in it.) Which thus allows
me to compare the Head with our
present Class-A head amplifier.
The Dynavector 23R cartridge was
found to work best into the Head's 15ohm inputs. (It sounded a bit too
bright into the recommended 40 ohms.)
Admittedly, the choice of three input
impedances is not going to allow every
cartridge to be precisely matched, but
precision here is not usually required.
The unit must be separately grounded
at the pre—amp to avoid loud hum.
Sonically, the Head's strong suits
are exceptional resolution of detail
and an ability to pinpoint the locations
of instruments and voices across the
soundstage. The Head manages
to
project
a clean
and
transparent
soundstage at all signal levels, and is
not frazzled by loud, complex program
material. Only in the areas of dynamic
impact and resolution does it fall a
little short of the Counterpoint SA-2.
Bass is tight, detailed and extended.

(Who said transformers have to crap
out in the low end?) The key factor
here is a large transformer core, which
makes it virtually impossible for any
MC cartridge to saturate the transformer or even to push close to
saturation.
Comparing the Head with a previous
favorite of mine, the Canadian RWR
MCI-1, it was immediately apparent
that the RWR was outclassed. The Head
was simply more transparent, more detailed, and better through the entire
bass range.
The Counterpoint still has a slight
edge in all-around sound. Considering
the $325 difference in price, Ifeel the
Head to be a much better buy and very
nearly as good as the Counterpoint.
CO
Publisher's Notes:
Comparisons between the Head and the
Klyne head amp mentioned in Volume 6,
Number 2, were inconclusive, particularly in light
of as-yet untested
modifications to the current production
model of the 'Clyne. Although DO still
came down on the side of the Head, I
feel that both devices deserve audition, especially as the prices are
almost identical (the Klyne retails for
$625).

Hafer DH-220
Power Amplifier
Stereo power amplifier. Rated power
200 W/ch. Damping factor: 150. Power
consumption: 125-580 watts. Weight:
26 lbs. Dimensions: 5"H by 16"W by
10/4"D. Price: $349.95, kit; $449.95,
assembled.
MANUFACTURER:
The
David Hafler Company, 5910 Crescent
Blvd., Pennsauken, NJ 08109.
A Hafler DH-200 served me well as a
backup amplifier for several years,
and
when
I started
pulse-testing
speakers, proved an ideal driver; it
can pump a lot of current into "nasty"
loads, and is essentially indestructible. When the DH-220 appeared, I
replaced my 200.
Assembly was simple and, like all
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other Hafler kits I've built (four amps
and one preamp), the DH-220 worked
properly the first time. I put it
together my own way, eliminating the
tight spots. Hafler's Bob Tucker says
the instructions were designed to
leave the fewest unsoldered wires at
any one time. He agrees my approach
is "better," but doesn't want it described, since it may produce a rash
of miswired amps. Okay, 'fluff said.
Suffice it to say that a bit of
forethought will reveal how to avoid

forward midrange, combined with a
slight "awk" coloration and a depressed upper midrange. The Haller
was subtly more open, less hard and
"blarey", and a bit cleaner at the top
(less dry and grainy). The Hafler
showed noticeably better tightness,
control, and cleanness during complex
passages (i.e., it smeared and blurred
the sound less), even at power levels
well below full output. It also revealed
the ambience of the recording much
more clearly. Both amps are DC-

making tight solder connections at the
rear panel and along the bottom of the
amplifier modules.
Since Isold my DH-200 before Igot
the DH-220, I was unable to make a
direct comparison. Compared with my
reference amplifier*, the 200 had been
rather more mechanical and electronicsounding.
The
220
reversed
this
situation.
The DEI-220 was subjectively flatter
in frequency response than the reference.
The
reference
had a more

coupled (except for an input capacitor), and there was little to choose
between in their low-end response; the
220 seemed a touch tighter, though.
These differences were audible both
with my own master tapes and the best
discs.
I can't say how the DEI-220 ranks
with the most expensive amps, but it's
a good low-priced one, and at $350 for
the kit, an excellent value. Recommended.
BS

* My "reference" amplifier is simply
whatever amplifier Iown. (I've had the
same one for almost 6 years.) Since
I'm not a big-mouthed brainless lout,
I cannot coerce manufacturers into
permanent loans of $29000 speakers or
$4000 amps. (One may also obtain
such goodies by earning the manufacturers' respect, but I haven't been
around long enough for that.)
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LA Comments:
I also assembled a DH-220 and agree
with BS with respect to ease of
construction, although I followed the
instructions assiduously. Even following the instructions the assembly
problems were minimal. I think Bob
Tucker's
right:
it's
better to go
through a little difficulty than to have
a miswired amp.
Sonically
I was
not
quite as

impressed with the 220 as was BS.
This is mostly because I habitually
listen at the house of JGH, where a
variety of absolutely super amplifiers
are in use. Make no mistake about it,
the Hafler is an excellent buy in either
form. It puts out lots of power, and
has a basically unobtrusive character
otherwise. Readers should not, however, think that it competes successfully
with
such
as
the
Electrocompaniet, Acoustat, VSP Labs, or
even Amber, all of which cost much
more (except for the Amber which
costs only $200 more). So far no
manufacturer has found a way to offer
great purity of sound at truly low cost.
For those who need a lot of power that
sounds quite good, the Hafler comes
highly recommended.

Hafler DH-160
Equalizer
10-octave equalizer. +/- 12 dB control
range.
Built-in microphone preamp.
Optional accessory calibrated microphone. 11-ID below .004% @ 3 volts out.
Prices: $199.95, kit; $299.95, assembled.
MANUFACTURER:
The
David
Hafler Company, 5910 Crescent Blvd.,
Pennsauken, NJ 08109.
The DH-160 is the result of thousands
of requests on warranty cards for such
a product. There are a number of
problems addressed by the design of
the 160, problems particulary evident
in low-cost equalizers:
Noise: The A-weighted noise is specified at 115 dB below 8 volts output. I

was unable to read any noise from the
unit, which translates to a S/N ratio
of over 118 dB. Referenced to 0.1 volt,
a more likely level, it is over 80 dB, a
very
good
figure. With
the
unit
connected directly between the preamp
and power amp, and all the controls
fully advanced, there was only a slight
added hiss, and a faint buzz. In the
tape monitor loop, the added noise was
inaudible at any reasonable volume
control setting.
Lack of Flat Response: Many equalizers are not flat with the controls
centered. This problem was solved by
using a "split" control in which the
mechanical
detent
at
the
center
corresponds to an electrical ground
that removes the control from the
circuit. The success of this circuit is
confirmed. With the controls centered,
there was change in response when the
unit was bypassed.
Erratic
Controls:
Most
equalizers
provide
+/12 dB of
boost/cut,
distributed evenly along the slider.
Thus, a movement of only 1/4 the total
length causes a 3 dB level change.
This is unsatisfactory when you are
trying to make a subtle correction. The
Hafler controls are designed instead
for 1, 4, 7 and 12 dB boosts at the
quarter points. This control design
contributed to a smooth feeling, rather
than an abrupt "jerk" in the sound
when the control was moved. Measurement showed that 1 dB boost was
reached a bit before the first mark,
and the second was at 5 dB, not 4.
Still, a big improvement.
Lack of a True Bypass: While most
equalizers only provide for bypassing
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the equalizer section, the DH-160 has
true
hard-wire
bypass,
making
it
practical to put the unit directly
between the preamp and power amp.
Under these conditions, there was only
a slight turn-on pop, and none at turnoff. The former can be eliminated by
bypassing the unit before power is
applied.
The DH-160 allows you to make an
equalized tape recording. I would be
cautious about this, unless you have a
specific reason (such as making a
recording to be played only in the car).
A later change in your system might
necessitate redoing the recording with
a different EQ.
The DH-160 has
its own mike
preamp, to permit system equalization
using a test record and microphone (to
be
supplied
later).
As
explained
elsewhere in this issue, an octavewide equalizer cannot do a good job of
room EQ. The bands are too wide and,
as with virtually all equalizers (except
the Crown), there is no provision for
moving the center frequencies. Whether the bands supplied will be appropriate depends on what speakers you
have and the faults for which you are
trying to correct.
An octave-wide equalizer can do a
decent job of bringing up the low end
on a bass-shy loudspeaker, even if it
is unsuited for detailed equalization.
For those with smaller speakers, the
63 and 32 Hz bands are probably
satisfactory.
Those
owning
bigger
systems
may
prefer
controls
set
lower, say at 55 and 28 Hz. The evennumbered capacitors in the DH-160,
running from CIO to C28, determine
the frequency centers. If you're handy
with a soldering iron, you can pick the
center
you want.
Divide
the
old
frequency by the new, take the square
root, and multiply the value of the old
capacitor by that result. That's the
new capacitance you'll want.
The instruction book is of the usual
Hafler
quality
and
thoroughness.
There's a lot of sensible advice on
adjusting the equalizer for a variety of
system and program faults. I did not
assemble the kit (Hafler won't let you
review a kit unless you buy it), but the
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instructions
look easy enough. (A
patient first-time kit builder could do
it, but the DH-160 is really a secondtime around kit.)
Although not an expensive product,
the DH-160 is
not
the
cheapest
equalizer, and a look inside shows
why: glass-epoxy PC boards and highquality components. This, combined
with the obvious thought that went into
the design, fully justifies the higher
cost.
The DH-160 was judged to have
little effect on the sound, other than
its intended purpose. There was the
slightest
audible
rounding
off
of
transient attacks, combined with a
slight loss of spaciousness. Separation
and depth were slightly diminished.
These were not considered serious
problems, especially considering the
faults of most recordings needing
correction.
Recommended, if you feel you need
a program equalizer. Among current
equalizers, it would be my first choice.
BS

VSP Labs Trans-Mos
Power Amplifier
Stereo power amplifier. Power: 150
watts per channel minimum RMS into 8
ohms. Headroom at 8 ohms: 2.8 dB.
Frequency response: 20 Hz to 50 kHz
(no +/- dB specified). Damping factor:
greater than 200, 20 Hz to 20 kHz.
Output current: instantaneous 44 amps
(!) peak to peak. Output power in
mono: 300 watts at 16 ohms. Dimensions: 14-1/8" W by 13-1/2" D by 53/4" H, overall. Weight: 40 lbs. Price:
$850 kit, $975 assembled. MANUFACTURER: VSP Labs., 670 Airport Blvd.,
Mn Arbor, MI 48104.
This compact amp is available either
ready-built or,
at
somewhat lower
price, as a kit. Larry built ours from
the kit, and I'm hoping he will append
hereto
some comments
about
the
construction.
You might notice that the name
"Trans-Mos" bears some resemblance
to the "Trans-Nova" in the name of

Acoustat's amplifier. The similarity is
noteworthy;
both
utilize
MOSFET
(Multiple-Output-Stage-Field-Effect
Transistors)
output
devices
which
employ the principle of transconductance in their operation.* Not surprisingly there is more than a passing
resemblance between the sound of the
VSP and that of the Acoustat NT-200.
Both have a remarkably sweet high

the Acoustat, and to more than a small
degree by such no-holds-barred units
as the Threshold S/500 and Electron
Kinetics' Eagle 7A. Imaging, too, is
somewhat less definite with the VSP
than with the best amplifiers, but
those best amplifiers are in the $2500
range—flattering to the VSP, but not
exactly a fair comparison.
The
Trans-Mos
runs
somewhat

end, falling somewhere between the
softness of tubes and the crispness of
a typical, good solid-state amp. The
VSP is a tad sweeter, which makes it
(for me) a little more agreeable to
listen to through electrostatic speakers.
The
major
sonic
difference
between these amps is at the low end,
where the Acoustat is very tight
(verging on dryness) and the VSP is a
little warm and somewhat fat on most
speaker systems. In fact, the less
expensive Amber Series 70, although
less opulent-sounding, has noticeably
better low-end control than the VSP.
The
Trans-Mos's
delineation
of
inner detail is very good but is
nonetheless its weakest point. It is
surpassed here to a small degree by

warmer than most non-Class-A amps
and, although ours never became hot
to the touch, it got warm enough in hot
weather to suggest that it needs more
ventilation than most modestly powered solid-state amps.
Despite its minor shortcomings, the
sound of this amplifier grows on one.
It sounds "tidy"—easy to listen to,
musical, and liquidly clean at all
reasonable listening levels. By comparison, both the Acoustat (at $1100) and
the $675 Amber sound a little drier, a
little more pristine, probably a little
more accurate. The VSP's sound has a
seductiveness that I find most agreeable.
JGH

* Transconductance, according to the
Illustrated Dictionary of Electronics
(from Tab Books), is defined as "in a
Field-Effect Transistor, the extent to
which drain current changes in response to a change in gate-to-source
voltage." The controlling factor in a
standard transistor is the gate-tosource current. Transconductance is
also the principle operative in the
vacuum tube.

LA Comments:
Assembling the VSP is a snap—the
easiest amplifier kit (out of six) I've
put together. Unfortunately, the instructions provided with the one I
assembled
set a new standard in
opacity. Most unforgivable, the instructions left out the one picture
most necessary for kit assembly: a
drawing of the assembled amp showing
color-coded wiring. This amplifier is so
simple
to put
together
that
one
diagram would have been sufficient29

without any instructions!
Even with the instructions supplied
I was able to get to the end of the
assembly in less than four hours and
the amplifier has worked fine ever
since. And VSP shows every sign of
being
a responsive
company:
the
instruction manual has already been
rewritten, though 1 haven't seen it.
Some of JGH's points need reemphasis. The low end of the VSP is
quite different
than
that of
the
Acoustat; it is difficult to imagine
both working well on the same speaker
system. With a speaker like the Spica
TC-50, the low-end warmth of the VSP
is much appreciated while the Acoustat
just sounds too lean. A speaker with
its own warm sound could sound foggy
on the VSP.
One
feature
of
the
VSP not
mentioned by JGH is bridgeability—the
150 has a rear-panel switch that
bridges it to mono for high power
applications. VSP claims mono output
capability of 2940 watts into 6 ohms,
but I'll bet they haven't ever done it!

We have not yet tested its performance in this mode, but will comment
in the future. Another point with
respect to power availability: the 150
has truly staggering power reserves
for a 150 watt amplifier (as evidenced
by the instantaneous 44 amps in the
specifications).
In
real
life
this
translated into an ability to drive the
bottom end of Dick Olsher's Plasmatronics speakers, a notoriously difficult load, almost as well as the
Threshold S/500. Not bad.
The
purity
of
high
frequency
reproduction, the imaging attainable
using good speakers, and the general
clarity of sound are all remarkable in
this price range. Speaking of price
range, we were all ready to proclaim
the VSP an all-around Best Buy in kit
form, when just prior to publication
the price went up $150 for both kit and
assembled (this change is reflected in
the prices given above). Other than
allowing the company to make more
money, the only benefits accompany(cont'd on page 62)
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MODEL FOUR-2
PREAMPLIFIER
FLA function unit with
switchable phono gain
for MC or MM cartridges
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The Small
Yet Surprising
Morel M LP-202.

THESE ARE THE REMARKABLE small
loudspeakers whose smooth response
and open, dimensional sound are at
least on a par with the finest units of
many times the 202's size and price.
Morel has designed and built
speakers and driver units in Israel for
over eight years. Now, with the U.S.
introduction of the model MLP-202,
Morel is prepared to offer the demanding
audiophile the highest possible quality at
an extremely reasonable cost. ($198.
each)
Morel's drivers, manufactured to the
strictest tolerances in our own factory,
incorporate several notable
technological advancements. Utilizing
hexagonal voice-coil wire, unique
magnet structures having no stray
magnetic fields, and special adhesives
and coatings, the Morel drivers are
exceptional in rise time and coherence.
Also, the oversize (3") voice coil in
our woofer and the ferrofluid tweeter will
allow Morels to handle the wide dynamic
range of your digital recordings with
plenty of room to spare.
Please write for details:
morel acoustic ltd
industrial area b, p.o.b. 140, ness ziona
70 451 Israel. tel 054-70796, telex 31951

morel,

morel acoustic usa
414 harvard street, brookline, mass. 02146
u.s.a. tel. (617) 277-6663

NEW PRODUCTS
This
department
is prepared from
manufacturers' rress releases, so we
cannot assume responsibility for the
performance of the products listed.
Write to the manufacturers for details
about products of interest to you.
Manufacturers wishing to be included
here should send press releases to
"New Products" at the address on the
back of the magazine.
Monster Cable has introduced what
they call Superflex—a thinner, more
flexible wire than the original Monster, and tagged to sell for 50 cents a
foot off the reel. The cable has a thin
"web"
separating
the
conductors,
making it easy to tack or staple
around baseboards.
Prices for a pair
of Superflex cables, made up with
gold-plated pin connectors, are $16 for
10 feet, $21 for 15 feet, and $35 for
25 feet. (Monster Cable, 101 Townsend
St., San Francisco, CA 94107)

Infinity has a new audiophile-type
speaker system called the RS-IA,
which is a scaled-down version of their
RS-1. Priced at $2800 a pair, each
speaker contains one EMIT ribbon
tweeter, three EMIT midrange ribbons,
and two 10-inch polyprope drivers.
Low-end response down to 25 Hz is
claimed
for
the
system.
(Infinity
Systems, Inc., 7930 Deering Ave.,
Canoga Park, CA 91304)

AKG now makes
headphone,
said

a K-3 mini
to provide

stereo
sound

quality "second only to the company's
K-4 electrostatic model." (AKG Acoustics, Inc., 77 Selleck St., Stamford,
CT 06902.)

Infinity's new RS IIA loudspeaker
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FOLLOW UP
The Quad ESL-63
Speaker System
Our full report on this last month
was inconclusive because (1) our first
two samples of it broke down and
started arcing, protection circuit or
not, and (2) 1 had the feeling that
there must be amplifiers which would
make them sound better than I had
heard them sound to date.
Since then, we obtained two more
of the speakers; here's what we found:
On most program material, the 63s
would play cleanly at levels of up to 98
dB SPL, measured at 1meter on-axis.
Above that, one speaker's protection
circuit
started
closing down;
the
other's did not. This was the same
condition we had experienced with the
first pair, followed by the diaphragm
breakdown of the "ailing" speaker, and
shortly thereafter by breakdown of the
non-ailing one.
On material with deep, heavy bass,
which included many Compact Discs,
that same speaker's protection circuitry shut down at levels measured at
around 86 dB, which isn't exactly soft
but it won't blow you out of the room
either. With Telarc's
CD of
the
"Firebird," shutdown in that speaker
occurred on deep bass at the same
measured level, but because that
recording has much more dynamic
range and bass on it than anything
else we have on CD, the 86-dB figure
on bass put the rest of the program at
a level lower than most people are
going to want to listen at.
Our conclusion: Regardless of the
sonic merits it may possess, this
system simply does not have the
power-handling capability needed to
cope
with
some of
the program
material available now on both CD and
the better analog discs, let alone with
what tomorrow may bring. And our
experience indicated that the protection circuits cannot always be relied
on to protect the speakers from

permanent damage due to momentary
overload. Crossing over to an external
subwoofer would improve the 63s'
ability to handle high signal levels, but
not by much more than 4 to 6 dB.
Without a subwoofer, we can recommend this system only to those people
who listen to symphonic music at
significantly
lower
than
live-music
levels, or to people whose tastes run
to chamber or small-group music. With
a subwoofer the speakers do significantly better,
but
still will
not
reproduce an orchestra at close to a
live-music level.
In the light of the foregoing, our
experience with the 63s and the EAR
amplifiers may seem irrelevant, but
we'll relate them anyway.
Because the EAR amplifiers had to
be returned to the manufacturer (who
needed them for CES) at the very time
we set up our second pair of 63s, we
were
not
able
to
audition
this
combination for more than a couple of
hours. This was, however, long enough
to confirm my suspicions that the
"right" amplifier would make these
speakers take off and fly! The sound
was simply superb, in every respect.
Which is all the more frustrating in
view
of
our
findings
about
the
speaker's maximum-output limitations.
Damn! 1 had such high hopes for
the 63s.
JGH

The Esoteric Audio Research
(EAR) 509 Amplifier
These 100-watt mono tubed amps
behave a little strangely through the
upper half of the audio spectrum.
During our initial tests, we found the
nigh end to be unusually neutral.
Subsequently, two loudspeakers we
tried them with sounded brighter and
more forward than they did with other
amplifiers, including some good tubed
ones.
The speakers were the Quad ESL-63
(see above) and the Watkins WE-1
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reviewed elsewhere in this issue.
In the case of the Quads, the
result was some of the best sound we
have heard for many moons. In the
case of the Watkins, the result was an
excess of lower-high-end glare and
brilliance.
This is but further confirmation of
something we have been observing for
lo these many years: even among the
best loudspeakers and power amps,
compatibility is at least as important
as their absolute performance. How
absolutely good, I ask rhetorically,
are the best amplifier and the best
loudspeaker when together they sound
like junk?
JGH

The Robertson EK-1
Pickup System
I have since turned up two more
deficiencies in this superb-sounding
but very expensive phono front-end
system.
The preamp's output hiss is higher
than it should be. I did not pick this
up originally because I had been
listening with fairly low-sensitivity
power amps and rather inefficient
speakers. With a higher-conversionefficiency signal chain following the
Robertson,
output
hiss
(which
is
unaffected by the volume control) will
vary
from
barely
audible
in
the
absence of signal to conspicuously
audible at all but the loudest musical
passages. If hiss is a problem, it can
be tamed by padding down the inputs
of the power amplifier, either via a
resistor in series with each input (best
located inside the amp) or a passive
outboard volume control as described
in Volume 6, Number 2.
A Modest . ..cont'd from pg. 54)
and 4,000 Hz sounded more prominent.
There was also some feeling of strain
at very high listening levels—slightly
above those normally heard in the
theater—which
suggested
that
the
amplifiers are normally operated just a
few dB below their overload point.
(Remember, though, that these were
tubed amplifiers, which tend to over34

load much more gracefully than solidstate amps.) Bass was remarkably
deep, considering the fact that the
subwoofers were not connected. The
low end sounded flat down to around 40
Hz.
The apparent size of the sound was
awe-inspiring. The simply-miked recording (the Telarc) gave a most convincing spatial illusion of a full orchestra
spread across the "stage," with depth
receding well behind the screen. The
EMI
sounded
closer
but a little
shrunken in perspective. The other
recordings, having been more conspicuously multi-miked, produced an odd
illusion of two-dimensionality, almost
as much height as width but virtually
no depth.
Most
significantly,
the
"Empire Strikes Back" soundtrack disc
did not sound the way it did when
heard with the film. It seemed to have
less high end and a noticeably more
"reserved"
and
less
"gutsy"
and
impressive sound. This would seem to
imply that that particular soundtrack
disc, at least, was not mixed or
equalized to sound the same as the
film track. Idoubt that the film track
was doctored, because while it is
considered accepted practice to hype
up the presence on mono sound tracks,
it is rarely done with stereo soundtracks and almost never with Dolbyed
ones. (It would throw the Dolby A for a
loop.)
So what did we learn? First, that
movie soundtrack discs are not necessarily supposed to sound in the home
the way they do in the theater.
Second, that what is considered a
"good" movie-theater sound is a far
cry from what an average-to-good home
audio system can put out. Third, that a
picture on the screen can apparently
make the ears much more forgiving of
the niceties of high fidelity than they
are when we listen to sound alone. And
fourth, that honest-to-God perspective
on a recording is very audible as depth
through
a movie
theater's
stereo
system. (All film music tracks are
extensively multi-miked and mixed.) We
also learned that projectionists don't
work for nothing during their usual
time-off hours. We got a bill for $20.

NELSON - REED LOUDSPEAKERS

6-02/B FULL RANGE TWO-WAY

We Have Redefined The Compact Loudspeaker
Looking for abookshelf speaker system? Let's do some shopping.
How many two-way systems boast clean bass, flat to 40 Hz? You have just
eliminated most of our competition. And what kind of sound pressure levels do
most two-way systems produce? Not as much as our ferro-fluid cooled drivers
do. For around $275, how many offer achoice of wood finishes? Weed out a
few. And how many other manufacturers support their small speakers with a
complete line of subwoofers designed for upgrade? Not many.
Frankly, very few two-way systems of any size equal the power/bandwidth of
the6-02/B, let alone in acabinet smaller than acubic foot. Add up what all other
compact systems do. Compare the 6-02/B. You will come to one conclusion:
there is no equal.
Write or call for complete specifications:

Nelson - Reed
15810 Blossom Hill Rd.
Los Gatos, Ca. 95030
(408) 356-3633

MANUFACTURERS' COMMENT
Levitation Speaker Stands
Thank you for your kind comments and
congratulations on being the first U.S.
publication to acknowledge by review
the importance of adjustable speaker
stands.
Most speaker manufacturers recommend placement of their
speakers
based on "average" conditions. It is
assumed by them that every customer
has a carpet on the floor, a stuffed
sofa,
drapery,
etc. It is
further
assumed that his listening position will
be 10 feet in front of the speaker
plane. If shoes were sold on this
"average size" basis there would be a
lot of uncomfortable people limping
about. The fact is, of course, that
every listening environment is different. Therefore ideal speaker orientations will differ. Sometimes a
change of only an inch or so in height
or a degree or two of tilt will result in
a major sonic improvement. This can
best be accomplished with stands
which, as noted in your review, are
infinitely adjustable for height and
tilt.
There are three points made by BS
which, as a result of his review, have
prompted us to make the following
changes in the current models:
1. The speaker support bracket has
been beefed up from 1/16 inch sheet
metal to 3/16 inch bar stock. This now
permits
the
Levitation
stands
to
handle small bookshelf speakers as
well as mini-speakers such as the LS
3/5A.
2. Polyethylene discs, to be placed
between the speaker and the tip of the
clamping rod, are now being supplied
with the stands. This disc spreads the
pressure exerted by the clamping rod
over a larger area thereby preventing
the burnishing effect noted by BS.
Current owners of Levitation stands
may obtain these discs, at no charge,
by writing or calling us at (614) 2794437.
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3. Inert vinyl protective bumpers have
been substituted for the rubber pads.
Thank you again for your thoughtful
review and for this opportunity to
comment.
Ray Shab
Arcici, Inc

Run Right Out
(cont'd from page 11)
course, you can't expect analog discs
to
sound
exactly
like
their
CD
equivalents, regardless of how good
your phono front end is. Analog-disc
sound is usually "touched up" in order
to make it sound better, on God-knowswhat
reproducing
system.
Not
to
mention
the
different
sounds
of
different
disc-mastering
processes,
"mothers," stampers, and vinyl. Digital transfers to CD are usually done
straight from the master tape. Most
trustworthy for this kind of comparison
are
the
analog
discs
from
perfectionist record companies.)
Like it or not, the CD is the prerecorded sound medium of the future.
Buying a good CD player now won't
solve all your sound-reproduction problems—the best CD sound is yet to
come, and we still have the loudspeaker/amplifier interface to resolve
before nirvana is at hand. But it will
give you a head start towards what
we've all been looking for all these
years: truly musical, fuss-free sound
reproduction in the home. And if that
is not cause for rejoicing, what is?
JGH

RECORD REVIEWS
The following abbreviations are used in these reviews:
CD = laser CD.
LV = laser video disc.
DA = digitally mastered analog (vinyl) disc.
DD = direct-cut analog disc.
AA = analog-tape-mastered analog (vinyl) disc.
ACD = analog-mastered CD disc.
LP = any 33-1/3-rpm vinyl disc.
REAL HOT
Freddie Hubbard and Friends, Don
Menza's '80s Big Band, John Dentz
Reunion Band, Jack Sheldon's Late
Show All-Stars.
RealTime CD RI-2002.
Most of these arrangements are what I
call noodle jazz—with lots of extended
twiddly elaborations and few broadly
forthright melodic passages. It is
neither '20s Dixieland nor '40s bigband, but what has come to be called
'70s jazz.
Like RealTime's Digital Masterpiece CD reviewed by MG last month,
this is more or less of a sampler,
containing as it does several selections from several different programs
released on DA discs. This is the third
CD
we
have
received
from
an
audiophile-oriented
record
company,
and it is further evidence that if you
hear anything the matter with CD
sound, it is the fault of the recording
and not the system.
Like all recent RealTime pop (nonclassical) releases, the solo instruments in this one are very closely
miked. The effect of putting each
instrument under an aural microscope
was bad enough from the DA releases,
but it is almost painful here. There is
much spurious content in the sounds of
instruments—lip rattles, saliva bubbles, key clicks—which is best left
unheard. This recording leaves nothing
unheard. Every nuance of every ugly
little excrescence from every soloist's
instrument is exposed as though with a
scanning
electron
microscope. The
result is the superest-fi anyone is ever

likely to hear, but whether or not the
result is musical is probably going to
be the subject of open and unending
discussion.
With the exception of the John
Dentz two-record set, the original DA
releases by these groups contained six
to eight cuts. Here, each group gets
three except for—would you believe?—
the John Dentz band, whose original 14
selections are represented here by
two. This kind of thing is going to
please some buyers, who will enjoy the
variety of styles and sonic weights
here, but will annoy others who happen
to like one or another of the groups
well enough to want to hear them do an
entire program.
Actually, programming a CD from
an original DA release is not all that
simple, because the optimum length
for a DA side-20 minutes—is not
readily conducive to neat multiplication for fitting onto a CD. Two 20minute sides, totaling 40 minutes,
would fit easily onto a CD but would
leave 20 minutes of blank time. At the
going rate of $17 per CD, a lot of
customers will have the feeling they've
been mulcted. But what do you do with
that extra 20 minutes? It can only
accommodate one side of another DAreleased program. And who is going to
buy a CD containing material from 11/2 LP records? So there was really no
simple answer to RealTime's problem
of programming their first pop CD. The
solution they chose was probably as
good as any.
Comparing these with the original
DA releases, the differences were (by
now) predictable. The CD had much
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better transient response, deeper and
much more solid low end, and an
overall feeling of greater solidity. I
will
not
reiterate
all
the
other
differences that are typical of CD
versus DA. Suffice it to say they were
there.
The
jacket notes warn of the
possibility of burning out one's tweeters from the high-end spikes from the
muted trumpet in the Jack Sheldon
numbers. But since there is no way of
knowing when a tweeter is being
overloaded until it is too late and the
damage
done,
the warning cannot
possibly serve any purpose except to
increase anxiety.
I can
foresee tweeter popping
becoming a real problem as CDs come
into widespread use, because the usual
HF limitations of analog—tape saturation,
stylus-cutting
velocity
limitations—do not restrict the HF energy
of a CD, which is quite capable of
producing as much signal energy at 20
kHz as at 1 Hz. If CD producers don't
keep a sharp eye on what's going on at
the top, these discs could create a hot
new market for replacement tweeters.
It is my belief that, not too long from
now, a fast-blowing tweeter fuse (or
resettable circuit breaker) will be
considered as essential to a multi-way
speaker system as is a crossover
network. (In fact, considering the
high-end superiority of CDs, I would
not be at all surprised to see a return
to the full-range, single-driver speaker
system in the low-to-medium-priced
clas s.)
There are some lovely high points
in this program: the piano sound at the
beginning of band 2 (Don Menza,
"Don't You Know ICare") is gorgeous!
On the other hand, the solo trumpet
sound in cut 5 (Jack Sheldon, "That
Old Feeling") is so lippy-breathy that
it made me keep trying to clear my
throat.
The usual audiophile considerations
of depth and spaciousness are irrelevant here, for the ultra-close miking
virtually eliminates both. This does,
however,
have
the
advantage
of
minimizing the environmental differences
between different recordings
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made at different times.
All in all, this CD is really a better
demonstration of the capabilities of
the compact-disc medium than it is a
music-for-enjoyment recording. The solo instrumental sounds are just too
raw-sounding for relaxed listening. But
for giving your system a real workout,
this is one helluva recording!
JGH

BILLY JOEL
The Stranger.
CBS CD 35DF2 and DA JC34987.
This is one of four recordings we now
have on hand in both the CD and DA
format, and all reviews of these will
be parallel reviews. In the case of the
CBS discs, there is no "conventional"
version, as all of their recent DA
releases are CX-encoded. Thus, I will
be comparing decoded CXed CBS discs
with their CD equivalents. (For a
discussion of the CX system, see the
equipment reports section.)
"The Stranger" was among the first

CDs we got from Sony for review, and
was part of the reason we noted early
on that some pop releases on CD were
better than most of the classical
releases. Even undecoded, the LP of
"The Stranger" is one of the bestsounding recordings CBS has made.
With decoding it is noticeably better
except in terms of background noise.

(And there is so link dynamic range
that noise is not a problem even
without CX decoding.) The CD is better
still, but not dramatically so.
Differences: The CD's bass is
tighter and more detailed but no
deeper, its high end is slightly more
prominent and revealing of a slight
metallic sibilance in Joel's solo mike.
But the major difference is a feeling
of effortlessness from the CD which is
just not present from the DA disc.
That the CD is not noticeably more
transparent than the LP would seem to
suggest that the slight veil over the
sound originated with the microphones
or input-mixing console rather than in
the disc-cutting system.
This was an enjoyable record in its
original version. It is even more so on
CD, but whether or not the sonic
difference is worth the price difference is moot. Tell you one thing,
though; you won't have to tape the CD
in order to play it frequently without
wear.
JGH
STRAY I
NSKY
Le Sacre du Printemps.
Detroit
Symphony Orchestra, Antal
Dorati conducting.
Decca CD 400-084-2 and London LDR71048.
Remember
Dorati
and
the Detroit
Symphony from the old Mercury LivingPresence days? Well, this parallel
DA/CD release is no living-presence
OFCCP

STRAVINSKY

LE SACRE DU PRINTEMPS
ANTAL156RATI •Ae-,
--ef-TROII`SYMPHONY oRcAtRA

recording—not with London's 20-odd
microphones, it's not. But unlike most
of the purist-miked recordings from
Telarc, this is a performance worth
owning at all cost!
One of the most exciting interpretations of "Le Sacre" on records, it is
also one of the best-recorded. Of
course it's multi-miked like mad. All
Londons (Deccas) are; it's part of
their schtick. But the mixing balances
are unusually good, there's a fair
amount of depth, the lower brasses are
(for once) not slighted, the strings are
in proportion and lack the steeliness
often heard from Londons, and the
bass is awesome! In short, a pretty
good recording!
Here is one instance where the CD
is dramatically better than the analog
release. Everything that makes the DA
disc so good sonically makes the CD
better. It has to be heard to be
believed! The DA disc is no slouch, but
a few more CD recordings like this
could make the new system a worthwhile investment for anyone who cares
about sound.
This is a doozey, unquestionably
another Top-of-the-Pile disc in either
the CD or LP format. Get it!
JGH

PROKOFIEV
Symphony No. 5 in B flat Major, Op.
100.
Israel Philharmonic, Leonard Bernstein
conducting.
CBS CD 38DC16.
This CD was loaned to us by a friend
who ordered it (illegally) from Japan
before it was available in the U.S., so
there was not much to be gleaned from
the jacket notes. Everything including
the credits was in Japanese.
Bernstein's interpetation of this
multifaceted work
is
very
good—
caressingly lyrical and
straightforward, and completely free from the
arbitrary capriciousness he inflicts on
warhorses. But there is too little
angularity and drama for this work.
And the recording unfortunately is no
great shakes either.
The overall balance is somewhat on

,
.e. . . _
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the bright side, loud violins are steelyhard, lower brasses are backed-off,
and bass is quite deep and satisfyingly
hefty but a little sodden. The recording
is
obviously
multi-rniked—there
is
little depth much of the time, and
instrumental
balances
change from
passage to passage. The best thing I
can say for the mixing is that none of
the instruments zoom in and out again
while they are playing.
Criticisms notwithstanding, this is
still an O.K. recording of a muchbetter-than-average performance, and
worth buying if you're equipped with a
CD player. I haven't heard the DA
release of this, but Ican visualize the
awful things that a little bit of mistracking would do to that loud-violin
steeliness. Yeccch!
JGH

BEETHOVEN, SCHUBERT
Symphony No. 5 in C minor, Op.67,
Symphony No. 8 in B Minor ("Unfinished").
Vienna Philharmonic Orchestra, Lorin
Maazel conducting.
CBS CD 36711.
Well, this was a surprise! Both of
these recordings were recorded at live
performances
in
Japan,
and
are
complete with audience noises between
movements and applause at the end of
each
symphony—rousing
after
the
Beethoven and rather lukewarm after
the Schubert. I found the effect
positively electrifying! Not only does
this do away with the disturbing
periods
of absolute,
dead
silence
between movements—one of the more
distressing things about digital recordings-but the applause at the end lends
a feeling of immediacy and NOWness to
the recording that makes one want to
leap up and join the audience in
shouting Bravo!
In short, I hope to see audience
response more often, if not always, in
symphonic and operatic recordings. I
could, however, hope to see it done a
little better than here. Part of a good
conductor's performance is the pacing,
or rather the spacing, between the
movements of a unified work such as a
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symphony.
The
between-movement
pauses in these performances sound as
if they were all shortened, and some
of the impact of the music was lost as
a result. This shortening may in fact
have been necessary, because the
entirety of this disc exceeds the
supposed 60-minute capacity of a CD
by about 3 minutes. Idon't know what
a CD's absolute maximum playing time
is,
but if I thought it was 3600
seconds Iwould have been inclined to
cut the pauses short too.
I'm worried about what will happen
if the "live-performance atmosphere"
idea for such programs catches on. The
final applause will be used like a laugh
track on TV sitcoms, with standingovation Bravos appended to pedestrian
performances done in empty halls. This
could deteriorate into a competition
among record producers to see who can
scrounge up the most enthusiasticsounding final ovations to tack onto
every recording. I disapprove of most
regulatory-type laws, but as far as
this is concerned, Ithink There Oughta
Be One. "Item I, Paragraph 1: No
recorded performance shall be foisted
off on the public as a live performance

unless
it
actually
was.
Item
I,
Paragraph 2: Any recording of a live
performance, or several thereof, but
ONLY a recording of a live perfor* The playing time is 75 minutes.
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Our speakers were designed to work
the way your ear
was designed to hear.
Perfectly.
The human ear is amarvelous
listening mechanism. Its full-range.
single element diaphragm lets you
detect all the subtle details of afine
musical performance. Unfortunately. the
ear can also detect the weaknesses and
defects of fine music poorly reproduced
by an inferior speaker.
Because all Acoustat electrostatic
speakers utilize afull-range single
element just like the human ear, they are
capable of reproducing the performance
exactly as it was recorded. Instead of
taking the music apart with woofers.
tweeters and mid-range speakers.
Acoustat gives it to you in one piece.
with all the detail of the original

performance. Acoustat speakers prowd ,
.
musical enjoyment unequalled by any
other loudspeaker system, regardless of
price.
We'd like you to hear the full story of
the Acoustat speakers. Call us toll free
for the name of your nearest dealer,
then give your ears the music they
deserve.

ACOUbTAT
BRINGING MUSIC ID LIFE
3101 Southwest First Terrace
Fort Lauderdale, FL 33315
Telephone 305 462 6700

Toll Free 800/327-3136
Dimensions of model shown. 59" x28" x3-1 /2"

mance or several thereof, may bear
the notation "Recorded Live." Item 1,
Paragraph 3: No applause shall be
added to a recording which was not
done at a live performance. Item I,
Paragraph 4: No applause shall be
added to a live-performance recording
unless such applause was recorded at
that live performance as a spontaneous audience reaction to that performance." Nonetheless, I am convinced
that when record producers catch on to
the effectiveness of audience participation, it will be quite overdone,
falsified, and abused.
But
I haven't mentioned these
performances. Neither will go down in
history as did some of the Weingartner
or early Klemperer readings, but both
are excellent. I am particularly puzzled by the lukewarm reception accorded the Schubert. Maybe they didn't
like
the music all
that much.
I
continue to wonder what it is that
recording for Telarc does to Lorin
Maazel. His performances on that label
have been consistently lackluster and
perfunctory, yet Ikeep coming across
Maazel interpretations on other labels
that are animated, impassioned and
thoroughly persuasive. Here are two of
them. His Tchaikovsky 5th and 1812
Overture on CBS are two others that
come to mind. Incidentally, Maazel did
not conduct Telarc's 1812; it was Eric
Kunzel.
Sonically, this is no great shakes,
but is adequate. Of course it is multimiked, but the violins actually are
reminiscent of violins, overall balance
is excellent with plenty of heft and
body, and instrumental balances are
superb—there is no other word for it.
In fact, the whole mix has, most of
the time, almost exactly the same
color as one hears at live performances of these works. Only the
closeness of the voices
and
the
relative flatness of the tapestry lend
notes of falsehood to the sound. Bass
is as deep as these works call for (not
very) and slightly diffuse, but the
cello sound is nice—gutsy and gutty.
In short, the mix on these is sort of a
cross
between American CBS and
English EMI. Quite a presentable
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recording in fact, by no means to
audiophile standards yet quite listenable if you don't get too irritated by
the deficiency of depth.
Not
Top-of-the-Pile,
but
recommended.
JGH

MILES DAVIS
The Man With the Horn.
CBS CD 84708
Heavens to Betsy! What has happened
to CBS, anathema of audiophiles,
philistines of fidelity? This recording
sounds almost like something from an
audiophile record company.
Unfortunately, that is about the
only nice thing Ican say about it: the
sound is excellent. Miles Davis does
not so much play the trumpet as toot
it. Through the entire duration of this
52-minute record, he rarely emits a
trumpet note lasting longer than 1/4 of
a second. And when he does, it is
strangely muted and distant, like the
last voice in the wilderness before
James Watt auctions it off. It's as if
Miles had been invited to the session,
but could only make it halfway.
This is a strange record, despite

the superb pickup and reproduction of
all the other instruments thereon. But
then, there are a lot of strange record
buyers out there in commerceland. I
have to admit that many parts of "The

If You Listen to the Experts,
You'll Listen
to the Forty Ten.
When the editors of International Audio
Review give unqualified praise to
Robertson Audio's Forty Ten, you know
it's not just another good power amplifier. They call it "the finest sounding
solid state power amp we've heard yet
...performance is so good that the amp
makes it across the magic threshold into
IAR's Class la."
And the Forty Ten's sonic excellence
is complemented by tremendous power
output. IAR proved the point with its
Moxie Test, which probes apower amp's
high current capability into adifficult,
low impedance and somewhat reactive,
real speaker system load.
Test results show "the Robertson
pumped out ashockingly large amount

of current—enough to create astupendous 950 watts of Moxie power, while
still maintaining the same waveform fidelity as with small signals. That's more
than we've measured from some amps
rated at 200 watts per channel. Yet the
Robertson is rated at merely 60."
Besides power and performance, the
Forty Ten offers the ultimate in serviceability. An entire channel can be replaced
in minutes by your dealer, thanks to
modular construction.
The full IAR report is available free
from Robertson Audio. So are details on
the dealer near you, who can demonstrate the unique Forty Ten power amplifier. Write or call now.

c2leittottaticlie
P.O. Box 8449
Van Nuys, CA 91409
Telephone 213/994-9244

Price: S895.

Man
With
the Horn"
are awfully
effective at evoking moods, but I had
the feeling while listening that Iwould
have loved the record had Ionly been
good and high on something. Like
maybe rabies vaccine.
You may get the impression that
this isn't my kind of music. How clever
of you! So, I won't recommend the
record to anyone except Miles Davis
fans. And may the force be with them.
JGH
STRAV I
NSKY ,BORCOI N
"The
Firebird"
Suite
(Stravinsky),
"Prince Igor Overture" and "Polovetsian Dances" (Borodin).
Atlanta Symphony Orchestra and Chorus, Robert Shaw conducting.
Telarc CD (no number as yet).
This as-yet-unreleased CD was loaned
to us by Telarc's Jack Renner, to
whom Iexpress my thanks. Ihad said
in my initial report on the Sony CD
player that it was impossible to decide
on the basis of the software supplied
with it how good the CD system
actually was. This CD provided the
answer. It is incredible!
I have never much
cared for
Telarc's miking. Iprefer the focus and
imaging accuracy of crossed cardioids,
particularly
with
large
performing
groups. Telarc's sound, to me, is too
distant, too swimmingly reverberant,
too diffuse. And I still feel that
Telarc's low end is overly heavy, as
hair-raising as that can be. All of
these things are even more evident on
the CD than they were on the DA
releases. Most evident on this disc,
though, is the complete absence of all
those things that the digital naysayers
have being neighing about for the past
few years. The sound from this disc is
the closest thing Ihave ever heard in
my home to a direct-wire connection to
the recording microphones. String tone
is velvety-smooth, with all the airiness
that digiphobes were convinced the
medium could not deliver. Except that
this time it is real, and not the
spurious "air" we have been hearing
from analog sources, which was a
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combination of stylus mistracking and
tape-modulation hiss.
This CD simply puts the DA release
to shame! It is superior in every
respect: imaging solidity, bass range
and tightness, high-end naturalness,
instrumental-timbre accuracy, signalto-noise ratio, inner detailing, clarity,
liquidity, and ease of listening during
the loudest passages. I'll still quibble
with some aspects of the recording
technique, but when I discard the
quibbles this emerges as the bestsounding orchestral recording that has
ever been made. It sets a standard
that is going to be hard to surpass.
Now, if Telarc could just find a way of
sparking Lorin Maazel, they'd really
have something on their hands.
Even though the rather restrained
performance bars this from a Top-ofthe-Pile listing, it is a recording that
every CD owner must own. As the first
no-holds-barred symphonic recording on
CD, it will become a collector's item
along with the first direct-to-disc
stereo recording of a full symphony
orchestra, made by (Well, whaddya
know!) Telarc.
JGH

SANTANA
Shango.
CBS CD CDCBS58194.
This is another one those recordings
which can only be recommended to

eer

dedicated fans of the group. To me it
is mindless clangory. Every song has
an intro, an interminable exposition
without anything extra (like a development) added, and a slow fadeout as if
the arranger couldn't think of a better
way out of the mess he got the
musicians(?) into.
Idon't have the original DA of this
for comparison, but Idon't really think
it is necessary. If you like Santana on
LP, you'll like them better on CD. If
you aren't into this bunch, don't waste
your time. Life is too short.
JGH

ADAM MAKOWICZ
Jazz Pianist.
With Phil Wood, sax; Gene Estes,
percussion; Bill Goodwin, drums; and
Marc Johnson, acoustic bass.
Sheffield DD Lab 21.
Can
it
really
be? Has
Sheffield
actually made 21 direct-to-disc recordings
since
Lincoln
Mayorga
and
Distinguished Colleagues burst onto
the audiophile scene ten years ago?
Nope, not 21. Lab 1 was in fact the
third DD issued by Sheffield, so this
latest is actually their 23rd D-to-D
release.
I couldn't believe the featured
name on this album. Jazz pianists are
supposed to have names like Reds
Houston or Jake Sebring or Mike
Constable, but Adam Makowicz? That
could be the name of a Nobel laureate
perhaps, but a jazz pianist? Oh well ..
This program is another collection
of so-called '70s-style jazz, but with
rather more variety than we usually
get on one album. The musicians play
suavely and as one, with an ease and
elan which probably belies the tightness in their stomach muscles induced
by the heroic task of performing for 20
minutes at a stretch without a single
flubbed
note,
missed entrance or
sotto-voce
obscenity.
This
is
an
enjoyable program, but the recording?
Ah yes, the recording. Ihave come
to expect
very
good
sound from
Sheffield, and every time they come
out with a new DD, the level of that
expectation goes up a notch or two.

With this record, it has gone up about
four.
First of all, it gets off on the right
foot with a single-mike pickup of the
entire group. Iwill not reiterate what I
have already reiterated about Sheffield's legendary microphones, except
to say they are barely audible. This
recording, like their previous few, is
so free from coloration and so open
and natural at the high end that it is
already halfway to sounding more like
live music than like a recording.
The simple mike pickup, the judicious placement of the instruments,
and Sheffield's incredible disc-cutting
system do the rest. The result is one
of the most realistic-sounding recordings I have ever heard.
Because the instrumental timbres
are so remarkably natural, and perspectives so convincing, the disc has
to be played at high level to sound
right. At conservative
volumes
it
sounds thin and pinched. At the proper
level (peaking out at around 102 dB)
the sound is so persuasively real that,
if we had an acoustically transparent
but visually opaque screen dividing the
room, I don't think too many people
could
tell,
"Is
it live or is •it
Sheffield?"
Particularly impressive here is the
sound of
brushed
cymbals,
which
captures all of the brassy, sizzling
shimmer of what must be a set of
Zildjians. There is also some high,
delicate percussion which is simply
and exquisitely etched. The saxophone
is loud, reedy, and almost shockingly
alive-sounding.
Because Ihad complained about the
overly close
solo
miking
on
the
RealTime "Real Hot" album, I went
back to that and compared saxophone
sounds. It was interesting. Whereas
the Sheffield sax sounds as if it is
live and in the room, the RealTime
ones
sound
raw and
bloated—the
difference, Isuspect, between a close
mono pickup and a more distant stereo
pickup of the instruments.
Ihope this will not insult the good
people at Sheffield, because it is
meant as an honest compliment, but
(cont'd on page 51)
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HOT NEWS
fe"High Fidelity magazine has lost the core of

its classical-

music department. Distressed by further cutbacks in magazine
space, classical editor James Oestreich wrote a letter to
recent contributors explaining what was going on,
on September
information.-

inappropriately."

tions of other
smith,

reviewers

This

was

followed

including Kenneth Furie,

by defecHarris Gold-

David Hamilton and Conrad Osborne.

gleArthur C.

Keller,

retired Bell

high-fidelity audio,
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and was fired

30th for having "revealed confidential corporate

(Riad

Rafuse)

died August
developed

phonic disc-recording system,
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Labs engineer and a pioneer
25 at age 82.

the first single-groove stereoand he made the first stereo-

recordings of an orchestra

kowsky) in 1931. He was also
sonar during WW II.
el Amber
original
sortium

in

He and an asso-

(the Philadelphia,

involved

Electronics has changed hands.

with Sto-

in the development of

Three of the firm's

4 partners have been bought out by a foreign con(which also owns Bertagni), but former president Keith

Rosenfeld remains with the company, which is moving to California.

Rosenfeld says that,

trary,

recently rampant rumors to the con-

the company is on a firm financial

Amber's phone

was "not

in service"

footing.

for several days

Because
recently,

there was speculation as to the firm's possible demise.
feld explained
address,

and "it took 5 days to get

0 The Esoteric Audio 509 amplifier
tributed

Rosen-

that they had moved to a new Charlottesville
the new phone connected."
is no longer being dis-

in the US. Former distributor Apature bowed out

cently for undisclosable reasons.

(Translation:

re-

Apature was

ticked off at Esoteric Audio about something that neither party
cared to disclose to the press.)

• Delos

Records,

which gave us such an enthusiastic buildup

last month for their two Philadelphia Orchestra releases on CD,
never sent us either of them.

SisferSHAME, Amelia!

eIn

response to our generally-favorable but nitty-picky report
on his W-1 speakers, Bill Watkins informs us he has remedied
all

three "problems"

(ill-defined bass,

soft high end).

tions,

the execution of which he claims takes "about 5 minutes

per
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speaker."

He

withdrawn presence

range,

Stay tuned

is sending us modification instrucfor

the

final

results.

A Brief Tutorial on Equalizers
by Bill Sommerwerck
Equalizers
are
both
the
most
misused and the most maligned of
audio
components.
Simply
saying
"equalizer" to a dedicated perfectionist has the same effect as shoving a
crucifix under a vampire's nose.
Equalizers are neither the panacea
their promoters claim, nor the sonic
monstrosities their detractors would
have
you
believe; the
truth
lies
somewhere between.* Let's start by
defining terms.
Like conventional tone controls,
equalizers are used to alter frequency
response. But they work in a fundamentally different way. Tone controls
provide a broad, smooth boost or cut,
starting above or below some frequency called the corner frequency. Technically, tone controls are equalizers,
since they can be used to flatten the
response.
The term equalizer has come to
refer only to controls which divide the
audible
range
into
at
least
five
separately controllable bands. If verti* The people who import Linn turntables used to send a promotional
newsletter to dealers and owners. One
rather foolish article attempted to
rate the reader as a true music lover
by asking such questions as "Is the
cost of your equipment greater than
the cost of your recordings?" (This,
from a company selling $1000 'tables.)
Naturally, the correct answer to "How
many
pieces
of
signal-processing
equipment do you own?" was "none."
Now, by definition, a "music lover" is
someone more interested in enjoying
the music than worrying about the
sound. The fact that carefully designed signal processors, used with
taste and discretion, can enhance one's
musical enjoyment, never occurred to
them. It is paradoxical that the most
fanatic purists are the ones who most
encourage the technological tail to
wag the musical dog. Nuts!

cally oriented sliders are used, an
imaginary line running through the
knobs
represents
the
approximate
change in response produced by that
control setting. That is, the "line"
represents a graph of the frequency
response, hence the alternate term
"graphic equalizer."
The width of the band controlled
(the
"bandwidth")
is
specified
in
octaves. The 20-to-20k Hz range is
about
10
octaves,
so
a 5-band
equalizer would have bands two octaves wide, a 7-band, 1.5 octaves
wide, and so on. The frequency marked
on the control panel (known as the
center frequency) is at the center of
the frequency band controlled by that
knob.
The bands do not have flat-topped
response, with an abrupt rolloff to the
sides. Instead, there is a gradual
transition from the controlled to the
uncontrolled region. The sharpness of
this transition is determined by the
"Q" of the equalizer. A high Q
produces a narrow band of controlled
frequencies, with a sharp rolloff. A low
Q, the opposite. In general, the more
bands, the higher must be the Q of
each to prevent interaction among the
controls. If the equalizer has variable
Q, we can have sharply defined bands
for precise control over a narrow range
of frequencies, or broad bands with
gradual
transitions,
so
that
the
effects of several controls may be
combined to create a smooth curve like
that of regular tone controls.*
Equalizers serve two functions in
home music systems. The first is
program
enhancement,
letting
the
listener either correct certain frequen* Most equalizers have a fixed Q, high
enough to produce fairly narrow, nonoverlapping bands. The notable exception was the Advent FBC, which had
low Q and a consequent high degree of
control interaction.
47

cy response-related
errors
in
the
recording, or introduce colorations to
his taste. The second is correction of
deviations in system response, primarily those introduced by speakers and
room acoustics. Unfortunately, one
equalizer cannot serve both functions,
as the requirements are almost diametrically opposed.
The requirements for the latter
(system or room equalization) are easy
to establish. It is generally agreed
that the critical bandwidth is about
one third of an octave, the theory
being that response deviations of less
than a third octave wide are not
generally audible. So 32 controls,
running from 16 to 20k Hz on thirdoctave centers, would be about right.
The controls for each channel must be
independent; we want to get each
channel as flat as possible. If we
cannot make each side perfectly flat,
then we want to make them as nearly
identical as possible (for the best
imaging). Either way, we need separate

controls.
This is all we really need. However,
third-octave filtering introduces significant ringing (due to the high Q—
over 4.1)** In order to minimize
ringing, it would be desirable to add a
flexible
set
of
conventional
tone
controls to our room and system
equalizer. In this way our system
response would be as flat as possible
before the individual bands are equalized.
Program equalizers have a completely different set of requirements.
When fixing up poor material, we
** Generally speaking, if the equalizer's response exactly complemented
the system's errors, the net response
would be dead flat, without ringing.
But until digital equalization becomes
practical (it's at least two years
away), this isn't possible. The less
narrow-band EQ we need to apply, the
less the chance of introducing undesired side-effects.

TIFFANY
CONNECTORS
The world's finest audio connectors
Male RCA connectors for cables, female RCA chassis mount, 5-Pin female
and male tonearm connectors, speaker pins, and binding/ground posts.
TIFFANY CONNECTORS have many features which will improve the appearance and sound of your audio equipment. Among them are 14K Industrial, Hard Gold plate, over Nickel plate, over Brass for the conductive
parts. The non-conductive outer bodies are sand-blasted Nickel over
Brass. Right and left channel color stripes are enamel paint. The insulating
material is Hi-dielectric Teflon. TIFFANY CONNECTORS will sound and
look as good in 10 years as they do today
For more technical data, or the name of your nearest dealer, contact:
US/Canada dealer sales: SOUND CONNECTIQNS (813-985-7033)
POB 16543 Tampa, FL 33687
OEM/Export: M. BERNS INDUSTRIES (212-564-4207)
135 W. 29th St., NY NY 10001
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almost always want to do the same
thing to both channels. Therefore,
matching controls on each channel
should be conveniently ganged. Most
recordings do not need gross corrections, so the ability to easily apply
boosts or cuts as small as 1or 2 dB is
desirable. 32 third-octave controls are
too many; 10 controls, on one-octave
centers,
are more convenient. Of
course, there is no guarantee that the
equalizer's
center
frequencies
will
match the corrections needed for any
given recording. Therefore, the ability
to "move" each control by +1- half an
octave is extremely useful. Lastly, we
would like to be able to adjust the Q
of each control. A high Q permits
single-band adjustments over a narrow
frequency range. A low Q allows
smooth changes over a wide frequency
range. Continuous variability of Q is
nice, but somewhat of a luxury; two
well-chosen Qs should be satisfactory.
To sum up the differences: a room
equalizer needs many narrow adjustments, at fixed frequencies and with
separate controls for each channel. A
program equalizer can get away with
fewer controls, but needs adjustable
sharpness and the ability to move the
controlled frequencies.
Now that we know what equalizers
are supposed to do, how about those
things they aren't supposed to do? The
most common belief is that "equalizers
introduce phase shift." I would hope
so! Almost everything which causes a
frequency
response change has
a
phase shift associated with it, and
this includes response deviations in
the program material. In correcting the
response, the equalizer introduces a
complementary phase shift, reducing
rather than increasing the net phase
shift.
The other belief—"equalizers destroy the 'musicality' of the sound"—
has some legitimacy. Iam ignoring the
(very real) possibility that the equalizer's circuitry sounds bad, and only
considering the effects of equalization, per se. The problem is that many
things which we interpret as frequency
response
errors
aren't. The most
obvious source of difficulty is har-

monic distortion, which can sound like
upper-midrange brightness. Adjust the
response, and the "correct" balance
appears (sort of). But the sound is
never right, because we've actually
removed something that belongs, not
corrected a response error.
Mother
problem
of
this
type
occurs with recordings made before
the advent of magnetic recording. KEF
has shown that mechanical systems
can have delayed resonances that
color the sound, but which do not show
a direct relationship to the system's
steady-state frequency response. It is
my belief that most colorations in pre1950 electrical (i.e., direct-disc) recordings are from this source. They
are beyond the help of any conventional equalizer.
Lastly, there are the sharp resonances (typified by the horn resonance
of acoustical recording) which the
relatively wide bands of most equalizers are unable to exactly correct.
Reduce the response so that the
resonance is cancelled, and you have
taken away significant material to
either side.
It's unfortunate, but few recordings have the kinds of problems which
equalizers can satisfactorily correct.
Moreover, equalizers generally lack
the very feature—adjustable center
frequencies—that they need in order
to cope with the unpredictabilities of
recordings. Paradoxically, most of the
sonic problems encountered in post1960 recordings are due to equalization applied by the producer to make
the recording sound "good." If the EQ
was
used
on the
final
two-track
master, your home equalizer may be
able to undo the dirty work. But if the
EQ was used on the individual tracks
of a multi-track master, forget it.
In
short,
program
(10-octave)
equalizers
are of
limited
use
in
improving
bad
recordings—although
cutting down the 7 kHz range a few dB
on Columbias has been known to work
wonders! For room equalization, they
are useless. They cannot provide the
kind of detailed adjustments needed to
effect
significant
improvement.
In
attempting to flatten system response
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with
10
octave-wide
filters,
you
usually wind up trading one set of
colorations for a different set.
So . . . should you have an
equalizer
specifically
designed
to
correct speaker and room problems?
Maybe not. Most room problems can be
fixed by repositioning the speakers,
redecorating the room, or (best of all)
adding acoustical treatment. I have
been able to get flat response (4-1- 2
dB, or better) from about 100 Hz to 20
kHz, sans equalization,
simply by
deadening the room with Fibreglas
panels. Interestingly, Crown publishes
a brochure on their EQ-2 ("Equalization—A Crown View") which explains
how system problems can be corrected
without using an equalizer. It's recommended reading.
For those who will not (or cannot)
rearrange their room and speakers for
the best sound, as well as those who
insist on purchasing recordings on the
basis of repertoire and performance,
rather than recording quality, equal-

izers can meet a real need. As it turns
out,
only
a few
audiophile-grade
equalizers exist. Of these, the Crown
E,Q-2 and Lux 5G12 stand out.
The EQ-2 is principally a room
equalizer. Unfortunately, Crown decided that its users would also like the
EQ-2 to be a program equalizer, so
instead of 32 third-octave bands we
get 10 half-octave bands on octave
centers, with variable center frequencies. This forced the use of goldplated "stepper" switches (rather than
the usual continuously variable controls) to permit the user to return
precisely to the original room equalization. Conventional tone controls are
also provided, with continuously variable corners, for trimming the system's
response
before
the
main
controls are applied, or to be used as
regular tone controls.
Not
surprisingly,
the
EQ-2
is
difficult to adjust. It takes at least
half an hour of fussing to set up each
channel, constantly altering boost and
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cut, and moving the center frequencies.
I never
failed
to get
the
response flat to within +/- 1 dB (on a
third-octave basis) from about 200 to
16 kHz. But this was always obtained
with great labor. If the EQ-2 were
third-octave,
even flatter response
over a wider frequency range could be
obtained—in a third the time and with
little effort.
Fortunately,
the
effort
always
produces significant improvements in
imaging, transparency, and naturalness. The EQ-2 gets my grudging
recommendation for a room equalizer,
but strictly by default. There is room
for a product that doesn't try to be
both fish and fowl.
The
Lux
5G12,
no
longer
in
production, didn't try to do everything.
It was strictly a program equalizer,
with all the desirable features discussed above and lacking only variable
center frequencies. There was switchable Q for each band, and a selector
could reduce the boost/cut to plus or
minus
2 dB, a convenience when
making subtle corrections. A nice
touch was two extra bands, at 14 Hz
and
28
kHz.
They
adjusted
the
frequency extremes without adding
bumps or dips in the audible range.
As do many Lux products, it "broke
the rules," starting with the use of
ganged controls. A bit of Japanese
quaintness was the choice of center
frequencies. They are traditionally on
octave centers, with 1 kHz as the
reference. Lux placed the bottommost
controls at 110, 55, and 28 Hz, which
are probably more useful than the 125,
64, and 32 Hz that result from a 1kHz
starting point.
I dislike
recommending
discontinued products, especially while giving a good review to a current product
(see elsewhere in this issue my report
on the Hafler DH-160). Iliked the 5G12
better than any other program equalizer I've seen, but my principal reason
for discussing it is to show just how
flexible and well thought-out such a
product can be. If you see a used one,
grab it—but don't fret if you can't.
Should you own an equalizer? If you
are unhappy with the way your system

sounds, you need to find and correct
the specific problems. Room EQ is
useful only when it has been determined that the acoustics are at fault,
and
the
solution
is
beyond
your
willingness or means. Likewise, if
you're generally happy with the balances and colorations of your recordings,
you
don't
need
a program
equalizer. Remember that one equalizer
cannot serve both functions in an
optimal way. And if you buy a room
equalizer, have it professionally installed and calibrated; a sound-level
meter
and
test
record
are
not
satisfactory substitutes for a thirdoctave analyzer and calibrated mike.

Record Reviews
(cont'd from page 45)
this disc through my system sounds
like a superb CD recording!
Not
better, not worse, not even very
different. But it would take a damn
good ear to tell which is the digital
and which is the Sheffield, unless one
cheated and listened for surface noise
instead of the program.
So, our friends in Santa Barbara
have outdone themselves again. Because of the nature of the program,
though, I'm afraid this disc will never
be the showstopper that the last two
blockbusters—the Drum Record and the
Track Record—were. This one is just
too musical to have that kind of
appeal.
JGH
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THE AUDIO CHEAPSKATE
The
Audio
Cheapskate
Harrnon/Kardon 160
by Sam Tellig

meets

the

A friend of mine once went into a local
mid-fi emporium looking for a turntable
to replace his aging Dual. As he talked
with the salesman, he revealed himself
to be a music lover and somewhat
knowledgeable about audio—in other
words, a person who should not be
frequenting such an establishment. The
salesman,
obviously
sympathetic,
whispered under his breath, "Don't buy
any of this s—. Get yourself a good
British belt-drive. Ihave a Linn."
Admirable honesty, and not that
unusual. I've encountered other mid-fi
salesmen
who
freely
admit
they
wouldn't own the garbage they sell.
One such salesman bought a used pair
of BdcW DM7s from me saying he didn't
think there was a decent pair of
speakers in his whole store.
That's
not
to
say
all
mid-fi
equipment is junk—the purpose of this
column, in fact, is to search out the
good mid-fi. There are even some mid-fi
turntables that sound halfway decent,
including the direct-drive JVC QLY-5F,
more about which in a future column.
Most audiophiles prefer belt-drive
turntables, and with good reason; they
tend to sound better, especially in
their presentation of ambient information.
If you live in or visit England the
Rega Planar 3 is a great buy. The Rega
3 with arm sells for around $250
without the value added tax (a VAT
rebate is given on goods you take out
of the country).
The Linn is hardly a bargain in
either country, but there are people
who swear it's worth every penny. Once
purchased at high price the Linn is
still a tough row to hoe, since the
turntable is notoriously difficult to set
up. How do you know the turntable is
properly optimized? You don't.
What other alternatives do you
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have? Well, there's the American-made
SOTA, which is said by people I
respect to rival the Linn. There's the
new "Alexandria" from Oracle, complete with arm, at around $900, which
Ihave seen but not heard. And there's
a new belt-drive forthcoming from AR,
whose earlier belt-drives were particularly notable for their isolation from
all types of feedback. Maybe my friend
with the aging Dual should hang in
there and wait.
Or he might go for the Harmon/Kardon T60, a belt-drive turntable with
arm which lists for $400 (and can
frequently found at a modest discount). It is a good value for the
money—but
I do not unqualifiedly
agree with the reviewer who called it a
"brilliant success."
The Harmon/Kardon 160 starts out
with a promising design: belt-drive,
three-point suspension, heavy platter,
well-thought-out
mat,
and
record
weight.
It also has a very good
integrated arm, by Ito, which is wellsuited for most medium- to highcompliance moving magnets. (Ito, by
the way, makes the Ittok for Linn, and
there is a slight resemblance.) The
headshell
is
identical
to the
$5
straight-line headshells sold by Radio
Shack. (Imagine Linn products and
Radio Shack doing business with the
same Japanese company!)
The Harmon/Kardon 160 is better
than 90 percent of the turntables on
the market. The problem is, there are
turntables which sound better still—
the Rega 3, for instance. And there
are a few direct-drives which sound
nearly as good and which offer more
in the way of operatonal convenience—
the JVC QLY-5F, for instance.
Compared to a Rega 3, the sound
of the 160 seems slightly coarse and
forward, somewhat lacking in warmth
and in presentation of ambient detail,
and a bit constricted in dynamic range.
A British reviewer might say something
about "loss of information."

I tried a number of mats with the
T60 in an effort to refine the sound I
was getting. The sound was changed
but not improved. Apparently there's a
limit to what you can do with mats; a
good turntable can be ruined with a
bad mat, but you can't work miracles
with a turntable that doesn't have it in
the first place.
Upon receipt of the 160 it was love
at first sight. Iwas enthralled by its
design (you don't find many decent
belt-drives these days). Iwanted it to
sound good. And it must be emphasized
that it does not sound bad, given what
else is available in this country for
the price. Only when you listen to
something like a Rega or a Linn do the
weaknesses become apparent. All in
all, this is a turntable you might
recommend to friends who want both
the convenience of an integrated tone
arm with auto shutoff, and better
sound than is available from other
such units.
What don't I like, other than a
slightly coarse sound? For one thing

you can't remove the arm without
major surgery. There is no arm height
adjustment, which makes it difficult to
optimize vertical tracking angle. And a
few other quibbles: the guage for
setting the overhang is confusing and
frustrating to use; the instruction
manual (written in garbled English and
not too helpful) suggests that the
turntable comes from the factory with
its suspension levelled, but mine was
off by quite a bit. This was not a big
problem; the suspension levelling adjustment is quite easy and convenient.
For this price there are practically
no turntable-arm combinations available at all, much less ones that
surpass the 160, but I still found the
problems with the sound unacceptable
in the long run. If $400 is the absolute
limit of expenditure, Ihave no qualms
in recommending the 160 as a good
value. A more whole-hearted recommendation would be to save up to buy
something a bit better and more
expensive.
The
Audio
Cheapskate
doesn't scrimp on his phono front end.

Series 140 Power Amplifier
... excellent music reproduction
at an affordable price.
In the Series 140 Power Amplifier, B & K Components, Ltd. has developed
asimplified design concept and produced it with rigid quality controls.
The result — a highly reliable unit with excellent capability for under
five hundred dollars.
Check these outstanding features:
-3.2 db of Dynamic Headroom;
-All 1% of Metal Film Resistors;
-Class "A" complementary symmetry
up to the driver stage:
-Seventy watts per side mosfet design;

-A 47,000 MFD power supply guarantees peak demand performance;
-Digital Audio Disc Compatability
for optimal system flexibility;
-Gold-plated connector posts.

Call toll-free or
write today for information.
Toll-Free: 1-800-543-5252
(NY State only) 1-800-235-5020

B & K Components, Ltd.
P.O. Box 331
Orchard Park, N.Y. 14127 U.S.A.
716-652 7667
Telex: 466482

A Modest Experiment
by J. Gordon Holt
We have been wondering of late why
film
soundtrack
recordings
do
not
seem to have the same impact as
(ostensibly) the same recordings in
the
movie
theater. This
raised
a
question: What would a film soundtrack
recording sound like if actually reproduced in a movie theater with a
reasonably good sound system? And
while we were at it: What would an
audiophile-quality recording sound like
through a good movie-theater sound
system?
As it happens there is a theater in
Santa Fe which has, if not a state-ofthe-art sound system, at least one
that is rather better than average.
Sante Fe's Lensic Theater was designed
by
the
same
person
who
designed Grauman's Chinese Theater in
Hollywood—the one whose sidewalk is
adorned with all the handprints, lipprints, and who-knows-what-else- prints
of the stars. The sound system is not
the very best. Much of it is old, some
of it is vintage, the aggregate of it is,
croyez ou non, several cuts above
what most theaters in larger cities
use. It comprises three huge Altec
Voice-of-the-Theater two-way speaker
systems, each driven by a 60-watt
tubed amplifier with no discernible
brand or model identification but which
look as though they might also have
been made by Altec. In addition there
are
two paralleled
subwoofers
and
several smaller upper-range speakers
paralleled for "surround" effects to
the sides and rear. The subwoofers and
the surround speakers are each fed by
a separate channel of a Crown D-150.
The
three
main
speakers
are
arranged behind the screen with two
near the outer edges and the third in
the middle. Because most of the audio
system wiring is encased in metal
sheathing, and the lines were untraceable in the short time at our disposal,
we simply hooked ,:irectly to the amps
driving the main side speakers.
In
this
theater,
through
this
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system,
I have heard the musical
scores of "Star Wars," "The Empire
Strikes Back," and "Superman I and
II" sound infinitely more compelling
than they do from the Warner Bros.,
RSO and CBS soundtrack discs in my
home. Note that I did not say they
sounded better. That is a judgment I
am not prepared to make at this time.
What I said was more comp_ql.
Lig, and
by this I mean simply that the music
off the film seemed more emotionally
stimulating than what I heard at home
from the soundtrack discs.
We took with us the Robertson
pickup/preamplifier
with
the
RSO
soundtrack disc of "The Empire Strikes
Back" and the English EMI of Ralph
Vaughan-Williams'
(no
relation)
7th
Symphony, as well as our CD player
and the CDs of the Beethoven and
Schubert symphonies and the Telarc
"Firebird," both reviewed in this issue.
Here's what we found:
The first thing we noticed was the
appalling lack of high end. Upper-range
attenuation sounded as if it set in at
around 5 kHz, and rolled off thereafter

the music off the film seemed
more emotionally stimulating
than what Iheard at home

at an increasingly rapid rate. There
was no sheen, no air, no razor-sharp
inner detailing. This was partly due to
the lack of supertweeters and partly
because the sound was being strained
through thousands of tiny perforations
in the screen. (These were a bit more
than 1/16 inch in diameter and spaced
about 3/16 inch apart.)
The sound was rather more forward
than
that
from most
home
audio
systems, but this was because of an
exaggerated brightness rather than a
hard edge. The range between 2,000
(cont'd on page 34)

LETTERS
should I make both of these as short
as possible, or should Imake both of
them the same length and let the cable
for the nearer of the two speakers lie
in a pile on the floor?
Ned Purvis

CD Direct
In
testing
the
Sony
CDP-101
Compact Disc player, you bypassed
your preamp by feeding the outputs of
the player directly
into a power
amplifier
via an outboard passive
volume-control box.
Why did you not use the CD
player's headphone output, which has a
volume control?
Can you give some details about
the construction of such an outboard
passive volume control?
Les Leventhal
The reason we did not use the player's
headphone output was because we had
no way of ascertaining whether or not
it contained any active amplifying
circuitry, whose sound may have been
added to that from the player's normal
outputs. We were just "playing it
safe."
Construction
details
about
the
passive VC box appeared on page 51 of
Volume 6, Number 2.
Uneven Runs
For various reasons, I am obliged
to locate my speakers at one end of
my living room and the rest of the
equipment at one side. I have a
question about the loudspeaker cables.
I know that all loudspeaker cables
have some effect on the sound, and
that the longer the cable, the more
effect it will have. So, my question is:

Make them both the same length.
Accurate stereo imaging depends on
maximum sonic matching between the
two channels. If the cables are a
different length, the longer one will
change the sound more than will the
shorter one, creating a difference
between
the
sounds
of
the
two
speakers and thus impairing imaging.

Records More or Less
I am sorry to see so many record
reviews in the magazine. They detract
from the purpose of the magazine, and
the people at Stereo Review do a
better job.
L. M. Orsen
I enjoy component reviews, but I
would like to see more record reviews.
One cannot audition records for sound
quality and performance before buying.
Al Celima
The folks at Stereo Review do not, in
our considered opinion, do nearly as
good a job as we do of evaluating the
sound of recordings. And that, we feel,
is as much a part of our "purpose" as
the evaluating of components.
The Listening Room
I found your editorial "The Forgotten Factor" (6-1) to be very interesting and enlightening. The issue of the
listening room itself is
something
rarely discussed by audio magazines
and audiophiles alike. Thank you for
bringing up a neglected but important
subject.
I've given some thought to the
issue myself, and have raised a few
questions (one major one, anyway)
that I'm not sure how to answer, and
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I'm hoping you can shed some light on
it. My question(s) concerns the use of
curved surfaces rather than flat nonparallel ones. Quite frankly, a room
where none of the walls are parallel
would not be very esthetically pleasing, and would certainly not add to the
resale value of the house it was
attached to if one should decide to
move. A sloping ceiling would be
acceptable (more so a cathedral-type
open ceiling), and perhaps even curved
walls, but sloping walls, no.
My only concern about a curved
wall is that it might create problems
of its own, since if the wall was an arc
of a sphere it might (and probably
would) create a focal point or "hot
spot" in the room. Perhaps a better
approach would be to design a wall
based on the so-called French curve,
or some other kind of wavy shape.
What do you think?
Ronald A. Howard
We think we agree. Sloping walls do
not a resale make, unless you are
fortunate enough to sell your house to
a fellow audiophile.
The listening room we described
was the ideal, and an ideal—almost by
definition—is likely to be impractical
for any number of reasons. If there is
any likelihood that you will be selling
your house—that is, if you are not
living in a family estate, to be passed
on from generation to generation,
tilted walls and all—it is best to
temper idealism with practicality and
go for straight, parallel room boundaries with suitable acoustical treatment. For example, many recording
studios do very well with parallel
surfaces, broken up by vertical semicylinders of rigid material surfaced
with effective sound-absorption material.
The most important elements in a
listening room are its dimensional
ratios, the rigidity of its boundary
surfaces, and adequate suppression of
reflections. The latter implies at least
a carpet
and a thick underliner
covering all of the floor. (A bare
border strip only a foot in width is
enough to produce sound smearing due
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to reflections.) Better still is the full
carpet plus symmetrical sound-absorption coverage of at least 50 per cent
of the wall area, and if you can add
acoustical panels to the ceiling, so
much the better.
Many audiophiles prefer a certain
amount of wall reflection to total wall
damping, because it allows the rear
and side walls to contribute spatial
information from those directions. But
this is always achieved at the cost of
some smearing of detail, and because
the time constants of listening-room
reflections are always much shorter
than those in a performing space, the
spatial effects are never convincing.
JGH prefers a completely dead
room, with as close as possible to
100% absorption but with an electronic
ambiance system such as the Benchmark (reviewed in Volume 5, Number 6,
but no longer in production, unfortunately) providing side and rear ambiance, mainly because this source of
ambiance is more predictable and thus
more controllable than in-room reflections, and because it gives a far more
convincing illusion of the original
performing space.
Concave curved walls are, as you
surmised, bad news,
and for the
reason you mentioned. Convex curvature would probably be very good, but
would probably also look worse than
anything else you could come up with.
3BX Expansion
On your review of the 3BX dynamicrange expander, Ido not think Iagree
with you about simultaneous versus
individual-channel expansion. Simultaneous might be needed in an expander
which controls three separate bands,
as does the 3BX, but in one that
expands the full audio range I think
individual-channel expansion would be
best. This is because it would better
maintain
the
volume
relationships
between instruments.
Say we have left violins and right
basses playing simultaneously, and the
violins then play more loudly. Simultaneous expansion would increase the
volume of both the violins and the

1

Simply Dynamic

The HW-I9
Redefines The State Of The Art
In Turntable Design.

For years VPI has been world
renowned for its superb turntable
isolation base, the VPI HW-2.
Now, after 3years of research and
engineering, VPI has introduced a
turntable based on the outstanding
isolation properties of the HW-2.
VPI went back to basics in its approach to produce the ultimate
turntable using dynamic 15 ips
master tapes as areference.
VPI uses only high precision
machined parts in its construction,
no stampings or castings. A spaceage, self-lubricating material is
used for both the vertical and
horizontal bearings. The 12 lb.
platter is lathe-turned from solid
aluminum and lead to achieve
greater moments of inertia and
superb non-resonant qualities.

The result—a precision analog
turntable capable of extracting all
the information contained on your
records—right down to the lowest
frequencies. The HW-19 allows
dynamic range response unavailable with other turntables—paralleled only by 15 ips master tapes.
Simple, yet dynamic—the VPI HW19 has it all, and for only $665.*
Listen to the unique experience
of the HW-19 and all the other VPI
quality products at your local
audio specialty dealer. Call 212738-3269 for his name and address, or write to VPI, P.O. Box
159, Dept. UM, Ozone Park, NY
11417
Suggested retail pace.

basses, upsetting the original balance
between them and changing the imaging. Individual expansion will be able
to bring the violins up without also
bringing up the volume of the basses.
Thus the original balance of instruments will be maintained.
I think your comments were based
on what seemed like plausible theory
rather than on listening .tests. I think
the theory is wrong, as proven by the
Robert Grodinsky expander. This uses
full-range individual-channel expansion.
You should test this unit.
Ronald W. Burk
We have an RGR expander on the
premises now, and are scheduling its
report for issue 6-6.

Berning In Retrospect
Almost a year ago (or was it
longer?) you gave a very good review
to
a Berning
TF-10
preamplifier,
stating that it was "as good as
anything you had heard." Since then, a
lot of very fine preamplifiers have
come along, and before I make a
decision to buy one Iwould like to ask
if you still feel the same way about
the Berning as you did?
Bill Kinney
Yes.

Early Acoustats
I own a pair of Acoustat Monitors
(the original model, converted from
Model Xs), driven by their built-in
Servo-Charge amplifiers which have
had one factory modification since
they were originally built. Acoustat is
now offering another mod for the
amps, which I will probably go with,
but I am wondering how much more
improvement I might get by scrapping
the amps entirely and going to their
speaker interfaces for external amplifiers?
They are pretty expensive, but I
will consider getting them if the
improvement is significant. What do
you advise?
If I get the interfaces, what amp
58

or amps should Iconsider to drive the
speakers with? At present I have a
Phase Linear 400 and a Dyna Stereo
400. Would either of these be all right
to use until I get something better?
Charles D. Matteson
There are better amplifiers now than
the
Acoustat
Servo-Charge
units.
Converting to the external-amplifier
interfaces will
allow you
to get
somewhat
more
undistorted
output
from the speakers than you get now as
well as substantially smoother, sweeter and more natural high end.
Either of your present amplifiers
will suffice as an interim measure, but
don't expect to be too happy with the
sound. I doubt that either will give as
good sound as you get now from your
Servo-Charge
amps.
Ultimately,
I
would suggest the VSP Labs 150, the
Acoustat TNT-200, or the Threshold
S/500 in order of increasing price.

Walker or Linn?
I recently
came
across
your
interesting review of the C J Walker
CJ-55 turntable. I am planning to
upgrade my turntable and was seriously
considering the Linn LP-12.
Would I be better off going with the
Walker
and
using the
savings
to
upgrade my electronics, which consist
now of the NAD 7020?
Also, does your magazine have an
index of recent feature articles and
reviews? And are single back issues
available?
M. Wrubel
To compare the Linn with the Walker is
like comparing a Trans Am with a
Honda CVCC. Both have their place,
but by no means is one a budget
version of the other.
Specifically, the C J Walker is
designed primarily for use with highcompliance, light-tracking cartridges
and low-mass arms, with which it will
deliver sound that is comparable in
many respects to that of the Linn.
With
lower-compliance
cartridges,
which transmit a fair amount of stylus
(cont'd on page 62)

Technology

Elegance

Value

• LIFE-LIKE IMAGE—Convincing sense of stage height, width and
depth. LOW COLORATIONS—No loading or resonances from speaker
cabinet. • UNIFORM DRIVE—All parts of diaphragm driven; not just
apex of cone. • LOW MASS—Ultra-thin diaphragm and aluminum
"voice grid" for excellent transient response •RESISTIVE LOAD—Nonreactive load for optimum amplifier performance. •ELEGANT SCREENS
—A beautiful alternative to boxes in the living room. •-State-of-the-art patented ribbon technology available in top models.
Prices starting at $475.00 per pair

III MAGNEPAN
1645 9th Street
White Bear Lake MN 55110

Personal Recommendations by

Jonas Miller

Every listed item is judged
"great value
in
" its price category.
Cartridgeb
Grado GTE+1 $15, Joseph Grado Signature 8 $200, Joseph Grado Signature 9 $300,
Alpha 1$475, Dr. Sao Win Ruby $650, EMT Mod by Van Den Hul $1260.
Tuners
NAD Schot z$338, Sony ST-S55ES $450, Quad FM4 $625, Tandberg 3001A $1195, Revox
B261 $1500, Sequera $6000.
Preamps
NAD 1020 $198, Quad 34 $625, New RGR $800, Perreaux Class A $1090, Counterpoint
SA5 Tube $1595, New Cotter pre-assembled w/case $2975.
Amps
NAD 2150 $278, Hafler 220 $460, Quad 405-2 $675, Perreaux Mosfet 100w $990 -200w
$1550, RGR 100w high current $1195, Citation 150w $3500 250w $7500.
Integrated Amps (watts per channel 8ohms)
NAD 3120A $218, NAD 3150 $398, Sony TA-F555ES 100W $640, Tandberg 3012 100w
$995, Revox 251 100w w/remote $1500.
Turntable (includes tone arm)
New NAD $248, Thorens 147 Jubilee $595, Revox 795 $599, VPI $665 plus arm, Oracle
Alexandria $995, Maplenoll (Coloney) air bearing t.t. and straight line tracking tone arm
with vacuum $1990, New Nakamichi Dragon $1740.
Tone arms
Sumiko Premier MMT $225, Lustre 801 $500, Alphason titanium $750, Dennesen air
bearing, straight line tracking $1400.
âpeakers (Re)
Fried Beta $275, M&K S3 $350, B&W 22E $498, B&W 17 $790, M&K SIB satellites VW2B
subwoofer $1245, New Magneplanar Ill $1995, Meridian M2 biamped $1995, Acoustat 2+2
$2100 +or Quad ELS63 $2850, B&W 801 $2998, Dr. West Sound Labs Al $7200-$7700,
Infinity I.R.S. $30,000.
D.A.D.
Technics SL-P8 w/remote $800, Technics SL-P10 more features, best model $1000, Sony
newest best model CDP 701ES $1500, Selected D.A. Discs by M&K, Telarc, Delos and
others.
New Video Department
Proton 19" and 25" monitor components complete $850 to $1550, Pioneer Laser Disc
player $800, Sony Beta hi fi VCR SL 2700 BH $1500, Fosgate Tate II surround sound
component $575. (This processes ambient information and encoding from Laser discs and
beta hi fi VCR cassettes. Enjoy movies and musicals equal to or better than anything seen
or heard in the great movie houses.)
For further information call (213) 828-5613. Sales tax for California residents only.
We accept most major credit cards.

JONAS
MILLER
S
0
U
N
233 6 SANTA MONICA BOULEVARD
SANTA MONICA, CA 90404 •213-828-5613

AUDIO MART
I

Rates: Private 35¢ a word; Commercial 75¢ a word. Multiple insertions must be prepaid; we do not bill
for Audio Mart. Credit cards accepted; send card # and expire date

FOR SALE
SCI-DEPS
CONDEN SER
MI
CROPHONES.
Small,
single-diaphragm,
transformerless;
simply superb in
stereo pairs. Call or write: Jerry
Bruck,
FOSTHORN
RECORDINGS,
142 West 26th St., New York City,
NY 10001.
*212-242-3737*
DIRECT-TO-TAPE RECORDINGS:
REAL TI ME DUPLICATED REELS (2or 4-track with optional Dolby B/C,
TypeX noise reduction); CASSETTES
(Dolby B/C, TypeX); and DIGITAL
CASSETTES (VHS and Beta) from
master tapes. Recordings from both
analog and digital masters. Quarterly
newsletter and catalog. Direct-toTape Recording company, 14-L Station Avenue, Haddon Heights, NJ
08035. VHS/Beta digital demonstration recording DTR-8217: $27 shipped.
AUDIO RESEARCH SP6E and 110B,
MINT. $1800 each, $3500 the pair.
Les, (201) 943-8082.

II
4..
.....
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OPEN REEL TAPES from studio masters.
Catalogue
$1.00.
BarclayCrocker, 313-E Mill Street, Poughkeepsie NY 12601.
CARTRIDGES, TONEARM S, 4096-50%
off: Technics EPC(U)205ClIl $130 ,
EPA100II, Stylus guage; Accuphase;
Koetsu; Keisiki; Denon; Dynavector;
Grace; Supex; Linn Ittok; FR64FX. All
unused with warranty. CD Disc $17
each. Box 6312, LIC, NY 11106
(212)784-2939 (Eves);
Box
273179
Boca Raton, FL 33427 (305)487-1048
(Eves)

RJR SALE: DYNACO 470 Custom
Modified Power Amp. (301)366-2740.
CONRAD-JOHNSON PV-3 preamp, factory built, nearly new; AMBER Series
50A integrated amplifier. (206)9435126 (PST evenings.)
I-K 2000, excellent, $125; Yamaha CT
1010,
excellemt,
$150.
Mike,
(301)443-1770, 9 AM-5 PM (Maryland)
ATTRACTIVE
PRICES:
Dynavector,
Grace, Linn, Keotsu, Accuphase, Fulton, Stax, Walker, Sota, BRB. COD
Shipping. (713)728-4343, Maury Corb.
11-E
ELECTRONIC S CONNECTION.
Serving Central and Eastern Nebraska, specializing in hard-to-get audio
at low prices. Widest selection of
home, car, and portable, fast service, competent advice, one-on-one
consultation. Call or write The Electronics Connection, 1745 C Street,
Lincoln, NE 68502. (402)435-3095.
USED OR EVEN DISCARDED but passable tonearm for mounting on turntable to dub few 78's. Call COLLECT
(305)661-2221.
SPEAKER SALE: Spica, Pro-Ac, Fried,
Pentagram, Audio Concepts, Acoustic
Image and Watkins. (303)963-3269.
CJ WALKER TURNTABLES
(303)963-3269.

on

sale.

VSP LABS, Quicksilver, PS Audio,
Perreaux,
and
Precision
Fidelity.
(303)963-3269.
PIONEER PLC-590 TABLE loaded with
Signet X1(50 arm (spare pipe included) and Grace FI1L MC cartridge. Also QUAD Model 44 preamp.
All in mint condition. All reasonable
offers
considered.
(212)336-9505
Eves.
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MAGNEPLANAR TYMPANI
ID used
only $749 pair. PSE Studio D amp
demo
$399.
Technics
U205CMK3
sealed $129—also Quicksilver demo.
(303)963-3269.

Equipment (Tubes, Amps, Consoles,
Mixers, Drivers, Tweeters, Horns,
Speakers, Others.) Tel:(213)
5762642, David Yo, POB 832, Monterey
Park, CA 91754.

HIGH END ON NE HIGH PLAINS!
Audible Illusions, Audire, David Berning, Dynavector, PS Audio, Spendor,
Spica, gymdex, Systemdek, and much
more. L. A. White, Jr. Inc., Amarillo,
Texas (806)359-3193.

WANTED: AUDIO ENGINEER. Record
all performance events, edit tapes,
repair, maintain, and design equipment; produce radio broadcasts and
records. Good classical music background required. Apply to George
Pappastavrou, Director,
School of
Music, Syracuse University, Syracuse, NY 13210. (315)423-2191. Application deadline: Dec. 1.

RECORDS RECOMMENDED BY The Absolute Sound, Stereophile, IAR, etc.
Kraftwerk's Autobahn) are
available from Maildisc. Maildisc,
Box 1588, Staten Island, NY 10314.
Send SASE for catalog.
MERRILL
TURNTABLE—Features:
Beautiful hand-built oak base. Lead
and foam lined for deadness and
shielding.
Seven
layer
laminated
plinth. Sophisticated suspension tuning system will accept arms weighing
7 ounces to 2 pounds. Three point
energy absorbing subchassis with 6
cycle resonant frequency. Subchassis
and arm mounting system designed to
absorb
tonearm
release
energy.
Twenty-four pole synchronous motor.
Two piece platter with unique lead
damping ring. Comes with 10 guage
soft vinyl dust cover. Price: $435.
FOR MORE INFORMATION CONTACT
Underground
Sound,
2125 Central
Ave., Memphis, TN 38104. (901)2721275.
WATKINS
SPEAKERS—Audioquest,
Livewire, VP!, etc. Also latest D 40,
RM4 & pair of ML2s. Howard Royal,
(404)253-6419 (Near Atlanta.) P.O.
Box 340, Newnan, GA 30264, for info,
appointment, or demo.
WANTED
Wanted AAA: MCINTOSH, MARANTZ,
Quad, Leak, Tube Type Components.
EMT 927DST, 930ST. Thorens TD-124.
Garrard 301. Altec 604's. Old Tannoy
Monitor. JBL 150-4C. EV Patricians.
JBL Hartsfield. Old Western Electric
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Reports . .. VSP Labs
(cont'd from page 30)
ing the increase were cosmetics which
include the ability to rack-mount the
150. We tested the old version and
thus were not able to evaluate the
rack-mountability. Although dismayed
by the increase, after observing the
quality of parts I was not surprised.
Still a good buy, especially the kit.
Letters
(cont'd from page 58)
vibration back through the tone-arm
base, the Linn takes on a marked
sonic
advantage
over
the
Walker
because its arm-to-platter coupling is
much more rigid, minimizing spurious
signal content due to movement of the
stylus relative to that of the platter.
The Linn is also far better constructed, with better parts throughout,
and its longevity (and difficulty of
setup) is firmly established. This is
not yet true for the Walker.
If you, or any other readers for
that
matter,
are
considering
the
purchase of a $1000 turntable (which
must then be mated with an arm and
cartridge and head amp at $1000
apiece), you might consider instead
the purchase of a CD player, which
can be had for slightly less than the
cost of a top turntable and will give
you much better sound. (See "As We
See It" in this issue.)
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When judging design,
the only criterion is
musicality.
This simple fact is why
every Counterpoint design
receives world-wide
recognition as being
among the very best,
regardless of price.
Meticulous circuit design
results in surprising musical
clarity and dimensionality.
Exacting standards offer
consummate value, today
and tomorrow.
A
...........
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Counterpoint technology
Complementing art.
Counterpoint Electronic Systems, Inc. P.O. Box 12294

La Jolla, CA 92037
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