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UNIVERSITY OF GSOUTHAMPTON

ABSTRACT

FACULTY OF ARTS

MUSIC

Doctor of Philosophy

THE DEVELOPMENT OF 'CLASSICAL' PRINCIPLES
IN ORGAN BUILDING IN BRITAIN IN THE
TWENTIETH CENTURY

by John Pickering Rowntree

This study considers the processes and influences leading to the
adoption of classical principles in organ building in Britain in the
second half of the twentieth century, and the developments in clagsical
organ tuilding from 19%0 to 1980, Throughout the study reference is
made to the instruments themselves.

To provide a perspective for this development consideration is given
to the 1906 and 1909 papers of Schweitzer, the effects of the
Orgelbewegung conferences in the late 1920%sg, and to the emergence of
a contemporary school of classical organ building in Scandinavia, the
effects of which have spread through Europe and North Awmerica.

Congideration is given to the tentative moves towards organ reform in
Britain up to the installation of the Royal Festival Hall organ, and
to the emnsuing neo-classical electro-pneumatic, and mixed-action organs.,

4 documented chronology is given of all classical organs built in
Britain from 1950 to 1980. 1'Came studies'! of organs of the period are
given, as far as possible, in terms of contract, congtruction, cost,
specification, compass, wind pressures, scales, mouth dimensions,
pipe materials, voicing treatment, temperament, key and stop action,
wind supply, placement, and cage architecture. Building practice is
further exemplified by the working drawings given in Volume IV. Up
until this study almost no such information hasgs been known outside a
few builders workshops, €.8., 1o scalings were available other than
some details relating to the Festival Hall and Brompton Oratory organs.
Already information relating to some 'early! classical ovgans has been
lost, and changes have been made t0 gome organs. A4n analysis of the
technical aspects of the instrument has been made so that some
indication of artistic development and builder style is possible.

The musical changes associated with the classical revival are
considered in brief, as are the underlying trends and philosophies of
the classical revival,
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Chapter I

The fclassical' organ

The sound and form of an organ are
closely related.... Only instruments
fully cased and having mechanical
action are congidered, because I
believe this way of building organs
produces the best results as well as
the greatest problems., 1

Josef Schifer

The term 'classical! can be interpreted in a variety of ways. In
general terms it suggests a relationsghip with fine work of a distin-
ctive pericd in the past and it aims at a "demonstrable harmony of
pa.r‘ts.“z The achievement of such harmony is by the employment of
certain basic elements of design. The concern is thus with *quality?
and "format'!, If a definition is looked for, then the Concise Oxford
Dictionary defines classical as "first class, standard and restrained,
a definition relating to both quality and format, one implying a
demonstration of that which is exemplary or normative.

no

Just as the formulation, or discipline, of sonata form, the concerto
and symphony provided a common musical language for the 'classical’®
migic of Haydn, Mozart and Beethoven, so the discipline of the
‘classical' organ provides a format for the organ within which, whilst
the possibilities of arrangement are almost infinite, the arrangement
is one in which any one aspect affects, and is affected by, others,

As Sybrand Zachariassen, of Marcussen, said in 1952, "the construction
of an organ, its specification, windchests, action, casework and facade
are interdependent, and must be brought into inward comnection with
one another as a thoroughly planned organic unity. nh

4 classical organ should thus demonstrate wholeness of design; "that
to which nothing can be added and from which nothing can be subtracted
without disadvantage."s This 'wholeness! also implies that the
classical organ should show consistency of materials and proportion,






the twentieth-century Scandinavian School, may be taken as providing
standards of organ bullding excellence,

The most coherent, and influential, outline of the fclassical' organ
was given by Zachariassen, in his 1952 paper at Berme, in which he
proposed certain "basic rules®:

n(1) So far as possible all pipework must stand directly
behind the case front.

#(2) fThe pipework should be built into the shallowest
possible cases, open only to the front. Divisions
erected one behind the other should all be placed
in free-gtanding cases.

#(2) The pipework should be so erected that its ranks run
parallel to the case front. The tonally less advanta~
geous chromatic disposition for ranks is to be avoided,
at least in larger organs, and for acoustic reasons the
pipework should be so arranged within the case that the
larger pipes to some extent cover its gide walls,

#(4) The depth of the organ behind the front of the gallery
should depend upon the height of the organ, i.e., with
little height the organ should be brought forward as
far as possible, occasionally right to the front." 7

Zachariassen thus starts from the relationship of organ to acoustic
and physical space, suggesting that "where height is sufficient, one
will erect the divisions ome asbove the other, so that one automati-
cally arrives at the arranmgement of divisions which one designates

as Rllckpositiv, Brustwerk, Haupiwerk and Oberwerk, as indeed happened
earlier.“a Zachariassen noted that, to many people, the arrangement
of an organ in this way "may smack too much of the Baroque,"9 bat
counters this idea stressing that "it has nothing to do with the
Baroque Organ (e.g., Chair organs existed in the Gothic and Renm ais~
sance Periods)"lo and, more importantly, proposed that "this dispo-
sition is quite simply and purely a tonal and acoustic matter®
creating "the best preconditions at every point for the attainment of
really organic sounds of the utmost colourfulness, clarity and

beauty."ll

From this point he proceeds to the matter of specification, which he

gaw arising from “the scheme of erection of the organ,"12 and which



bhas the natural comsequence "that principals or principal choruses

of the various divisions must stand at octave intervals from one
another."l5 The distinctive character of each division is therefore
“further strengthened by the position of the divisions, and last but
not least by the very various resonances which the different sized
cases give them.“14 To the principal registers of each division are
then added appropriate flute and reed registers, Zachariassen points
out that the gpecification should not hinder "a good scheme of erec-
tion for the organ,” and that "it is much better to build a smaller,
but well constructed organ, than a larger but worse or even badly

erected cne."15

From overall layout Zachariassen moves to internal detail, drawing
attention to the need to use slider chests, with which "it is possible
to bring the ratio of space required by the pipework and that required
by windchest into the best sgreement."-® Zacharisssen also indicated
that not only is the onset of pipe speech finer and quieter on the
slider chest but also that "the pipes which are to blend with one
another best do this when they stand on the same channel and... draw
their breath from the same source,"17 The significance of mechanical
action was stressed by him because with it the "languids can be given
a position more favourable for the onset of speech and so for the

tone quality,"la and also because the mammer in which the key is depr-
egssed affects the pipe speech ~ a matter of importance for the player.
The use of open~foot, nick-free voicing was seen by him as arising
from the use of the slider chest and mechanical action and resulting
in an "exceedingly favourable influence on blending, tone quality and
clarity.“19 Zachariassen not only proposed the use of mechanical key
action but also mechanical stop action, rejecting non-mechanical stop
action because its presence gives ¥Yrise to a deterioration in the
disposition of the organ,"zo going on to suggest that non-mechanical
stop actions "are often regarded as indispensable because one has
become habituated to them in more or less inorganic instruments,"z
and proposing further that "we cannot allow ourselves to keep some-
thing out of sheer habit, which atands/in the way of our reaching
the highest quality in our organs."?2

1



The coherent philosophy ocutlined in brief above was not arrived at
overnight but "step by step, after almost three decades of experiences,
both fortunate and unfortuna.‘be."23 It is a philosophy in which matters
of balance and proportion have thus been arrived at through accumulated
practical experience, through sustained craft work over a long period.

Zachariassen's paper was published in England in the Organ Club
Yearbook of 1960, and appears to have passed virtually umnoticed, as
did Francis Jackson's proposition (arrived at after experience of
organs in Demmark), in the same publication: "That an organ which is
400 big to be controlled by tracker action is too big....!"24 Some
seven years later Zachariassen's ideas were given prominence in the
first of two articles in the Musical Times by Peter Walker entitled
"The Positive Organ,">? though the source of the principles went
effectively unacknowledged. In 1969, Zachariassen's principles were
taken up by Peter Hurford who, in a lecture at the 1969 St. Albans
International Organ Festival, proposed that "the organ should work
mgically, mechanically and visually well® and that:

"these three criteria are interdependent: to work
misically well, the organ should be in such a position
that it can speak directly into the body of the church
or hall and each division should, if possible, be in
the same vertical plane, If the organ is properly
designed each division is based on a Principal rank
an octave apart from its neighbour (e.g. Pedal 164,
Great 8!, Positive 4' etc.) and this pitch relation~
ship is translated in visual terms to a balanced and
visually satisfying entity. The Werkprinzip (for so
this is called) is not a passing fad, tut a basic
tenet linking mmsical and visual aesthetics. Because
of this logical layout, mechanical action is much more
simple.™ 26

Mechanical action Hurford saw as being the more artistic action,
offering more interpretative possibilities and allowing players "to
realise the full artistic potential of their chosen instrument.“zY
Another description of the 'classical' organ was that put forward
later in 1969, in a lecture at the Royal College of Organists, by
Peter Williams, though Williams preferred the word 'simple! to
fclagsicalts



*The organ is a musical instrument consisting of a
chest or chests of naturally voiced pipes (i.e. those
with a simple relationship between the sizes of
foothole and flue, and voiced accordingly), commected
by a very accurate mechanism to the finger-keys, fed
by air at a natural pressure (i.e. such as can be
supplied by comfortably weighted bellows blown by a
man, or produced by a machine imitating that quality),
held in a shallow, carefully planned resonating box
open on one or possibly two sides, and placed in a
building at a point not only suitable in itself, but
also catered for by the builder as he voices the
pipes.” 28

Though Peter Walker, Hurford and Williams clearly derived their ideas
from Zachariassen, Williams® thinking was perhaps the more radical,
whilst remaining the most comprehensive,

The coherent philosophy of Zachariassen, and his followers, had,
however, roots in the earlier part of the century. As early as 1906,
Schweitzex:zg demongtrated a clear grasp of the harmony and inter-
dependence present in fine old organs, and in England, as early as
1915, Arnold Dolmetsch showed how this harmony had been lost, as
well as showing an understanding of the essential features of an
artistic organ:

“The makers of 1815 worked on much the same principles
as those of 1615. In most houses there was a little
organ, soft and sweet, easy to play.... The church
organs had in addition that power based on sweetness
which constitutes majesty. The change came on, and
for the sake of louder tone, pressure of wind was
doubled and trebled, The same pressure acting on

the valves which let the wind into the pipes made
them too heavy for the fingers to move through the
keys. A machine was then invented which did the

work at second hand. Instead of stmtting your own
door, if you call a servant to do so, the door may get
shut but, not so quickly. So the music of the organ
dragged on after the player's fingers as best it
could. Personal touch, which did so much for phrasing
and expression was destroyed." %0

The good gualities of 0ld organs, stressed by musicians such as
Dolmetsch and Schweitzer was, as Williams points out, part of *a
general current flowing towards greater historical awa.reness”31 in
masic., Initially it was considered that "the test of every organ,



the best and only test, is Bach's organ msic,“32 giving rise to the
term the *Bach! organ. Then, as awareness of the music of Bach's
predecessors grew, there appeared the 'Praetoriuns® organ and the
tSchnitger?' organ, the work of Schnitger being seen, as Phelps
comments, as “a general guide to the principles of the art in matters
of tonal design, scaling and voicing. n33

Another general term used for Orgelbewegung instruments was 'Baroque’,
a term used in England in the 19%0's to describe Lady Jean's' new
mechanical-action organ. The Willis House Journal, The Rotunda, of
March/April 1933, carried an editorial entitled "This Baroque Business"
which discussed the Germanic "baroque revival" and proposed (somewbat
alarmingly), that in England "we need a Hitler of organ building to
blaze the trail of pmgreas."34(!) In post-war England the intense
debate surrounding the plamning and imstallation of the Royal Festival
Hall organ in the 1950's saw the word 'Baroque' used in a controver-
sial sense by no less than Ralph Vaughan Williams3 2 to describe this
organ,

The word *Baroque’ appeared in many contexts, pe_ jorative and other-
wise, from then on in the musical press, Downes, for example, in
November 1950, wrote an article entitled "Some Reflections on Baroque",
in which he discussed the meaning of the word, though it did little

to clarify matters, except insofar as it suggested that the nineteenth
century organ "in emmlating the orchestra”™ had destroyed its essential
unity as a musical medium. 36 The term '"Baroque Organ' was also used,
by writers as diverse as Emery37 and Bonavia Huni:38 ags though it
descri‘ggd a specific organ type, a type, however, more "imaginary than
real.”

In 1954, the year of the installation of the electric-action, 'reformed?
organ in the Royal Festival Hall, Thurston Dart, in The Interpretation
of Music, took up the line established by Dolmetsch and, in his section
on "The Organ®, bluntly stated:

"During the last 400 years the sound of the organ has
been more completely transformed than the sound of
any other mmsical instrument whatsoever. The
traditional tracker action, associated with the



instrument from the earliest times and giving the
player the most intimate possible link between
finger and pipe, has been swept aslide in favour

of electric or pneumatic systems necessitated by
the great increase in size of the modern organ and
the immoderately high wind pressures made possible
by mechanical systems of blowing; but the delicacy
of phrasing and articulation that characterised all
good playing on a tracker-organ has been swept aside
too, and few organisis of our own time reslise that
their interpretations of music written before 1800
are for the most part caricatures of the originals.™ 40

In the same section Dart also succinectly discusses stylistic differ-
ences of period and place, in a manner far more helpful than the
acrimonious and futile discussion over the *'Baroque! versus 'modern?
controversy surrounding the Festival Hall organ. Dart's comments,
however, appeared to pass umnoticed by the English organ establish~-
ment.

In addition to 'Baroquet?!, the terms fclassic' and 'classical' have
been used in relation to 'reformed! organs. As early as 1925 Beammont
used the word 'classical! to describe the Willis organ in Farm Street
Jesuit Church,”’ The terms did mot really come into vogue in England
until the post-war years, and more especially the years following the
installation of the Royal Festival Hall organ, though prior to that
Downes, in 1948, had written on "Interpretations of Classic Organ
Music® in which he déscribed the difference between the “revived®
instruments and the "modern" organ as originating from "tonal design,
pipe scales, wind pressures and the resulting tone from the pipes."42
Downes left aside "the question of remote-control kayuéotion,” though
noting the absence, in modern key-actions, of "that intimate control
over the speech of the pipes which only a direct, mechanical action
gives."43 The vaccillation evident in Downes'! remarks, and retained
by him through into the 1970's, gives some substance to Phelp's criti-
cism that he was "a reformer without clear convictions."#* It might
also be commented that Downes'! use of the word 'classic'! may be seen
a8 stemming from his experiences in the inter-War years in America,

a period which saw the rapid rise of the 'American-Classic! oxgan.45
A more historical approach to the word 'classical! was that proposed
by Sumner, in a lecture in 1961 at the Incorporated Association of
Organists! Congress in York, that the period of the classical organ



was from the publication of Praetorius' Synt Musicum in 1619 to
the death of Gottfried Silbermann in 1753.4 From the 1950's onwards
the terms 'classic! and 'classical! became used essentially as slogans
for the 'reformed' siyle organs, first those with electric action,
then mixed mechanical and electric action organs (e.g., the Italian
Church, and St. Helen's, York organs by J, W. Walker).

Gradually, following the first Scandinavian organs by Marcussen and
Frobenius in the 1950's and 1960%a, the ideas of Zachariassen took
root in England and, since the publication of the two volumes of

The Clagsical Organ in Britain, in 1975 and 1979, there has been a
reasonable consensus of opinion as to the meaning and appropriateness
of the term ‘classical organ', i.e., an organ built along the lines
outlined in the early part of this chapter. Williams in 1976 commented
that "the term is a ftautology'!. Either an organ is constructed prop-
erly ('classically?) or it is not an organ."47 ¥hilst acknowledging
this, there remains a need for such a term, if only (to quote a later
remark of Williams), “to distinguish sense from nonsense."#® it a
different level, the need remaing for such a term in order to describe
contemporary organe in which there is a tautness won, not just by
copying from the old masters, but by adoption of their format; organs
in which the builder has made each aspect of the instrument his,
whilst remaining controlled by the nature of the organ, in order, (to
re-phrase Fisk) that "music be played right." At this level, clas-
gical organs may be described in terms used by ILutyens with regard to
the classical orders in architecture:

“When right they are curiously lovely -
unalterable as plant forms." 50
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Chapter II

Organ reform in Europe and North America prior to the Second World War

The organ reform movement may fairly be said to stem from the visit of
Albert Schweitzer, in 1896, to the Liederhalle in Stuttgart to hear
the highly praised new organ. The organ, however, did not satisfy
Schweitzer and, from then on, he referred to the occasion as his
"Damageus at Stuttgart,"l His comment was indeed clear:

*When I heard the harsh tone of the much belauded
instrument and in a Bach Pugue which Lange
(Organist of the Stiftskirche) played to me I
perceived a chaos of sounds in which I could not
distinguish the separate voices, my foreboding
that the modern organ meant in that respect a
step not forward but backward suddenly became a
certainty.” 2

The principle implicit in Schweitzer's statement, that of the organ as
an instrument of polyphony, was to remain with him throughout his life.
FProm it was to grow the orgen reform movement. Equally bis concern
for beauty of tone was also never to leave him.

From 1896 to 1906 Schweitzer spent his free time becoming acquainted
with many organs, old and new. At the same time were written his two
volumes on Bach.3 This study of both Bach and organs can hardly have
failed to influence each other, and it is perbaps of interest to see,
at this stage of organ reform, musicology and organ design philosophy
develop alongside each other. It might also be recalled that, at this
time, Schweitzer was alsc a theologian. The threads of musicology and
theology were to re-appear at various points in the development of
organ reform,

In 1906, after ten years of study, Schweitzer produced his pamphlet

The Art of Organ Building and Organ Playing in Germany and France.*
Much of the pamphlet was devoted to discussion of the different appro-

aches of French and German organists to performance, and to condem—
nation of the commercialism of organ building, but a significant part
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outlined very clearly some of the fundamental pillars of organ reform,
the use of mechanical action; better tome gquality; adequate choruses,
and good position. At the same time, however, Schweitzer also sowed
the seeds of the eclectic organ, a matter much less commented on, in
his search for the perfected organ type - for am organ in which the
French and German schools could be synthesized. Schweitzer wrote

“ag one who is convinced that an agreement between the two types of
organs and the two different comceptions must be reachad."s This
concept of the eclectic organ was to be taken up in a variety of ways
in the first half of the twentieth century, and beyond.

In the 1906 pamphlet Schweitzer laid the foundation for the return to
mechanical action., His condemmation of other playing actions was

clear: "Our organ pneumatics is a dead precision. It consists in the
transmission of power solely through wind pressure, It‘lacks the vital
and elastic guality of the lever,”6 and he went on to comment "how

many who played well and clearly on their old mechanical organs now
smear on the new ones."7 The converse was equally clearly expressed:
"Only with the tracker does ome come into really intimate relationship
with (his) organ,"a and "“The tracker system at St. Thomas' in Strasbourg
is well over a bundred years old; but it is a marvel to play a Bach
fugue on. I know po other organ on which everything would come forth
80 clearly and precisely."9 In these lucid and telling statements was
set out this major matter of principle: the return to mechanical actionm,

In the matter of organ tone, Schweitzer was equally critical of the
practice of utilizing unlimited wind production to produce power rather
than richness. Quoting a distinguished organist, "we have succeeded
now in making an organ of fifteen stops that produces the full effect
that formerly an organ of thirty stops produced."lo Schweitzer
commented; "The aberration could not describe itself better.“ll His
concern for beauty of tone was also expressed clearly im relation to

both foundation stops and mixtures:

"When the basis itself has mo lovely unity of tone
what becomes of the whole instrument?® 12
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division with "its effect on the entire instrument,”l7 but also
stressing that, in the case of the French organists, Yone finds an
absolute precislon in pressing and releasing the keys which results in
blending, and clear, natural phrasing."la In relation to this
"precision,® Schweitzer draws attention to the significance of "the
French organs with their mechanical action.”19 While the 1906 essay,
fired with enthmsiasm of the moment, over-stresses some minor matters
of organ construction (e.g., the divided Cavaillé~Mutin windchest),
nevertheless it "shows an astonishing grasp of some of the essential
points in the mechanical design, construction and placement of the

organ."zo

These ideas for renewal and reform in organ tuilding gradually attra-
cted attention and, in 1909, Schweitzer was invited to address the
Third Congress of the Internsational Music Society in Viemna, In
preparation for his paper, Schweitzer sent a queationnairBZl to
organists and builders throughout Europe. This produced much infor-
mation and provoked considerable diseussion.22 In his 1909 paper, the

threads present in his 1906 pamphlet were all developed further.

By 1909, the spread of pneumatic action was acknowledged by Schwelbzer
in his paper, but he made it clear that players found it insufficiently
precise. As expressed by two of his respondents:

“Even the better pneumatic systemsz are always somewhat
disconcerting to me when I play; I retard, I mrry, as
though at every moment I bhad to struggle with the

instrument to make it obey my rhythmic intention," 23

“When I play a composition in quick tempo I feel
betrayed and sold out; I drag, I hasten, I play
incorrectly, and it is as if I were kneading
dough,.™ 24

Despite the advance of pneumatic action Schweitzer suggested that:
"More than once the thought was expressed that, in small and middle-
gized organs, the commection between the keys and the chest should be
mechanical."zS The seeds of reform were growing. The advantages in
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The Swell received attention, the preference being for “every organ
to have a well-constructed and well furnished swellbox," " and
Schweitzer made clear a preference for the Swell to affect the plemum
of the total instrument, a central aspect of the romantic organ of
builders such as Cavaillé;Coll, and the French school of players.
Matters such as "borrowing" and extension" of registers were roundly
condemned.35 Details of console and pedal board were discussed, and
it is interesting to note the preference for a concave pedal board,
though it was a very recent 1nvention.36
for organ keyboards to be standardized to piano keyboard dimensions

and put the case for shorter organ keys and mamuals close together,
pointing to the difference in playing style between the organ and
pian0.37 On console layout and playing alds, Schweitzer suggested that
these should be planned naturally, and also pianned in relation to the
organ repertoire.38 His lengthy discussion is summarized in one terse
phrase "the simplification of the conaole,"39 In terms of the visual
appearance of the organ, it is interesting to note Schweitzer commen-
ting that it is economy that makes for inadequate case design. Equally
of interest is the stress laid by him on the architectural and tonal
significance of the Rlickpositiv divieian.4o In general terms, the
regponse showed firm criticism of architects who "assign the organi.s.
to a completely inadequate and unsuitable pasition.“41

Schweitzer rejected the plea

As in 1906, Schweitzer again tackled the matter of organ cost, and
again condemned the practice of poor quality organ building of doubtful
artistic value and poor durability brought about by "the conscience~
less, mutual underbidding of the organ builders, by the false economy
and the shortsightedness of buyers and organ inspectors.“42 On the
matter of organ inspectors, Schweitzer commented that people pointed
to the "ignorance, the conceit of infallibility, amnd the instincts of
nd3
tence of "intelligent and excellent inspectors."44 He also suggested
the need for organists to develop expertise so that "the comstruction
of each organ becomes for the builder and several organistis an oppor-
tunity for fruitful discussion and intensive collaboration."45 As well
as emphasizing that the buyer must be intelligent and understanding
when commissioning an organ, he also stressed the importance of the
builder being an artist, suggesting that "only capable builders should

a2 pasha, which are not infrequently found, as well as to the exis-
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of the univexse."so Whilst the Jacobi Kirche provided him with a

remarkable example of a fine old organ, nevertheless his ‘mysticalf
thinking appears to have led to him being responsible for certain
"fundamental misunderstandinge,"6l not least the division of narrow-
and wide-scale registers into 'male' and *female' groups, a matter
affecting stoplists and registration, but having little historical
foundation. Jahn's influence was considerable, not least through his
organisation of the 1925 Organ Conference in Hamburg and Illbeck,
attended by Ramin, Harms and Straube,62 and at which Jahn gave an
®ingpired paper, 'Register Names and their Meanings!, which included
a catalogue of mostly historical scales.“63

The 1925 Conference was followed by another in 1926 in Freiburg-in-
Breisgan. This latter proved to be the real platform for the
Orgelbewegung, Influential in it was the Praetorius orgam of 1921,
and the personality of Christhard Mahremholz. Mahrenholz was, at

one and the same time, an ocutstanding theological, liturgical and
musical expert, reminiscent in a way of Schweitzer, and, from the
beginning, he established a close relationghip between organ reform
and liturgical reforn.® In this he vas joined at the conference by
the Benedictine monk, Fidelis BBser, who spoke on "Organ and Liturgy.”
Mahrenholzt!s thinking at this time, in relation to the orgsn, is demon~
strated by the 1925 Furtwangler and Hammer organ for the Marienkirche,
G8ttingen (Appendix 4, 3), where Mahrenholz was Assistant Pastor, for
which he drew up the stoplist and scales. The organ was a 'compromise’
pneumatic~-action instrument, of a type later referred to as the
Hindemith,organ66 (Hindemith was a participant in the Freiburg Confer-
ence). As both williams67 and Bruuwer68 have suggested, the 'German'

65

element in the 1925 Conference camnot be overlooked. The Orgelbewegung
was but one of many natiomal-cultural movements, e.g., the Schiltzbewegung,
in Germany in the 1920%'s., Though Schweitzer was seen as the father figure
of the Organ Reform Movement, and his 1906 pamphlet was reprinted in

1927, the 1926 Freiburg Conference established a far more revolutionary
direction than Schweitzer had conceiwed, a direction confirmed in later
69 4s a result of the discussions at the Conference, it

was the Northern European organ school, rather than any eclectic general
purpose organ, or Silberman/Cavaillé-Coll synthesis (implicit in
Schweitzer's thought), which became the historical model for the Organ

conferences.,
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Reform Movement. As Glatter-G8tz wrote: "Cavaillé;Coll was declared
devil and Schnitger Messiah."70

The basic model, or platform, for the Orgelbewegung as it evolved,
has been succinctly outlined by Phelps, a description which should,
on account of its clarity, be gquoted:

"The organ is primarily a polyphonic instrument; therefore
all aspects of its design and construction mmust be worked
out toward the goal of producing the transparent tonal
textures Indispensable for the ideal presentation of the
polyphonic literature. Therefore the scaling of the pipe-
work is to derive empirically from the regquirements of
each situation according to time~honoured principles of
variable scalings to be observed in the work of the old
masters. The voicing of each pipe is to be such as to
develop a musically transparent and functional tone,
which inevitably means working entirely on key-chambered
or slider cheste, using pipes with open toes and minimum
wind pressure (usually well below 75 millimeters, or 3
inches) and avoiding the use of nicks, and at all times
using these and other appropriate techniques in a manner
consistent with the requirements of each situwation., The
materials for the comstruction of pipes should always be
the finest possible for the tome and functionm.

"The organ is ideally a sensitive and responsive keyboard
instrument, and the performer must be placed close to his
instrument and have direct control of the key mechanism.
Therefore only direct mechanical key action is suitable
and musically acceptable.

"The organ should speak freely toward the main listening
area and therefore must be placed in a freestanding and
somevwhat elevated position within the room it is to serve,
and it should preferably be located on the central and
longest axis of the listening area. In order to accomplish
the most efficient projection of the sound of the instru-
ment throughout the room, in order to provide maximum
contrast between the sound of each division, and in oxrder
to provide maximum resonance, blend, balance, and warmth
of tone, the pipework of each division should be encased
in a suitable shallow enclosure, open only on the side
toward the listening area, with the Principal rank of the
division standing 'en facade! in the open side.



"The tonal design of the instrument should be developed
according to the requirements of the literature to be
played, with the polyphonic literature given first
consideration but with suitable additioms to broaden the
scope as funds and space permit. Attempting to achieve
to0 broad a scope with too limited resources should be
avoided, as this results in an instrument not really
suitable for any literature and thus unworthy of the
church,

*The names chosen for the stops should be a simple
indication of the function, tone, or type of pipe construc-
tion, according to well established traditions. Meaningless
copying from older stop lists should be avoided.

“As a basic method for building a tonal design appropriate
to the requiremente of the traditiomal polypheonic litera~
ture, the 'Werk principle! concept as developed in the
North German or Schnitger school is to be used as a guide.
This provides for the development of the integrity of the
individual division by assuring its completeness at what-
ever size may be reguired while at the same time providing
a well-defined contrast between each division in respect
to both basic pitch and quality of tome, The Principal
of each division will thus be at a different octave pitch
and the other stops chosen accordingly.

"The physical arrangement of the organ and its architectural
appearance should also be worked out according to the prin-
ciples of the functional 'Werk' concept of the Schnitger and
similar schools., Thms the displayed facade of the organ
offers a functional presentation of the tonal design of the
instrument and the pitch relationship of the component
divisions, The organs should normally have a shallow ver-
tical structure with the mamal divisions placed generally
one above another with the pedal at the sides, but above
all the treatment should be suitable to the individual
situation.

"Suitable acomstics for an organ require that the msjor sur-
faces of the room remain natural and ‘untreated!. Equalization
of the difference of the reverbration periods between the

empty and full room is desirable, so absorptive treatment

of the seating surfaces is usually permissible. In general,
acoustical control in new buildings should be achieved

through the careful design of the shape of the tmilding and
other surfaces, and not through the use of absorptive

devices." Tl
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Builders such as Steinmeyer, whilst remaining commiited to the eclectic
organ, were not untouched by the re-~discovery of the old organ litera~
ture, as shown in the seventy-two-siop organ for St. Iuke'ls, Munich,
with its 'Itslian® scales in the Positive, itg romantic Swell Organ,
and sprinkling of mixtures and baroque voices.al 0f more interest

in terms of reform was the experience and insight being gained by
¥emper, and others, in the restoration of old organs by Schnitger and
his school in the North, as also through the building of new neo-
classical organs by Kemper in Hamburg, Danzig and Frauenburg,az The

significance of the Orgelbewegung in Germany lies perhaps most in the

growing pressure from players for reform, as implied in the above comment
of Steinmeyer, a pressure, in general, to which the builders reacted
slowly. For a more committed response to reform from organ builders

it is necegsary to look beyond Germany in the inter-War years.

Alongside the work in Germany was another, virtually 'solo!, organ
reform movement in Denmark, that of Sybrand Zachariassen, who became
head of Marcussen at the age of twenty in 1920, Whilst not unaware

of the work of Schweitzer and the German organ movement,83 and having
met and talked with Ramin at the opening of the Marcussen organ in
Silkebarg,84 Zachariagsen's reforms were fundamentally influenced by
his careful observation of the results of restoring old organs,
egpecially those with mechanical action. These observations of organs,
in a country where organ design had remained relatively congervative,
convinced Zachariassen of the superiority of mechanical action and of
slider chests, fundamental issues insisted upon by Schweitzer., Other
organists, such as Bangert and WSldike, were also influential. In
1929 the first new Rlickpositiv was built and, in 1930, the forty-four—
stop mechanical-action, slider-chest organ for the Nicolai XKirke, Copenhagen
(4ppendix, A, 4), was completed. A clear Werkprinzip - Hovedvaerk,

Rygpositiv, Brystvaerk and Pedal - organ was bullt in Ribe in 1932 whilst

at Kerteminde in 1938, through the presence of an old case (as later
at Sorgin 1942), the significance of the organ case was establishea.as
By the end of the 1930%'s, Zachariassen was producing virtually nothing
but mechanical-action organs. In 1925, Zachariassen had been joined

by Poul-Gerhard Andersen, whose skills in case design, coupled with
Zachariassen's skills in comstruction and voicing, within an established

firm of craftsmen, were to prove dramatic., By the advent of the second
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World War few, if any new Marcussen organs were built without fine

cases. The VWar effectively prevented organ building in Central Europe,
other than in Demmark and Switzerland: in Demmark, Marcussen managed

to complete the Choir Organ in the Gruntvig Kirke, Copenhagen in 19403
and in 1944 (under German occupation), completed the organ in Jaegersborg
Kirke, Copenhagen -~ two remarkable organs which will be considered in

the following chapter.

The first effects of the German organ reform movement were seen in
Holland around 1930 with the building of a three-mamial organ by
FurtwlBngler and Hammer in the Jerusalem Kerk, Amsterdam, in the style
of the Marienkirche organ, GBttingen. In the following year, 1931,
Mahrenholz gave a lecture to the Dutch Organists® Society in which he
energetically opposed the unit organ and the idea of the tuniversal?
crgan¢86 In s succeeding conference, at Utrecht in 1934, Dirk Flentrop
put forward a plea for the mechanical~action organ with slider chests
and Rugwerk, His comments were plain:

"The mechanical sglider chest forces the organ builder
to deliver better work...

“In the same manner, & mechanical slider chest organ
encourages the organist to play better,..

"The result is that ome phrases better and plays more
accuratelVeceo

"4 very important function of the (Rug) Positief is the
leading of congregational singing.

"Let organists and organ builders work more closely
together, and let organists venture to allow a bold
disposition to be built...

"If one doesn't dare to design a good new organ,
then better to copy one of our fine old organs...” 87
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firm of Metzler moved along similar lines to those of Marcussen and
Flentrop, establishing a clear lead in Switzerland in classical terms,
Under Oskar Metzler (Senior) the firm reverted to the use of slider
chests in all organs in 1935, and in 1937 and 1939 were built the first
modern mechanical actions in Switzerland, for a house organ in Dornach
and in the Zollikon Dorfkirehe¢97 These were followed by a simple
N-chest organ "of telling freshness"98 in Zurich~Altstetten. By the
end of the war Oskar Metzler had decided to abandon non-mechanical key
actions, realising the prediction of his father, Jacob, "You will see
the day when once again only mechanical actions are made."99 It was
not long before other Swiss builders, such as Kuhn,lOO began to follow
guit, resulting in the emergence of an organ culture in which both the
regtoration of o0ld organs and building of new ones has been of a remark-

ably high qualiﬁy.lgl

In the United States, where Germanic musical influences have always
been strong, there was also development of organ reform, mainly during
the 1930's. Phelps has commented upon the influence in North America
of Schweitzer, and of the Widor-Schweitzer edition of the Bach organ
works, an influence which was initially felt more in tonal terms, in
the quest for the right tone colours for the works of Bach, than in
other ways. Matiters of "mechanical action and ideal phrasing were
easily passed over as too idealistic and out of touch with reality, for

everyone knew that electricity was here to staya"lag

During the 1920%s, organigts such as Melville Smith, the first American
pupil of Nadia Boulanger,lﬁ5 and Lynnwooﬁ‘Faxnhamlo4 brought back memo-
ries of historic Buropean organs, as well as ideas for reform. The
first tangible result of these was the collaboration between Smith and
Holtkamp (who were much influenced by'Schweitzer),lgﬁ which, with the
goodwill of Arthur GQuimby, Curabtor of Music at the Cleveland Museum of
Art, led, (in 19%3), to the addition of a free-standing Rlickpositiv
division to the Skimmer organ in the Museumla6 (Appendix A, 5). In 1940,
Holtkamp wrote a pamphlet,Present Day Trends in Organ Building, which

advocated the use of slider-chests and stressed the importance of good
organ placement. By the end of the Second World War, he had re-built

and re-worked the whole of the organ in the Cleveland Mugseum - an organ
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described by Walter Blodgett107 as "the Nation's first substantial

instrument in Classic Goncept"108 (Appendix 4, 6).

Despite his use of electric action and unencased pipework, Holtkamp's
work, especially his re-egstablishment of "the primacy of chﬁrus,”109
had considerable influence upon musicians such as Power Biggs, and
builders such as Charles Fisk, (who was employed by Holtkamp, and who
was to become a builder of some distinction). The trend towards clasei-
cism at Cleveland by Holtkamp was soon followed by G. Donald ('Dont)
Harrison, of Aeolian-Skimmer. Harrison,an Englishman, brought with
him a knowledge of the traditions of English organ btunilding, as exem=
plified by the Willis firm (of which he had been a director), and also
an enthusiasm for the work of Cavaillé~Coll.’® To this Imowledge
Harrison added a knowledge of the work of Schnitger and Silbermann,
and, in particular, of the organs of Gottfried Silbermann.lll This
occurred mainly through a visit to Europe in 1936, in company with the
player Carl Weinrich, who had been a pupil of Faxnham.lla This tour
led to Harrison producing two fclassical' organs, the first in the
Germanic Museum, Cambridge, Massachusetts (Appendix 4, 7), the second
being the Praetorius organ (Appendix A, 8), in Westminster Choir
School, where Weinrich was Head of the Organ Department. The placing
of the first of these, known as "Barogue Organ-Experimental, No. 951",
in the Germanic Museum was due to a suggestion from Power Biggs - it
had originally been destined for a studio,113

The influence of Power Biggs has been discussed by Fesperman,114 but

it is important to note that his persuasive playing and many broadcasts,
including a series from the Germanic Museum from 1942 to 1958, had a
profound effect on organ design and playing in the United States. It
was not only radio, but also recordings, which had a marked effect,
especially the initial ones by Weinrich from the Westminster Choir
School, and the early recordings of Schweitzer. As Fisk wrote: "none
of my early work would have been possible without records.“115

An interesting, and detailed, side”light on developments in America is

given by Downes in Baroque Tricks,llé in which he described the changes

to the organ in Princeto"n University Chapel (where Downes was appointed
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ag the first Organist and Director of Music) and his growing friendship
with Don Harrison, The experiences of Downes in this period were to
have a considerable effect on the movement towards organ reform in

England.
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Chapter IIIX

Clagsical organ building in Europe and North America from the Second
World War to around the middle of the Century

Inevitably, the impetus of the Organ Reform Movement suffered as a
result of World War II. It did not, however, come to a standstill;
indeed, as Andersen wrote: "There was no bresk in development during

the Second World War or after it. In Demmark especially, organ building
continued along the established lines.“l These lines were of course
treformed® ones, exemplified at first by the organs in the Gruntvig
Eirke and Jaegersborg Kirke, Copenhagen.

Gruntvig Kirke, Copenhagen, Choir Organ: Marcussen, 1940

Hovedvaerk Rygpositiv

Principal 8 Traegedakt 8
Nathorn & Principal 4
Oktav 4 Rgrflgjte 4
Quint 2 2/3 Quintatbn 2
Oktav 2 Scharff 11 1
Mixture IV 11/3 Krumhorn 8
Pedal

Subbass 16

Nathorn 8 (from EV

Oktav 4 (from HV

Fagot 16

The Gruntvig Kirke Choir organ by Marcussen may be consgidered the first
fully thought~through, new, classical organ in the twentieth century.
Today, over forty years later, it remains an organ 'of great character
and beauty, one preferred by many (including Erik Frobenius and
Rudolph von Beckerath, and others who attended the 1976 International
Society of Organbuilders Conference, as well as by the present Organist,
Thomas Pedersen),2 to the much larger, 1965, 'west-end! organ, also by
Marcussen. The specification, drawings (Appendix D, 1,2), photographs
(Pigure ITL/1,2 and Appendix E, 1-5), and scales (Table III/1), show
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very precisely the 'reformed? organ of Zachariassen; mechanical action,
slider chests, separale encasement of divisions, order and importance
of divisions, and principal choruses at octave distance, The principsals
are vich and clear, with speech transients evident, the fintes very
warm, Some light nicking is present, though it is not certain when
this was done, The employment of the QuintatBn 2!, an immovation of
Marcmsaen,3 was a remarkable success, giving both colour and penetra-
tion in the rich acoustic. Two details of construction are notable:

the use of a compensated action with floating backfall beam8,4 invention
of Marcussen,s and a small Iegulater6 with an upper~board hinged on one
side, a fore~rummer of the in-built regulator.

Architecturally, the organ is in the three-tower Lflbeck, Mariemkirche
tradition,7 with the ositiv an 'echo! of the main case. It was
designed in conjunction with the architect Klare Klint.® The tradi-
tional aspect of the organ is enhanced by the use of shmtters, or
'winga', for both cases (Figure III/1, 2). Aspects owing less to tradi-
tion are the pipe shades and impost detail, which are proportioned to
the pipe diameters, and the use of proportiomal length pipe feet, the
longest pipe having the longest foot. This gives much movement to

the pipe mouth lines and upper case contour. The case profile and
detail, in conjunction with the mouth movement and 'wings!, gives the

organ a light, or floating, appearance,

The sound quality of workmanship is evident from both the case and
internal construction, as also from the excellent functioning of the
organ today, the only change to which has been the provisiom, in 1950,
of a new bass octave to the Fagot to replace the second-hand pipes
used Qriginally.9

Of equally sound crafismanship was the organ built by Marcussen at
Jaegersborg:









Jaegersborg Kirke, Copenhagen: Marcussen, 1944

Hovedvaerk Rygpositiv

Principal 8 Traegedakt- 8
Rfrfidite 8 Principal 4
Oktav 4 Rérfldite 4
Daekfldjte 4 Quintatn 2
Rfrquint 2 2/% Scharf II 1/2
Oktav 2 Krumhorn 8
Mixture IV 11/3

Trompet 8

Brystvaerk Pedal

Gedakt 8 Subbass 16
Spidsgedakt 4 Olketavy 8
Principal 2 Gedakt 8
Quint 11/3 Fagot 16
Cymbel I 1/6 Regal 4
Rankett 16

Influential in the building of the Jaegersborg organ was the Organist,
Finn Viderg. As Figure III/quhows, its classical form is very clear:
indeed, as Andersen has written:

"Many people classify this organ as a seventeenth-
century instrument.... Invariably the profiles and
ornaments are responsible for this error since
neither the pipe groupings, the shape of the
towers, nor the materials has a relationship to
any historical period., ....the construction was
carried out along strictly functional lines and
with all possible simplicity.® 10

Thus the logic of the Werkprinzip was accepted, but the expression

was twentieth-century. The working drawings (Appendix D, 3), show

the constructional details of the organ. Though the detail cannot be
ascribed to any period, the organ clearly stands in the North German
tradition of the Liibeck Jacobikirche and Steinkirchen, with its
Hauptwerk, Blickpositiv, Brustwerk and, in effect, 'Pedal towers?,
though the Pedal stops do overflow into the space behind the grilles
between the Hovedvaerk and the 'towers', The latter are also un-roofed.
The stoplist, showing German and Spanish influence, is clearly an
extension of the Gruntvig Kirke design, tut with an en-chamade Trompet,
The organ was the first in recent years to revive the Iberian placement
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of the Trumpet. The scales (Table IIL/2), are very narrow, and the
voicing is mild, giving "the fluework a somewhat Spanish ahaxacter»"ll
Andersen's objective, an organ with "an absolute ensemble of fluework
and reeds,“lz was demonstrably achieved. Balance and ensemble are

the hall-marks of the organ, not only within a stop, but also between
stopa, between maruals, and between the organ and chmrch acoustic and
architecture. Whilst remaining broadly as originally constructed,

the action was rebuilt in 1982 by Andersen's Orgelbyggenl, under Peter
Bech~Nielsen, with a new floating-beam system, to give a greater depth
of touchal5 Tonally, there were no changes. The influence of the
organ on vigitors, as also through Anderéen's book Organ Building and
Degign, and Richter's reaordings,l4 was considerable. In England it
was featured in a BBC programme in Jamuary, 1959, presented by Cecil

Clutton, in which Viderddemonstrated various stops and combinations
of registers on the organ,

Three years later, 1947, saw the building, by Marcussen, of the organ
in the Gustavs-Kyrke in Copenhagen. Here was an early attempt, within
classical discipline, to cope with the problem of the Swell division
in a medium-gized organ of thirty-one stops (Appendix 4, 9). Hovedvaerk
and Rygpogitiv are in the normal position, with the Principals at 8!
and 4' pitches in prospect, The arch in which the organ stands effect-
ively prevents more than Hovedvaerk and Rygpositiv being in prospect.ls
The Pedal, therefore, stands behind the Hovedvaerk, and with this was
also placed the third manual which, as Andersen wrote, "could be inst-
alled most successfully as a crescendo werk,”lG The relationships
between these organs and those of the past is clear today, though it

is equally clear that the Marcussen organs were not siyle copies but
style-derivative, A Marcussen organ whose case degign was deliberately
derivative, indeed almost archaic, was that completed in 1949 in the
Oscarkirken, Stockholm, Its case was almost identical with the main
cage of the Jacobikirche organ in Lﬁbeck.l7 As Blanton has pointed
out: “Where the Pedal towers and Rlickpositiv of the prototype
(Jacobikirche, Iffbeck) are of a different period from the main case

the Oscarkirken organ possesses a unity of dasign,"le A more overtly
twentieth-century expression of the classical style, as conceived by
Marcussen, was the organ installed in Varde (Appendix 4, 10), in 1952,

The influence of Andersen, who lived in Varde, as an organ architect
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is clearly evident, and the relationships with Jaegersborg are very
cleax.l9 This organ also reached a wide public in Burope through
the recordings on Erato made by Marie-Claire Alain.

On a smaller scale, though of no less distinction, was the "Sweelink"
organ?o (Appendix 4, 11), built in 1953 at the instigation of the
Duteh organist and adviser Lambert Erné; for the NCEV radio studio in
Hilversum. As der Galien wrote: "The inauguration had a startling
effect. The leading Dutch firme recognised openly: "This level we
have not reached yet:"21 Here was an example, a "finger-post." The
influence of the organ was immense, not only on builders such as van
Vulpen,22 but also because Erné was in charge of the planning of
organ recitals at NCRV, recitals not only listened to in Holland and
surrounding sreas but aleo heard in eastern England on Hilversum 402,
Similar recognition and influence was accorded to the 1956 Marcussen
organ for the Nicolaikerk in Utrecht (Appendix 4, 12), where Erne
was organist. This large-scale three-~mamal instrument, with an
asymmetric (but Werkprinzip) case by Andemsen,QB not only influenced
organs such as that by van Leuven in the Grote Kerk, Almelo (which
had a literal copy of the Utrecht ﬁpecificatian),24 but was also
described in 1959 by R. J. Moseley as "outstanding", though he also

commented:

T felt this Danish organ might grow a little
fatiguing to the listener after anything more
than the short audition we had, and I regard
it as an extreme example of a style from which
there is already a marked reaction., The
suitability or otherwise of such organs for
accompanying an Anglican service, or for
playing organ music from the time of
Mendlessohn to Parry, Whitlock and Hindemith
is a controversial question.® 25

Other visitors, notably Maurice Forsyth-Grant and Frank Bradbeer, were
mach impressed,26 and again this organ too was heard by listeners to
Hilversum 402, The combination of excellent architectural design,
sound tonal design and fine craftsmanship, gave Marcussen no shortage
of orders, and the post-War years produced a seemingly endless stream
of fine organs from the Aabenraa workshop,
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contrasted with the rising pipe mouth lines, resulting from the use

of inversely proportional length pipe feet, In this organ the gemneral
ethos of post-war Danish art and craft was clearly influential, as was
the influence of specific architects such as Mogens Koch, Marius Andersen
and Fin Ditlevaen,34

As Phelps has commented with regard to Marcussen, "the pressure of the
excellence of their work has forced development elsewhere,"55
sure felt by Probenius, From 1948 onwards, Frobenius emerged as a
builder of comparable stature to Marcussen., In 1953 the three-mamual
thirty-six stop organ for Sct. Jacobls, Copenhagen,§6 demongtrated the
conviction with which Frobenius could handle the Hamburg prospect,
Hauptwerk, Rlickpositiv, Brustwerk and Pedal towers, whilst keeping to

a flat prospect and an Italianate pipe contour. On a smaller scale

wag the two-mamual and pedal organ with Hauptwerk, Brustwerk and Pedal
towers, for Vamdrup Kirke | (Appendix A, 14), a disposition which
Frobenius brought to its most graceful expression in The Queen's College,
Oxford, in 1965. The architect in both these instances was Fin Ditlevsen.

a pres=-

The small organ at Tranebjerg, Samsg, built in 1956, also involved an
architect, Marius Andersen. Its specification was:

Tranebjerg Kirk, Samsd: Frobenius, 1954

Hovedvaerk Brystvaerk
Principal 8 Gedakt e
Rfrflgjte 8 Rgrflgite 4
Oktav 4 Principal 2
Waldfldite 2 Quint 11/3
Mixtar

Dulecian B

Pedal

Subbass 16

Principal 8 (V)

Nathorn 4

Fagot 16
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The gquality of the design is not only due to fine architectural propor-
tions, but also to the use of principals in prospect laid in six groups,
giving an exaggerated stagger to the line of pipe tops in a manner
again reminiscent of old Italian organs, and contrasting strongly with
the horizontal pipe mouth line (Figure III/5). 1954 also saw the building
of a small organ of gome distinction in the Frederiksberg Hospitals
Kapel, Copenhagen;38 again an architect, Svend Andersen, was involwved,
The organ is an interesting design for a small positive, in that it
gets the sound of the organ away from the playver and above the heads

of the congregation. It also has the stop-action rocking-levers

placed outeide the case, both features to be found later in the 1959
organ in the Danish Seaments Church, London. The elegance, or simp-
licity, characterized by the architecture of organs by Frobenius, such
as Tranebjerg, is reflected in the simplicity of their specifications
and refinement of voicing. From the 1950's onwards the position of
Probenius, as that of Marcussen, was assured and influential, both in

Denmark and overseas.

As with Marcussen in occupied Demmark, so Flentrop in Holland managed
to contimue with some organ building., In 1943, despite the War, he
completed a large three-mamial, thirty-two~stop mechanical-action instr-
ument with Hoofdwerk, Rugwerk, Swell and Pedal for the Grote Kerk,
Wageningen, an organ destroyed in the liberation of Holland in 1945.39
It was not, however, until after the War that Flemntrop was able to
determine the future policy, or philosophy, of his work. His own descr-
iption is very telling:

"Starting from scratch it seemed a2 simple and
natural decision to do it the way as was advised
by Professor Schweitzer, the way as I had seen in
Edam, Beverwijk and in several other old historical
organs." 40

Flentrop's work on the St. Lauren's Kerk, Alkmaar (reviewed by Downes
in 1951),41 and the Schnitger organ at Zwolle were important: "iIn the
Zwolle organ we learned a lot about the relation between the several

w2

parts of an organ., Also influential was Schweitzerig advice o

"give more attention to the art of organ building and to get away from
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mags produced paxts,“43 In his lecture at Duke University in 1980,
Flentrop mentions not only the amount of learning that he and his nmen

needed, but also the financial, technical and musical problems arising
from the adoption of this approach. Finally, Flentrop reached the
point where "we could make everything we wanted in our own workshoD....
resulting in organs of a true unity in design, materisl and way of
making,"44 The process wag recalled by Flentrop as one in which the
most significant feature was "the satiefaction we all had in working
at it, in making something we really 1iked."45

In the immediate post~War years, a mumber of new organs were btuilt by
Flentrops Hilversum (1947), Driebergen (1948) and Bussum (1948).46
However, it was at Loenen aan der Vecht in 1950, with a design

(Figure II1/6), which arose from that of a BHtz organ destroyed by fire
in the chmrch, that Plentrop felt his commitment to classical princi-
ples was most clearly demonstrated:

"This Loenen organ I consider my first real tracker
organ. Not because it has trackers. I had made
several organs with trackers and slider chests
before the Loenen organ, but because it is an organ
in which everything is present to make it a fine
msical instrumentee..

", ...From then on, to my retirement last year, (1979),
I didn't stay exactly on the same point., I changed
and so did my organs, but principally I worked on

the same lines as I had set out for the Loenen
organ.® A7
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It had the following specification:

Ned., Hervormde Kerk, Loenen a/d Vecht: Flemtrop, 1949-50

Hoofdwerk Bugwerk

Pregtant 8 Gedekt 8
Roerfiunit 8 Pregtant 4
Octaaf 4 Roerfluit 4
Spitsquint 2 2/3 Gemshoorn 2
Octaaf 2 Quint 11/3
Miztur VI Scherp IV-V
Dulciaan 16 Regaal 8
Pedasnl

Subbass 16

Octaaf 8

Hachthoorn 4

These three last-mentioned organs, Driebergen, Bussum and lLoenen, were
vigited by meny American oxganists,43 and also brought to the attention
of English musicians and builders by Downes in The Musical Timeﬁ,49 but
hig article appears to have had but lititle initial effect.

It wazg also in Jamary 1950 that what became known as the "Driebergen
Conference® was held. Initiated by Flentrop, it dbrought together the
builders van Leeuwen and Mense Buiter, and the players Oussoren, Stanm,
Schunrman, Erné; Hendrikse and Engels,ﬁc and aimed "to promote through
mitual exchange of thoughts the necessary orientation of organ building
towards the development of the church music of the last dacades.“51
Among its recommendations, the Conference proposeds

"Organs shall not be a combination of all kinds of
atyles, but each organ shall have its own style, its
oun. %dentity. (A4 so-called universal organ cannot be
made ),

"The sliderchest with tracker action is to be preferred
above all other systems.
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"That in general, organs should be built as:

One Manual: Positiv

Two Manualss HW, RY, Fedal

Three Mamuals: HW, RW, Pedal and Oberwerk, or,
if there is not sufficient height,
a Brustwerk

Four Mamnals: HW, BW, OW, BW, Pedal

and that,

the organist should be seated centrally at the
front of the organ in the main case: 'No detached
congoleg?.® &2

These principles were taken up by the Congress of the Dutch Society of

Organists the following year, at which Flentrop, Erné, Reda, Vente and

53

Zachariassen gave lectures,”” which went on to suggest that:

"The art of organ playing has to be brought on

the same level as has been reached by organ music
and organ building. It is necessary that before
meking designs for new churches or for restoration
of churches, the architect has to consult the organ
tuilder about placement and design of the organ.® 54

These were indeed radical conclusions for organists to adopt.

The principles emunciated by the Driebergen Conference were given
prompt expression at Groen1055 in 1951.

Ned. Hervormde Kerk, Groenlos Flentrop, 1951

Hoofdwerk Borstwerk

Prestant 8 Holpijp 8
Boerflnit 8 Spitsfiunit 4
Octaaf 4 Prestant 2
guintadeen 4 Quint 11/3
Viakfluit 2 Sesquialter II 2/3
Mixtur IV-VII 11/3 Cymbel I 1/6
Trompet 8 Regasl 8
Pedaal

Subbass 16

Prestant 8

Nachthoorn 4
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The massive scale of this %2' organ, very apparent in the sketch by
Prank Bradbeer (Figure I11/9 ), is immediately seen as standing in
the tradition of the larger, indeed largest, organs of Schnitger
(Hamburg, Nikolaikirche sixty~seven stops; Jacobikirche, sixty stops;
Magdeburg, Johanniskirche, sixty-two stops). The organ also demons-
trates its adherence to the principles of reform with its choruges at
octave distance, Pedal 32!, Hauptwerk 16!, Rlickpositiv and Oberwerk
at 8', and Brustwerk at 2% pitches. Only two years later, in 1955,

another large organ, with a seventeenth-century-style divided
Rfickpositiv, was completed by von Beckerath in the Petrikirche,
Hamburg, Architecturally it was a plain, but imposing cmnceytgé
(Appendix E, 14). Perhaps a more elegant, yet nevertheless dramatic
organ, typifying the then thinking of the Orgen Reform Movement, was
that by von Beckerath, built in 1957 for the Trinity Iutheran Church,
Cleveland, Ohioa7 (Appendix A, 16). Architecturally, however, both
these latter organs suffer to some extent from the false length pipes
in prospect and, in the minds of aeme,aa from their box-like forms.
As is clear, the scale of the major organs of won Beckerath in the
immediate post-War years was vast by any standards,

Karl Schuke re-establighed his family firm in Potsdam, in East Germany,
in 1945, In 1950 be founded a branch of the fiyrm in West Berlin,
Berliner Orgelban Werkstatt, and in 1952 he withdrev from Potsdam,.
From 1953 onwards, he tuilt up his own new firm based on the Berliner
Drgelbau,89 By the mid 1950%s, Schuke had esiablished a clear style
which took into full account the simpliciity of the new, and restored,
post~War churches., From 1955 onwards, he turned entirely to the
building of mechanical-action organs. Two examples of his style in
the mid 1950's are St. Ansgar (Appendix A, 17), and the Kaiser-
Friedrich-Ged#chtnis-Kirche (Appendix 4, 18), in Berlin, The archit-
ectural style employed by Schuke was severe; simple box-like casges,

in which decoration was eschewed. The facades usually employed either
direct symmetricel Werkprinzip disposition, as at Zum Heilsbronnen, or
progressions in thirds, as in the Tersteengenkirche, Dﬁss&ldoxf,9o
This style was brought to ttotal! fulfilment in the imaginative sixty-
faurmstaglorgan for the Kaiser-Wilhelm-GedHchinis-Kirche, (Berlin),

in 1962, His specifications followed earlier organ reform lines,
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but still with tendencies towards eclecticism, The inclusion of non~-
traditional mixture/butatian types, Sept-Noncymbel, Obertdn and None,
for example, was seen a8 a concession Yo 'modernism'®, inevitable in
the climate associated with the use of contemporary materials in
church architecture. Whilst the firm of Schuke produced instruments
of a small and medium size, the tendency is evident, as in the case
of wvon Beckerath, to build organs of a considerable size, many of

which were in excess of forty stops,92

The effect of the work of von Beckerath and Schuke was enormous, not
only on other German organ builders such ag Klais, but especially on
visitors from overseas, such as Forgyth-Grant, for whom these organs,
with their dramatic architectural forms, well-constructed mechsnisms
and striking tonal qualities, as also the sheer scale of many of them
were a totally new experience. As Forsyth-Grant wrote to Andrew
Williams "I regard Frofessor Schuke's Organs ag the best I have ever
come aarass,”9§ The excitement of contact with such work is well
conveggd by Frank Brasdbeer's skeitchesz in The Organ94 and in his note-
book,

Also visited by ForgythmGrant96 was Paul Ottt of GBttingen, who set

up in the 19%0%s and distinguished himself as a uilder of small
positives and as a restorer. In Phelps words, "As an antiguarian,

0ttt has few peers in.Germany,"9? and his influence on the younger
German builders was considerable. In post~War years, he re-established
himself, again as a restorer, bhis work on the Sl@gel/ﬁcherex organ in
the Marienkirche, lemgo, being of considerable significance. By 1956,
however, he had completed the new organ in the Kreuzgkirche, Bonn, one
which derives in part from the single Pedal tower and four-mamal
design of Schnitger at Norden., This again shows the German tendency

to build on a large scale at this time (Appendix A, 19; Appendix B, 15).
A simpler organ, and perhaps more satiefying in architectural terms,
with its symmetrical Hauptwerk, Rlickpositiv, Brustwerk and Pedal 'towers?,
was the instrument in the Christuskirche, GBttingen, (Appendix 4, 20)
completed also in 1956.
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As mentioned, possibly the most important of the small uilders were
Ahrend and Brunzema ~ who became "the most cutstanding smong the

R 98
antiguarians,”
and by the end of the 1950%'s, some fifteen such had been built. All
of these were deliberately in the mamner of the earlier builders,

Equally, they produced some notable new organs,

having slider chests of oak, mechanical key- and stop~action, a variety
of tin/lead alloys (often with high lead content), and also hammered
metal for pipework., Their oek cases were shallow, and built on an

99 Examples of

cak frame, the latbter giving "full expansion of tone,®
their new organs in the 1950's were Veldhansen (Appendix 4, 21),
Bremen Farge (Appendix 4, 22), and Sahevaningenlog (Appendix 4, 23).
The partnership exemplified the craft approach of a small firm to the
art of organ building, the very opposite to that of the factory prod-
uction style so castigated by Schweitzer, Ahrend and Brunzema were
perhaps the first to rival the lead established by Marcussen and
Frobeniug in case design, and, as is shown by the Scheveningen organ,
with its en-chamade Trompete, or Bremen Farge, with its Quintatln 2%,

they were by no means unsware of the work of Marcussen.

The work of the German posit-War builders can perhaps best be summarized
in the words of one of them, Karl Schuke:

"The organs are provided with mechanical key action -
essential components of a valved instrument. In

the modern day these are taken for granied. However,
as points for discussion there remsin the details of
technical perfection of register design and the many
possible types of cases, along with the achievement
of true organ tones in enclosed areas with varying
acoustical charscteristics.® 101

The immediate post-War years saw the setting up of Rieger Organs in
Schwarzach, Vorarlberg, under Josef von Glatter~G85tz. (The firm had
originally been founded in J8gendorf, Silesis, by Franz Rieger, in 1845,
and acquired by Josef von Glatter-G8tz (senior), in 1922, Prior to

the War Rieger was a mammoth factory concern. After the War their work-
shops in J8gendorf and Budapest were taken over by the states of
Czechoslovakia and Hungary, and their workshop in M8Bcker had been deg-
troyed. Josef von Glatter-G8tz was expelled as a result of the Potsdanm
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"The Prench Plein Jeu does not suit Buxtelude
and Bach well. German mixtures are not
gsuitable to Couperin and Clérambault. A
satisfying synthesis between Schnitger,
Clicquot, Silbermann and Cavaillé-Coll,

who are go fundamentally different, is
nearly impossible." 117

As such, the neo-classical style is far from the integrated organ style
discusgsed in Chapter I,

It was not, however, until the mid-19%0%g, and mainly in the Strasbourg
area, that reform in a sense other than the neo-claggical eclectic

organ began to emerge, A significant turning point wag the restoration,
by Muhleisen in the mid-1950%'s, of the Andreas Silbermann organs of
Marmoutier, and nearby Ebersmiinster. By the 1960's a compromise Franco-
Germanic reformed style had been adopted by Boethinger (e.g., Marienthal,
1962), and Schwenkedel (e.g., Solesmes, 1967),118 and, as the decade
progressed, a more markedly French clagsical style began to emerge in

the work of Xern and Koenig; as at Thionville and Sarre~Union.ll9

In Italy, classical reform was even slower but, as Williams remarks,
"the late 1960's saw a movement towards a version of the Werkprinzip

organ"120 by Formantelli (Merano, 1968), and Tamburini (Bologna, 1968),

principally under the influence of Tagliavini.lzl

In America the impetus to 'reformed! or 'classical'! organ building,
beyond that of the '"American classic! organ of G. D. Harrison and
Walter Holtkamp, was due to the importation of a number of European
instruments., Initially, these were in places of learning, the first
being by Rieger in 1952 in the University of Michigan., This was
followed by organs by Flentrop for San Antonio University Presbyterian
Church (1954), Oberlin Conservatory (1956 and 1958), and Salem College
(1957).122 The next year, 1958, also saw the installation of the
twenty~geven-stop Flentrop organ in the Busch~Reisinger (Germanic)
Museun, Earvaxdlg} (Appendix A, 31). This replaced the 1936 Aeolian-
Skinner organ by G. D, Harrison which had been destroyed by fire.
Influential in the ingtallation was Power Biggs who, in the mid-1950'g,
had experienced both the historic and reformed organs of Burope. The

124

long~playing records of his were significant in bringing not only
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the Plentrop organ %o a wide public, but also in bringing the classical

concept of the organ into prominence,

The first large classical church organ in Awerica was by wvon Beckerath
for Trinity Iutheran Church, Cleveland, in 1957 (Appendix A, 15).

This installation was brought about by the organist-builder Robert
Noehren and his pupil (Organist of the church), Ralph C. Schantz,
Noehren, as consultant to the church, strongly recommended von Beckerath,
in preference to himself or Aeolisn-Skinner, suggesting:

#*Tf the responsibility of making the decision
were placed on my shoulders, I should congider
an organ built by... von Beckerath, the most
beantiful instrument I could find anywhere in

the world today. Such an organ would undoubtedly
soon become famous throughout the United States
for its uwmusval gquality of tone and posgibly

set a new gtandard of quality in this

country,." 125

126 many other

Inevitably, as documented by Pape and Fesperman,
Furopean imported organs followed. At the same time a small amount

of native building was developing., In 1956 Hoffman, the first American
builder to adopt fclassical principlest!, constructed an organ for
Matthews Memorial Church, Albany, with a case designed by Blantmn,127
Not only was it based on the Flentrop organ in Groenlo, but it also
had pipes supplied by Flanmropglgg The first sizeable American-built
mechanical-action organ was by Charles Fisk for Mount Calvary Church,
Baltimorel?’ (Appendix A, 5%%5 The aim of Fisk was simple: "That

of this organ was considerable; for America, it marked "the beginning
131

old music be played right.® The musical and historical importance

of a surer and more artistic approach to organ building.®

In Canada, reform had begun to be brought about in the 1950%s by
the dissatisfaction of a number of players with an organ aesthetic

ywhich wag stagnating."lﬁz

Thie dissatisfaction, accelerated by
developments in the United States, was such that, pressure by two young
organists, Kenmeth Gilbert and Raymond Daveluy, resulted in the insta-
1lation of no less than three organs in Montreal by von Beckerath: one
of twenty-seven stops for Hampstead in 1959: an immense sixty-five-stop,

five-manual organ in St. Joseph's Oratory in 1960 and, some years later,
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The pattern of development may be summarised as:

1. Dissatisfaction with existing contemporary
organe for the performance of organ music,
egpecially that of Bach,

2. The search for appropriate sonorities.

%, The re-introduction of mirxtures and mtations.
4. The re-introduction of the slider chest,

5. The re~introduction of mechanical action,

6. A growing awareness of the significance of
the organ case and Werkprinzip.

Toe The synthesis and demonstration of these ideas
by Zachariassen in Denmark.

8. The adoption of Zachariassen's principles first
in Denmark and Holland, then in Germany,
Switzerland, Austria, the United States, Canada,
Prance and ITtaly.

Thig Chapter would not be complete without a final comment regarding
the influence of Schweitzer. Though his thinking did not lead to one
path being followed, it is difficult to avoid the conclugion that his
influence was paramount. The relegation of Schweitzer merely to that
M0 ong williams™® does him less than
justice, Onite apart from hig influence in the Franco- Germanic area

of a 'father-figure'! by Phelps

in the inter-~War years, his personal friendship with, and influence
upen, tuilders such as Zachariassen, Probening, and Flentrop (who
effectively brought the classical organ to a total reality in the
years of the Second World War, and after) cannot be swept aside so
simply. For these builders the way forward was, in Flentrop's words,

"as adviged by Professor Sghweitzexg"142



PART TWO
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It ig algo not without interest to note that the year 1908 also gaw
the publication of the German Edition of Schweitzer's two volumes on
Bach (from which the English edition was made) and to recall that
Schweitzer's Deutsche und FranzBsische Orgelbaukunst und Orgelkunst
had already been published for two years.

The first auarter of the century in England, however, saw the sieady
consolidation of the Harrison-~Dixon concept and the rebuilding of
many organs on these 1ines,§ Other firme, such as Walker, and in
general, Willis, also followed the trend for ponderous loud organs,
powerful but bland reeds, and smooth voicing lacking in any attack.

There was, however, one organigt in the 1920's with thoughts of other
than the contimuation of the pre~First-World-War Harrison tradition,
This was Guy Weitz, a pupil of d4'Indy and Guilman$4 (whose editions
of o0ld French organ masic were issued from 1901 anarda)g5 and a
player to whom the classical organ repertoire of France, Germany and
Holland was by no means unknown. Indeed, Weitsz, Organist of the
Jesuit Church in Paym Street, London, was responeible for "introducing
to this country many of the works of Buxbehude, Bruhns, Clérambault
and other, now familiar, pre-Bach eomp@gers,"é and he was "probably
the first player in this country to play Bach in the now accepted
classical mamner."! At Farm Street, in 1925, with Henry Willis IIT
as organ builder, and under Weiltzls guidance, was built an organ
which had not only complete choruses but also some solo matations,
Nazard and Tierce on the Choir, as well as a Piccolo 17 on the

Swell (Appendix A, %4). The organ was a rebuild of an earlier Bishop
organ which had, in turn, contained come pipework from the original
organ by Annessen., The 'classical?, indeed 'continental!, leanings
of the organ did not pass unnoticed, even in 1925, 4s a review by

Beaumont commented:

"Above all things, then, this is a classical organ.
By this adjective I mean that, while offering a
large and unusual choice of registers for solo
work, it is emphatically not a collection of
individual stops but an ensemble instrument,

it speaks as one, each part of the build-up being
designed and voiced in relation to the whole

large utterance; that every part speaks its
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natural voice without magniloguence, strain or
over-emphasis; that, while having a firm foundation,
the free utterance and the necessary development

of the harmonic series is there as well; that, in
general, ite tone is distinguished by clarity,
Jucidity and precision....

®ha a truly classical organ, it should stand asz
another and important signpost marking the way
back to the high road of organ tradition....

“The 1% Piceolo.... is another feature that
drawe attention to the guasi-continental
character of thisz organ." 8

The review by Beaumont wag not only a distinguished essay, but also

a prophetic one,

Weitz% three opening recitals also showed the classical leanings of
the organ., The first, of Bach and his predecessors, included works
by Gabriell, Byrd, Titelouze, Scheidt, Buxitehude, Pachelbel, Dandrien
and, C1érambault.’ In terms of the organ establishment of the 1920's
in Engleand, such a programme must indeed have seemed revolutionary.
The second recital was of music from Bach to Franck, and the third,

of music from Franck to Vierne.

Whilst the effect of the organ on the Bdwardisn musical establishment
was seemingly slight, the effect on one person, Cecil Clutton, whose
influence on English organ building over the past fifty years or so
has been inescapable, was dramatic. As he wrote: "The impact on me

at any rate was lmmense and coloured all my subseguent ideas on organ

tone and design and musical perfozmang@"lﬁ ands

YHere, for the first time in 1927, I heard solo
mutations used in a classical style and here

for the first time I heard a Bach fugue played

from beginning to end on full to mixtures without
any change of registration., At once the accumila~
tion of the part-writing leading up %o a climax
inherent in the music could be appreciated in a

way that had been impossible when the mugic was
cluttered up with irrelevant stop changes and an
equally irrelevant climax of intolerable noige," 11
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Willis algo built asnother orgsn, in similar style, but on a smaller
scale, in the Roman (atholic church of 5+t. ThomasQémBeeket, Wandsworth,
in 192912 (Appendix 4, 35). Unlike Farm Street, this organ was comp-
letely new. Again, the use of Choir mutations of 2 2/3'and 1 3/5as
also the use of a 16' Quintat¥n, are noteworthy. Similar mutations

by Willis wexre also to be found in the 1928 Choir Organ, added to the
ever-growing Westmingter Cathedral organ, and the trend was contimied
in the 1931 rebuild of the 1855/97 Willis organ in St. George's Hall,
Liverpool, again by Willis III. Here, not only the Nazard and Tierce
were included, but also the Larigot.,l5 That Willis was aware of organ
reform in Burope is clear from the firm's house journal, The Rotunda.
To this, Steinmeyer contribuited a lengthy article on "The Reviwval of
the Praetorius and Bach (Organ in Germany.“14 There had also been an
earlier editorial, ringing with political over-tones, describing
developments in Germany and asking: "shall we really take the future
by the scruff of the neck and go boldly out for a new vision of the
Organt.... In our opinion the time is ripe for the new vi%iﬁn,"lﬁ

The contribution of Henry Willis III to the classical revival in
England thus camnot be ignored, thought it must be commented that the
organs, Farm Street included, remained esgentially romantic ingtruments

in overall ethos.

Another influence in the late 1920's, in terms of the classical
revival, was that of John Compton. His work was essentially in the
field of extension organs but he had, as Clutton guggeﬂt@ﬂglé a

sense of both chorus structure and of the building of tone colours
from mutation ranks., Possibly his major contribution was the large,
142~stop organ in Downside Abbey, built in 1929 (Appendix 4, 36). Iis
placement in concrete and stone chambers, and the use of extension,
are far removed from the classical organ, either historic or contem-
porary., Nevertheless, the presence of developed chorus structures

and mixtures on all mamials, together with registers at 2 2/3V, 1 3/5%,
1 1/53 and 1%, as well as solo Cornet and Sesquialtera, did not pass
unnoticed, As Huskisson Stubington wrote:
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"TPhe mixture work of the whole organ is phenomenal:
probably no other organ in the world, with the
possible exception of the ancient one at Weingarten,
has such an amply and variocusly developed chorus." 17

Though the extension orgsn proved a chimera in serious artistic and
mechanical terms, the effect of Downside, and other Compton organs,
wag congiderable, in tonal terms.

It was not, however, until the mid 19%0%'s that the development of
classical ideals moved further, with the building of the first new
mechanical-action organ with s classical chorus structure on both
mammals and pedal. Built in 1935, for Lady Susi Jeans! music room
in Cleveland Lodge, Dorking, this was guickly to become known as
"Lady Jeans! Barogue Chamber Organ.”

Cleveland Lodge, Dorking: Eule/Hill, Norman and Beard, 1935-C

Hauptwerk Qberverk

Gedackt 8 uintadena 8
Principal 4 Rohrfl8te 4
Spillpfeife 4 Principal 2
Quint 2 2/3 Quint 11/3
Qctave P Octave 1
Mizture ITI 11/3

Pedal

Subbass 16

Holzf18te 8

Gemshorn 4

Nachthorn 2

The organ was a present from Sir James Jeans to his wife, Susi.
During a visit to play Silbermann organs, near Leipzig, Lady Jeans
and her husband had encountered restoration work by Hermann Fule, of
Bautzen, the firm being in fact run by Fritz Abend. As English
builders in the 1930's were "not doing baroque organs," it was
decided to have the organ designed, made and voiced by Abend. The
then German mechanical actions were thought "not good” and it was
agreed that Hill, Norman and Beard would build the tracker action,
The specification was drawn up by Johann Nepomuk David, the Austrian
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composeyr, then teaching in the Kirchemmusikinstitut, Leipzig. During
the Second World War, Cleveland Lodge was vequigitioned, tut neverthe~

19

legs, lady Jeans made a munber of broadcasts from there.

The organ was placed in a shallow recess with a pipe prospect., Here,
for the first time in England in the twentieth century, was a new
mechanical~action organ with a chorus structure based on the octave
separation of principals, i.e., Hauptwerk 4%, Oberwerk 2!, and
Holzfl8te 8% performing the role of a Principal 8t in the Pedal, and
with a quint Mixtare.go The pipework was lightly blown on 2 1/2% wind

pressure, the metal pipework was of T tin, and the voicing employed

some nicking and foot regulatiﬁn,zl Without doubt, this was the most

significant instrument to follow Farm Street.

Not only were the clear tonal qualities commented on by Clutton in
1939, but most important perhaps were his comments on the different
playing style demanded by the organ. In describing lady Jeans!
vlaying he wrote:

"She relies upon accent, phrasing and clean
fingering, where others are smudging about with
rolling diapasons, wildly flapping swell shutters,
and the creeping technioue that appeals so
strongly to those faded spinsters that have become
the mainstay of most cathedral congregations,m 22

Clutton, however, whilst noting that:

"To play Bach and his antecedents properly it
is as necegsary to understand the baroque orgsn,
as it is to know something of the harpsichord,
clavichord and virginal before one can perform
Scarlatti, the "48% and the Elizabethans with
competence," 23

went on to suggest that he saw "little reason %o think or wish that
we shall ever see a baroque revival in this a@untry."24 This state~
ment wag a strange vreversal of thinking from the same author when
in 1935, he wrote:
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"In Germany the renaissance of classical ideals

is achieved., America is rapidly following the
inspired lead of Donald Harrison, Emerson Richards
and s few other leaders. France is gradually
stifling the more passé pedagogues., In England
only....nine 1llae lacrymae.®™ 28

4s in the case of the Parm Street organ, the milding of this
regidence organ for Lady Jeans had but 1ittle effect on the maine-
strean establishment: though its effect by viriue of broasdcast per—
formances by her should not, as Whitlock noted, be QVQxloakaﬁggé
the advent of the Second World War doubiless minimized the

effect of the organ.

Another influence on classical development which occurred just at

the outzet of the Second VWorld War was the rebuilding, on conservative
linesg, under the guidance of Clutton, of the Harﬁis/Gray and Davidson
organ from All Hallows, Lombard Street, in the new church of All
Hallows, Twickenham (A1l Hallows, Twickenham, was built to house

the Grinling Gibbons furnishings from Lombard Street) (Appendix 4, 37).
Despite a variety of infelicities, including the use of pneumatic unit
chegts: the provision of a Great flue double; Swell double reed:; and
the octave transposition of the Stopped Diapason on the Great to produce
a Nason 4'; the organ demonstrated the advantagesz of tracker action,
which was shown to be demonstrably more responsive than the pneumatic
additions, and it had the advantage of long life. By virtue of the
provigion of the Mixture on the Great, and Sesquialtera and Mixture

on the Swell, it also showed the value of adequate chorus work on a

27

moderately low wind pressure.

The Second World War effectively delayed any further major development
of classicism in organ design, but not before Ralph Downes had begun
to take his part in the English organ renaissance. This began at
Brompton Oratory where, in 1936, he was appointed Organist. From
1938, under Downes'! guidance, a general ‘overhaul' of the much=-
altered and enlarged Bishop and Starr organ of 1858/84 had been in
progress, including the lowering of wind pressures, re-balancing of
registers, opening up pipe feet, transposition of !'redundant!
registers, re-arrangement of the Swell and Choir oxgana,zg and,

29

after his experiences in Paris, changes to the reeds,
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z
described by Downes in Baroogue Trimkagjl This organ (whi@h had zeen

se many changes Tt whose original Bishop character was, as Downes
s . R 2

wrote, "never quite axt;ngu;shed”)g was, however, destroyed by a

"mysterious fira“5§ in March 1980,

Perhaps the clearest indication of Downes' future thinking with regard
to tonal design was the scheme for Buckfast Abbey. This was drawn up
in congultation with Donald Harrison, who was to have designed and
supervised the tuilding of 2 new organ for the Abbey. The builder was
t0o have bheen J. W, walkerm§4 The Abbey Organist, a ﬁznk who had

studied in Germany, was of "very much the same mind® "~ as Downes, a
matter which assisted in the adopiion of this rather unusual approach
to the design and building of the organ. In splendid English style,
a new four-marmial console was ordered from Walker as the first stage,
and on the stop keys was engraved the stoplist (Appendix 4, 38).
However, as Downes described, "by mid-193%9 the clouds of impending
world war were gathering, and by the time the console was ready, the
36 The scheme did,

hovever, show a richness of tonal material, planned with specific

American project had been posiponed gine die,™

division relationships in the 'classical' manner, and on a scale never
before seen in England. It can only be speculation now as to what
might have bappened to organ design in England had this scheme been
carried out,

Though the tangible resultis, in terms of classical trends in organ
building in England were small prior to the Second World War,a cont-
ributory element fto 'reform! was the discussion, in the musical press,

and especially in The Organ (which in the 19%0's published mumerous

articles, on matiers such as compound stops, mixbture work, synthetic
tone tuilding and blend in organ tone, mainly by writers such as

Noel Baﬁavia~ﬁunt}@57 Also influential were the more musically and
higtorically orientated articles by William Sumner on builders such

a8 Mﬁll@r,§8 Sohnitgarig and Silbermann,éa Ld8ditionally, the perennial
travels of Andrew Freeman also drew attention in the pre-War years to
historic instrumﬂnts,él The War years themselves inevitably saw
1ittle organ building, but in the pages of The Organ (which managed

to continue publishing throughout the duration of the War) a fair

amount of discussion contimued to take place,
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The first article of any gignificance was published in 1940 by Clutton.
Entitled "Artistic Development of the Small Qrgan,“42

summary of historic past practice in organ building and of organ reform

it gave a ugefunl

movenent developments in the United States, but produced, however,
1ittle discussion. A4 far less well conetructed, or informed - and in
part inaccurate - article which did proveke heated discussion was

Percy Whitlock's "The Barogue Revival,"4§ This produced a steady flow
of correspondence in the pages of The Organ from 1943 to 1945 between
Whitlock, Clutton, Dixon, Thompson-Allen, Willis III, Downes and others.

Whitlock's article was clearly prompied by organ reform in the United
States and the work of Donald Harriszon. It dealt mainly in imasginary
neo~-barogue specifications, ut, nevertheless, Whitlock, in suggesting
that:

"What the Barogque degigner does, however, is

to put first things first; and even in the
smallest of these organs the tuilding of choruses
is the main objective, coupled with the very
difficult matter of achieving individuality in
the various woices,” 44

showed some grasp of essentials., In commenting upon the work of Donald
Harrison, Whitlock believed that:

"this clear thinking has come first at the right
time, when something was evidently necessary to
1ift the commercial idea of the instrument from
the slough of despond in which it has been
wallowing for far too long."™ 45

Whitlock!s final remark that:

"with builders and playvers of sufficient courage
one feels that sconer or later s reflection of
this new light (i.e., the neo-Barogue organ)
thrown on organ building will shine upon these
shores to illuminate another milestone in our
progresa," 46

might almost have been written with Ralph Downes in mind., The fact
that Whitlock had but 1little idea of real classical specifications
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and registers doeg not, however, detract from his clear call for
reform in organ building, and for sincerity and artistry on the part

of organ bullders.

Henry Willis III (who had made mumerous trips abroad, some in the
1
) 47

company of Emerson Richards, vigiting old organs was not slow to
draw attention to the misconceptions in Whitlock's article and, even
more imporiantly, to point out that meny of the German Organ Beform
Movement organs bore twt small resemblance to the original early
organs of the Barogue periocd. At the same time, he did come out
firmly in favour of the 'Barogue'! influence, "for it would mean a

48 and

reversion to the basically correct principles of organ design,”
went on to suggest that "all first study (on the organ) should be on
the Barogue itype of instrument: low pressure, no enclosure, tracker
action, no combination sysltem or help and last, btut not least, no

49 As to builders, Willis also suggested that the 'Baroque!

extengion,
revival could also mean that organ btuilders would Ybe required to
become acquainted with the underlying principles of their cxaftg"ﬁﬂ
Read today, the comments of Henry Willis III show a guite remarkable
perception, Perhaps, however, the most prophetic comment of 211, in
the correspondence of this pericd, came from Ralph Downesg wheo, in
renaigssance in our organ building, I venture to suggest that it will
be at the hands of the 'small man'! -~ the tartist-craftmmant - if he

still @Xiﬁt%»"gl

an of April 1944, wrote: "If ever there is 1o be a tonal

The immediate posi~War years saw little by way of organ building, but
one scheme from pre-War dayes was revived: Ralph Downes' scheme for
Buckfagt Abbey. ZFconomic and material considerations prevented the
original plan being implemented, but a scheme was undertaken which
involved a total re~fashioning of the tonal structure of the existing
Hele organ, including a complete new Positive division and reeds by
Rochesson (Appendix A, 39). The process by which this scheme was
completed, and the difficulties encountered, have now been recorded

52

in Barogue Tricks, The organ had, however, provided mumerous

experiences which were to come to fruition at the Festival Hall,
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Chapter V

The 'neo~clagsical'! electric-~action organ and the era of specifications

March 24, 1954 saw the opening of the organ in the Royal Festival Hall,
London. National pride at the time of the Festival of Britain saw to
it that the organ was momumental in scale, and that the builder was
British., In Avtumn 1948, Ralph Downes, as Organist of the ILondon
Philharmonic Orchestra, was invited by the London County Council to
design an organ for the new Festival Hall, It was to be a comprehen-

give instrument which would:

"Realise an ideal conception in which ag many

ag poseible of the musically worthy features of
all schools and periods of organ building practice
are combined in one instrument, and the unmusical
excesges of all periodg and schools are as far as
possible avoided.® 1

Downes! initial consultations were wide ranging, including Robert
Noehren and Donald Harrison in the United States, Fritz Abend in
Germany, André Marchal and Louis Bugene~Rocheason in France, Dirk
Flentrop and Marten Vemte in Holland and, in England, C, H. Trevor,
Pelix Aprabhamian, Cecil Clutton, George Miles, Frank Howes, William
Sumner, Anthony Lewis, Jack Westrup, Susi Jeans, George Dyson and
George Thalben‘Ball.z Research for the organ was also extensive,
including study of the writings of Klotz, Smets, Quoika and Buré,
and especially Die Orgelregister of Mahrenholz, with which Downes
had been acguainted by Susi Jeanﬂ.B A copy of Mahrenholz' book, in

the possession of Thomas Stevens of London, and annotated in Dowmes!?
hand, seems to have been heavily drawn upon. (It is interesting to
note that Die Orgelregister had been reviewed in 1937 in Volume 73
of The Organ, by Sumner, shortly after Downes had returned to England
from the United States).

As deseribed in Chapter Four of Barogue Tricks, an initial scheme was

drawn up by Downes: this was greeted with an "enthusiastic desire to

co-operate, courteocusly amused incredulity and severely admonitory
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comction"4 by three builders under consideration for the project.
Downes?! desire to have the participation of Rochesson over the design
and voicing of the reeds was met in similar manner by the three
builders: "wholly favourable, mildly affirmative (presumably for a
few special Solo stops), or frankly hostile and sceptical."5 Aftexr
further thought, and also consultation with Donald Harrison, a final
tender specification was drawn up and sent to Harrisoms and the other
two builders.6 In terms of builder, Downes regarded Harrisons as %a

wl

must, regardleas of cosi, and wrotes

®In May 1949 the firm of Harrison and Harrisom (the
most expensive) was chosen expressly on my
recommendation: not that I liked their recently
built organs -~ I did not; neither did I foresee
that they would easily adapt to my tomal concep-
tiQn it I kn.ew they Would mtoooc Bu-t I had
managed to get inside one of their larger organs,
and observed their execution of trivial details....
in a mamner which spelt perfectionism." 8

Cuthbert Harrison trained under his uncle, Arthur, and his father,
Harry, but subsequently joined the Army. He returned to Harrisons as
a partner on the death of his uncle in 1937, and took charge of the
firm in 1945. Although the Harrison firm's resction to Downes' draf+
specification had been that of "courteously amused incredulity," and
they had, according to Downes, made a final attempt to "obtain
acceptance of one of their normal schemees,"9 the challenge of btuilding
the organ was accepted. Cuthbert Harvison recalls feeling at the time
that organ building was a rather dull affair, and that he found in
Downes a "kindred spirit® not afraid of blowing some fresh alr through
English organ~building. w10 In company with Downes, who was on a
recital tour, he visited numerous organs including Alkmaar, Haarlem,
Gouda and Zwalle.ll Harrison also visited instruments in central and
northern Germany, and saw work by Marcussen and Frobenius in Demmark.
In addition, Fred Howe of Harrisons (who was to undertake most of the
voicing in the Festival Hall), visited the continent both with
Cuthbert Harrison, and in company with Downes, Walter Goodey, Dennis
Thurlow and othez:s.12
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The initial tonal scheme, published in 1949 in a builder's brochure,
and in slightly modified form in a London County Council memorandum
in 1950,13 provoked a furore in the press. Vaughan Williams wrote to
the Daily Telegraph on 14 Jamuary, 1951 in the following terms:

"gir,

I bave read with apprehension an article in praise
of the proposed new organ at the Royal Festival Hall.

Judging from the specification, this new organ will
to my mind, accentuate the objectionable 'Bubble and
Squeak! tone of the organs on the Continent.

Is it really proposed that we should abandon in favour
of this unpleasant sound the double dispasons and rich
soft 'mixtures! of our best church organs?

I admit that we have some bad organs in England, but
at their worst they cannot surely mske so nasty a
noige as most of those on the Continent. As to the
so~called 'Baroque® organ, which, I presume, I have
heard at ite best at the hands of the most disting-
uished performers, I can only compare it to a barrel
organ in the street., This type of instrument is

said to be right for playing Bach. For myself I

want nothing better than Bach as played by Dr. Harold
Darke on his typically English organ at St. Michael's,
Cornhill.”

Vaughan Williams'! letter was promptly answered by Jack Westrup,
Heather Professor of Music at Oxford:

"Sir,

Dr, Vanghan Williams refers to the objectiomable tone

of Continental orgamns., I find this puzzling. Does

he mean, for example, that French and German organs

make the same kind of noise, or are they merely alike

in being objectionable? And if we admit, for the sake
of argument, that they are objectionable, what evidence
is there that the new organ in the Royal Feetival Hall
will be equally, if not more, objectionable? It has
been planned by a practising organist of wide experience
and is being built by some of the finest craftemen in
this country., It will be time enough +to discuss whether
the diapasons are noble or not when they have been heard
in the building for which they have been designed.
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So far as I can discover, the principal objection

to the specification of the new organ is that it
provides resources adeguate not only for the perform—
ance of modern organ music, tmt alsc for the works

of earlier composers. I cannot see that this is a
defect, There is hardly a single organ in this
country on which Bach's music can be played without
some sort of compromise, Clarity of texture is
esgential to music of this kind. In England we
appear to prefer a sonorous rumble, and the adding
of one noble diapason to another is regarded as

sound registration. Like Nebuchadnezzar's unaccustomed
food, 'it may be wholesome, but it is not good®.

Dr. Vaughan Williams' reference to 'the so-called
"Baroque® organt' is magnificently ambiguous. If he
means a particular instrument, it might be possible
to arrange a joint recital with a barrel organ and
let the public judge the justice of his comparison.
& further recital to demonstrate the f'rich soft
mixtures® of our best church organs would make an
agreeable sequel,”

Harold Darke wrote to The Musical Times in similar vein to Vaughan
Williams: "My own strong conviction is that this 'Baroque schoolt? is
doing more harm to the love of the organ and organ music than any other
cause."14 Bi-anmal Presidential addresses at the Royal College of
Organists in the early 1950's also inveighed against '"Baroque! intru-
sion. In his address of July, 1953, Sir George Dyson stated:

"Po put it crudely, we are to play Bach's music
as he played it, and we must therefore revive
or reproduce hisg instrumente....

"Now there are one or two reservations about this
cult of the past which mst be frankly stated.
That men played on instruments now obsclete is
true, and that they derived supreme imaginative
and aesthetic satisfaction is also true. But to
suggest that they did, or would prefer them to a
more modern substitute is quite meaningless. It
is like saying that Bach preferred a stage coach
to a motor car. He had no choice...”™ 15

Sir George went on to discuss matters of style and performance and
indicated how unbearable it would be to revive old performance
practices, and to make a plea for a multi-purpose concert organ,
suggesting that:
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?it would be delightful to have available an

organ which would reproduce, as near as we can

guess, the timbres, wind pressures and balance

of, say, the Bach period, raised to our modern
standards of tuning and mechanism. It would

have, like other revivals, a germine, asg well

as rarity value, But as a practical instrument

for use in a church or chapel, or even a large

bhall, it is an exotic and uneconomic ingtrument." 16

Perhaps Sir George's thinking is best summed up in his own illumin-
ating comment in the same speech that "even the harpsichord at its
best canmot bear the weight of the modern pianistis rapertozy.“l7
English organ builders clearly saw the organ as some strange new
creature. The main point was succinctly expressed by Noel Mander:

"The Festival Hall organ.... is a new conception (because it is

new to many of us) of organ building."la Whilst there were supporters,
such as Sir Thomas Beecham, Geraint Jones, Felix Aprshamian and others,
establishment opposition to Downes! concept of the organ was indeed
considerable, as the pages of The Musical Times, Musical Opinion and
The Organ all show., To carry the scheme through, one costing some
£60,000, ? was a considerable act of faith on the part of the County
Council, and a tribute to Downes! strength of character and purpose.

The organ and Downes not only had to contend with vociferous opposgi-
tion, but also a totally unfavourable, acetic!, acoustic, which was
"pogitively cruel to certain instruments in general and especially

to an organ.“20 In the matter of acoustics the "open hostility to

organs"21 on the part of the LCC acoustics team was also persistently
unhelpful, The final result was that the Hall when empty, had a
measured reverberation period of, at most,2 1/4 seconds. Downes
recalls the first trial concert at which "the experience was dire:
timpani, played fortissimo, were almost reminiscent of those large,
square Jacob's biscuit tins."?® Though some improvement was made
after this, the Hall has remained unsatisfying to performers and
sudience alike, whether in choral, orchestral or organ music. As
Geraint Jones said in a BBC programme, the Pestival Hall "has the
worst acoustics for organ tome I have heard anywhere in the worlcl."23
To add to the acoustic problems the organ had to be disposed across
the width of the hall in a concrete chamber sixty-five feet wide,

sixteen feet deep and only twenty-five to twenty-eight feet high.
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The organ itself was:

“To embody excellence in quality of materials,
workmanship, artistry on a mumber of levels,
and comprehensiveness in the sense of a
blending of different ideals and concepts, all
deeply rooted in the long tradition of organ~
building practice but presented in a new
pergpective.” 24

Its tonal concept was expressed by Downes as being one in whichs

"The tonal divisions of great, swell, positive, etc.,
are not differentiated on a colouristic basis, nor on
the basis of power, but as complete and independent
organs, each with a characteristic accent, but all
mtually complementary. Each containe a complete
diapason -~ or principal - chorus, a wide chorus
(however rudimentary), and a reed chorus. The

most important stop of the principal family is in
every case put at the front of the division, and
thege principals stand in an octave relationship,
pedal 32 ft, great 16 fi, positive and solo 8 fi,
swell 4 £t and choir 2 £ft. To a great extent the
presence of these stops and their location have the
effect of determining the particular character of

the division they inhabit. All stops are kept within
a fairly narrow dynamic range: the principle of equality
is fundamental - between the notes of the gamut in a
single stop, between individual stops, between sepa~
rate divisions, and especially between their differing
fplemum?® effects. Such power as the organ can
produce is due to the additive effect of coupling,
not to individual loud stops. A corresponding regi-
stration on any of the divisioms, including the
pedal, givesa corresponding intensity of sound. In
theory, any of the stope are meant to sound well
together, but it is obvious that in practice this
could produce extremely bizarre combinations which
would need to be tested for their appropriateness in
any given musical context. Actually, the principal-
chgrus, perhape supplemented by other stops moun
unigons and octaveg, is intended for playing a poly-
phonic texture on one and the same mamal: the 'off-
pitch? flute mutations are intended mainly for use

in solo, duo or trio combinations using more than

one mamal. They will not necessarily succeed in

a polyphonic or even a thick harmonic texture on omne
mamual. At least one stop of the principal family

is regarded as a necessary stiffening agent in most
combinations of more than about three stops." 25
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Downes went on to draw attention also to the various "sesquialtera®
or "cornet" combinations: at least one on each mamumal and pedal, and

of both wide and narrow scale,

The final stoplist is given below, and laid out in width-scale
groupings in Appendix A, 40, GSome influences on the stoplist and
scales (Table V/6) have been described by Downes in briefs

“In 1949 occurred a major event in my musical life -
as significant for me as my first acquaintance, 12
years earlier, (1937), with French Baroque reeds -
it was my first contact with the wonderful late
baroque organs in the Netherlands and the sudden
comprehension of their tonal organisation. Shortly
after this the 'scales fell from my eyes' and the
frustrations of a year's attempts to reconcile
organ building themes and practice suddenly dis~-
golved in a major breakthrough whose repercussions
on the RFH design were immediate.® 26
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Royal Festival Hall, London: Harrison and Harrison, 1954

Great Organ
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Harmonic Flute
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Quintflute
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Table V/2

Comparison of Pedal Orsang:

Groton School (1935)

Contre Basse
Principal
Contrebasse
Bourdon

Flite Conigque
Groge CQuint
Qctave

Contre Basse
Flite Ovverte
Gedeckt

Quint

Super Qctave
Fliute Harmonigque
Gedeokt
Mixture ITIT
Fourniture TIT
Bombarde
English Horm
Trompette
Clarion

32

16

16

16

16(sw)

10 2/3
8
8
8
8(sw)
51/3
4

4
4(sW)
3 1/5%
Z

16
16(ch)
8

4

Royal Festival Hall (1954)

Principal
Principal
Majorbass
Subbags
tnintadena
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Whilst Downes has commented en passant with regard to the influence

of the Palais de Chaillot and Danish State Badio organs on the
Festival Hall scheme, . nowhere has be indicated the relationship
between the tonal schemes of the three organs, A comparative analysis
of the three organs into principal, flute, reed and other registers,
as in Tables V/3 and V/4, leaves little doubt as to the origins of
the Festival Hall scheme,

The Festival Hall Great Organ is almost identical to that in the
Palais de Chaillot, with the addition of a Mixture IV, Quint Flute

5 1/3%, Quintat8n 4', and Blockflute 2!, In the provision of two

2% registers, the Downes! Great resembles that of the Danish State
Radio organ, and the 5 1/3' Flute may be seen as 'gained! from
Manual IV of the Danish organ., The Positive shows similar character-
istics, there being, however, further development of the mixture work.
The Festival Hall Swell is almost ome with that of the Palais de
Chaillot organ, with the mixture work further developed., The Choir
appears as a 'sharp', narrow-scale, division, with some reeds and
some strings, resembling the Danish organ in overall pitch and tonal
balance, The Solo organs of the Festival Hall and Palais de Chaillot
are the same in their main emphasis, this being to provide a broad,
loud, principal and reed battery. On the Festival Hall Pedal organ,
whilst the French reeds dominate the total tonal spectrum, the tonal
disposition is virtually identical with the Marcussen organ., The
provision of more than one swell divieion is also common to all three
organs, and in each case one of the swell divisions is French-
influenced.,

An analysis of the total proportions of registers - principal, flute,
reed and other -~ shows, however, a clear dominance, in the case of
the Festival Hall organ, of principal registers and a greater use of
mixture work. This accounts for the organ being characterized overall
as an ensemble organ.
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Table V/5

Comparison of proportions of register types

Organ Proportion of Total Stops %

Principal Flute Reed Other

Royal Festival Hall (103) %6 34 22 8
Palais de Chaillot (80) 29 32 29 10
Danish State Radio (81) 28 40* 23 9

#4 mumber of these yregisters are clearly flute/brincipal bybrids.
The preponderance of flutes in {the Danish State Radio organ is
therefore not as total as this table would imply.

The tonal scheme of the Pestival Hall organ is thme not a matter of
Downes'® intuition or gquirkiness - as a reading of the musical press

of the period might suggest. It is, on the contrary, despite Downes?®
ccmments32 one based firmly in eclecticism, as seen in the United
States and France., It also has specific relationships with two

other major concert hall organs of the period: one a French romantic
instrument, neo-classicised by the addition of mutations and mixtures,
and by the development of the Pedal Organ; the other, a Danish neo-
classical organ whose purpose "was to obtain a historically accurate
performance."33 This latter was not seen by its designer as a second-
hand store of historical organ types, but as an organ in which every
detail was incorporated into the whole.34 Whilst Downes derived from
the Chaillot organ his basic ethos of classical flue choruses coupled
with French reeds and cornets, his welding into one whole this enormous
organ far more resembles the disciplined thinking of the Danish organ,
but with a clear dominance of principal chorus work over the whole
organ. In this Downes showed a tremendous grasp of the tonal aspect
of the various schools of organ music and organ building concentrated
into one huge instrument.
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At this point some brief consideration should perhaps be given to

the concept of eclecticism in organ design - that of gathering
together from varying periods and areas such aspecits of organ design,
especially tonal aspecits, as an individual considers pleasing. It

is a concept which rejects exclugivity of taste in tonal design. Is
however eclecticism a worthwhile concept? Can an organ be built to
perform satisfactorily the music of Buxtehude, Bach, Couperin, Franck,
Messisen and Howells, any more than can the orchestra for Monteverdi's

"Orfeo' perform Wagner's "Ring"?

Without doubt certain limits are inherent. A simple appreciation of
historical styles indicates that to place on any one division, or
soundboard, the differing choruses, mutations and reeds required by,
for example, the early north~German, French, Italian and Spanish
schools, quite apart from the later French symphonic school, would
make the chests so large as to negate the relationships between the
various registers, as well as posing problems for the playing action.
Placing the wvarious choruses on different windchests poses similar
gpatial, acougtic and mechanical problemg. To unite in one organ the
tightly packed divisions of Schnitger with those of Cavaillé:Coll,
where each pipe is deliberately spaced apart from its neighbours, is
an imposgibility. On a smaller scale the placing of various register
types together presents problems: an Italian flute cannot be placed
on the same chest or pressure as s north-German principal oxr flute,
any more than a Compeniuvs regal can be placed on a chest alongside a
Cavaille“Coll Bombarde. Voicing characteristics, which are related
to action, windchest and case volume, present other areas of incomp-
atabilitys for example, stops with a rapid build-up of fundamental,
usvally on a relatively low pressure, suilable for the highly articu-
lated preludes, fugues or concerio arrangements of Bach, cammot blend
with, or substitute for, stops by Cavaillé:Coll, with their slower
build-up of fundsmentsal, suitable for Franck. An orgen which abttemptis
to compromise over both such styles in the interests of versatility
is likely also to compromise the music of both Buxtehude and Franck
to an extent which our well-developed historical awareness no longer
finds acceptable. It may also be suggested that the light, crisp

actions required for the articulation of seventeenth- or eighteenth~
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century French or German music are nearly as far removed from the
Barker-lever action which Franck knew, as is the touch of the
harpsichord from that of a piano., Among the many other areas of
incompatibility between period styles may be mentioned winding,

pitch, temperament, compass and key size.

Yet, of course, compromise is not a phenomenon peculiar to our time,
Given a builder with a strong srtistic personality and breadth of
stylistic understanding, a composite approach has sometimes been
successful, as shown in the work of Gotifried Silvermann in Freiberg
Cathedral oxr Riepp at Ottobeuren. But it must be recalled that in
these ingtances the builders amalgamated ideas from two schools of
organ building (the French and German) that were fundamentally
related in voicing, tomal siructure, mechanism and layomut, Such a
process is not the same as abiempting to marry styles of organ
building separated by a considerable period of time and corresponding
to the most radical differences in musical style. The approach of
Silbvermann and Riepp, as builders within traditions which co-existed,
is guite different from the assembly at the Festival Hall of Anglo-
German choruses, German flutes and French reeds drawn from differing
historical periods by a strong minded designer, and voiced under his

direction from within the radically different Harrison tradition.

Eclecticism in this latter sense clearly militates against the totally
satisfactory performance of the works of any particular compoger, or
school of composers, Such an approach is lacking in respect for the
body of evidence provided by surviving instruments and our knowledge
of the performing practice of earlier periods. Eclecticism must tend
to militate against the building of organs which are coherent entities,

conceived with a profound sympathy for musical style,

Tonal aspecte apart, however, the Festival Hall organ -~ disposed
horizontally across a chamber, largely unencased and played by electro~
pneumatic action ~ lacks the essential preconditions for sympathetic

performance of significant areas of the organ repertoire.
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Turning to the ‘'architecture! of the organ, the initial proposal of
the acoustics team was for the organ to be placed in the roof-space
over the orchestra, a position Downes "categorically refused to coun~

tename.“35

The development of the 'architecture! of the organ is described in
Barogue Tricks. It is interesting to note that Harrisons considered
that the idea of placing the principals in front so as to "form an
interesting display® produced too much crowﬂing,36 and that the
architects considered that grouping the longer pipes in towers was
"too gothic."37 However, the final result was one derived (as was
the tonal scheme) from the Chaillot and Danish organs,-° but without
the encasement of the Danish instrument, and with "a kind of fantasy-
frontispliece designed by Sir leslie Martin, utilising orgag@ipe forma
of exaggerated dimensions and pleasantly varied materials, wood and
metal,“39 in front of the organ,

As is shown by the organs of Coventry and Liverpool (Roman Catholic)
Cathedrals, and, as has become obvious from discussions with archi-
tects from 1970 onwards (e.g., RonallWeekes, Clifton Cathedral;

Francis Pollen, Worth Abbey; and Michael Blee, Orpington Roman Catholic
Church), the influence of the semi~chambered, almost totally-exposed
'functional' layout (brought about by the LCC architects), has remained
an unhelpful element in organ design in England through to the present.

The effect of the organ, with its widthways disposition, was
'stereosonic?!, horizontal rather than vertical, and notably lacking
in blend.40 Attempts have been made by Downes to compensate for the
lack of blend by the (somewbat tentative) installation of reflector
boards above the Great and Positive chests. This process (of adding
reflector boards), contimued until 1975, when 'sides’ were also added
to the Great and Positive divisions,41

The key action was electro-pneumatic; the chests, other than those
for offset basses and borrowed registers, were traditional bar and
slider chests., The winding was by reservoirs placed beneath each
chest level., Mechanical action was seemingly considered by Downes
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but not with any great seriauanaas.42 The stop action was a mixture
of electro-pneumatic and direct electric. The swell slmtter mechan-
isms were mechanical, perhaps reflecting unconsciously that the 'real!
expressiveness of the organ lay in the dynamic control of enclosed
divigsions ~ for such sensitivity mechanical action was clearly nece-
ssa:y!43

The scales are given in Table V/6 and the scaling characteristics of
the variocus divisions were summarised by Downes as:

Great Organ 16" Principal, rather broad:
medium to wide pipe-scales

Positive Organ 8% Principal, more brilliant:
medium and narrow scales

Swell Organ 8! Principal, more penetrating:
wide and marrow scales

Choir Organ 4' Principal, most brilliant:
‘ narrow scales

Solo Organ 8% Principal, very broad:
very wide scales to compensate
low reverberation period of the

auditorium
Pedal Organ 32 Principal, the counterpart of
all mammals:

wide scales thrcughaut44

a somewhat 'Silbermann~esque'® description. During the design period
. Downes appears to have been somewhat reticent about the origins of

his scales. Cuthbert Harrison has said that they appeared "to emanate
from Downes'! head," and it seems he did not discuss their origins with
Harrisons.45 He has now, however, described the process leading to
the final scales in some detail in Barogue Tricks. In this process,
the transition of thinking from a French-biassed scheme, (deriving
from the traditions of Bédos?® and Cavaillé-Mutin, via Donald Harrison),
towards the Dutch/North German schools (with their fresh 'un-nicked!
choruses), is clear. Whilst retaining French-style reeds in quantity,
the flue-~work scales, by contrast, finally followed the 'variablef?,

or ‘compensatory!, pattern47 found in historic Duich and German organs,

as also in the then recent Flentrop organs such as Driebergen, In
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imposing so alien an approach on Harrisons, and on their voicer, Fred
Howe, Downes indeed set himself "a difficult caurae.“48 As is seen

from Pable V/6 and Downes!® charts,49 finally almost all the flues had
variable scales; and only nine stops employed normal Harrison scales:

Pedal: Principal 32! from 16'C

Greats Principal 16', as on the Pedal
Swell: Viola and Celeste

Choir: Open Wood 87, Stopped Wood 8°%

Salicional 8%, Unda Maris 819

Solo: Bagset Horn B¢

The mouth widths are variable throughout the course of each stop and
are between 1/3,5 and 1/6, and vary, for the most part, inversely
with the scale variations. Downes, in a paper to Harrisons entitled
"VYoicing Tips" (Appendix F, 1) described the procedure:

*The mouth widths must be drawn out omn a separate
scale~curve for each stop, and measurements
transferred from this curve to each pipe separately
while in the flat sheet, i.e., scribed on the back,
Flatting is then done afterwards, according to the
width of the mouth.® 51

The cut-up also varies, usually in inverse proportion to the mouth
width, between 1/3 and L/4.5 of the mouth width. Downes gave Harrisons
'safe limits' for cut-up, but stressed that "every pipe must be treated

individualgx."sz His limits, given in "Voicing Tips", weres
Mouth width Maximum Cut-up (of the individual pipe)

5 (L.€.5 135) 1/3 of mouth width

4 1/2 3/10

41/4 2/1

4 y 1;4 bare up to 1/4 maximum for 3 1/2" wind
3 3/4 2/9 ~

3 1/2 1/4

Dovnes' voicing procedures, open-foot, flue-regulated, are also shown
in his instructions to Harrisons:
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“Flue voicing:....observation has led me to

the firm conclusion that the method of maximum
footholes and minimum flues (un-nicked) is the
only good recipe., All regulation is then made
on the mouths, and a little hammer is the best
meang of ensuring that the lower lips do not
spring out again after the first or second
pressging in. Pull wind in the pipe~foot is very

important." 53

The only exceptions to this were the Swell Viola and Celeste which
were foot-regulated.54 In the event, however, most of the fluework
was lightly nicked, with around four nicks in the medium frequency

range.s5

The main registers were initially mounted in the workshop and a
certain amount of pre-~voicing done -~ Downes making many visits to
Durham.ss The final cut-up and flue regulation, on 'Gottfried!
lines,57 was done on site under Downes' supervision. The flue voicing,
other than the Great Harmonic Flute, was by Fred Howe, assisted by
Ieslie Rowland. The reeds originated from a wvariety of sources:
Downes describes the Great and Choir reeds, the Positive Trumpet and
the Pedal Trumpets at 8 and 4' as "derived from classical French
yractice."58 The reed shallots for Bombardes, Trumpets, Clarions,
Hautboy, Cromorne, Schalmei and Vox Humana were all parallel and open,
and with "Prench® style 'round! or 'dome-headed! ends. Downes was
insistent upon this to get a "true" or "full round tone.“59 The
shallots were made by Harrisons. The reeds had French blocks, boots
in heavy metal, and long, soft brass, unweighted tongues (Appendix
F, 2-5), The Hautboy had tear-shaped shallots and a cylindrical
bassoon bass, bells being employed from ¢ upwards. The Basset Horn,
arcylindrical, half-length, half-capped register, was of Harrison
scale and unlike the French reeds, voiced by Rochesson,was voiced by
Bowe, The Dulzian scale was from Flentrop, capped, with the tops
about one quarter open, and having beak-shaped shallots and felt-
loaded tongues in the bass, The Choir Cromorne was a copy of the
Cliquot stop in St. Gerwvais, Paris.60 The pipes were made, in the
main, of spotted metal, except the Great Principal 8%, Pedal Octave
4' and Swell Cymbel, which were all of 90% tin; the Positive Gedackt,
Choir Openflute, Solo Wald FPlute, Pedal Quintflute, Gedackt, Nazard,
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Spitzflute, Openflute, Septerz, were all of 30% tin; the Pedal Major-
base and Sub Bass, and Choir Open and Stopped 8! registers were of
woods and the lowest octave of the 32' registers were of zinc.

Since 1954, the organ has been affected by two major changes. In 1964
the Hall was cleaned. During this time the organ was dismantled and

gseveral amendments mades

® 1) +the Principal 32! (which had never spoken
properly) was increased in scale from EEE by
one gsemitone

2) +the Majorbass 16' (which had been barely
adequate) was increased in scale by one
semitone from CCC

3) mnew French shallots for the lowest 12 notes
of the 32°? Bombagde were obtained from
Bertouneche of Hery, Yomne, France, together
with tongues cut in the flat

4) with Fred Howe, Harrison's voicer, all the
mixtures and most of the reeds were re-
regulated to give a better blend." 61

The second major change was the installing of electronic “assisted
resonance" in the Hall, which resulted to some extent in improved
organ sound. The Positive and Great mixture work had to be softened
a little, owing to the microphones employed being close to the upper
soundboards.62 Also, whilst the wind pressures of Great, Swell,
Choir and Pedal upperwork were lowered by 1/8" (3 mm), the Pedal
Bombardes were put on 3 5/8" (92 mm). The Positive remains, as ori-
ginally, on 3 3/4" (95 mm), and the Pedal Major Bass, Quint, Sub Bass

and Principals 16! and 8!, on 4" (102 mm).63

The effect of the Festival Hall organ on English organ building was
dramatic, though mainly in terms of tonal design. As FPelix Aprahamian
wrote, in 1952, when looking forward to the building of the organ:
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*The organ has been finished under the personal
supervigion of Mr, Ralph Downes on a different
gystem to what has been usual with this firm.

Care must be taken at all times that the present
voicing and regulation is not interfered with in

any way, which might be done with the best intentions
to correct apparent unevenegss, It must be noted
that the actual position of each pipe must not be
altered." 94

That this was a disclaimer has, however, since been hotly denied by
both Downes and Harriaon.95

Although it is now almost thirty years since the installation of the
Festival Hall organ, and we now have Downes'! 'autobiography!, in
which much is written about the instrument, it is clear from this,
and from discussion with individuals and institutions concerned, that
the various sensitivities are such that a full 'definitive' history
of the Festival organ has yet to be written.

The Royal Festival Hall organ, discussed above, and Brompton Oratory
considered below, hold the key to developments in ensuing years. 48
suggested, the real contribution of the FPestival Hall organ was in
drawing the attention of organists and organ builders to matters of
tonal structure and organ repertoire - tonal aspects of design thus
became predominant, Matters of spatial and architectural design were
not considered to the same degree, and the matter of playing action
only slowly began to be congidered. The growth, therefore, of the
neo-classical electric-action organ will, therefore, be considered
principally in terms of tonal design. Here, specifications, whilst
often being misleading with regard to actual sound, do provide evi-
dence with regard to the 'philosophy! of design style. It might also
be commented that this neo~classical revival occurred against a
background of routine *traditional? rebuilding and building of organs,
and congervative organists. It is therefore possible to overestimate
the popularity of the neo-classical organ during this period. That
it steadily gained ground is however undenisble.
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Contemporaneous with the Royal Festival Hall organ by Harrisons was
the building, by J. W. Walker, of the new organ at Brompton 0ratory,96
where Balph Downes was organist. 4 fire, "some gaid Arsan“,97 in
March 1950, destroyed the old organ, and canged a new classically con-
ceived organ to be built in conjunction with Downes. The collabora=~
tion of Walkers and Downes at Buckfast was to reap its harvest at the
Oratory. At the Festival Hall the aim had been to provide a vast
concert organ, and this in a totally unsympathetic acoustic. In cont-
rast the Oratory had a rich acoustic, and quite a different organ
requirement.,

Its function was:

"a) %o accompany Gregorian chant and harmonised
choral music ranging from seventeenth century
to the present day;

"b) to accompany large and small congregations
for hymn-singing, without a choir;

"c) +to provide interludes and voluntaries,
gometimes necessarily on a grand scale and
embracing all gemuinely musical categories
of organ composition." 98

The size of the organ was severely restricted by the budget, by rising

cost8,99 and by an artistic limitation, imposed by Downes' wish "to

make one organ, not a collection of disparate organpunits."loa

In order to achieve these objectives Downes proposed that it was
necessary to have:

"g) a number of mild 8 ft and 4 ft stops, at
least 50% under swell control;"

"p) cohesive synthesis of all the divisions on
an "equality" basis, to give a gemuine
additive effect; and

“c) well developed wide and narrow choruses on
all divisions, with bold, but not lomd,
voicing of individual pipes; and “characteri-
sation" of each division in accordance with
its particular function, both by specification,
scaling and voicing.® 101
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The initial specification shows a good deal of "Dutch fever®
and also, as evinced by the reedless Great, a touch of the 'American
classic' of "Don' Harrisonm. The final specification was:

Brompton Oratory, Londons J, W. Walker, 1954

Great Choir

Quintadena 16 Gedackt 8
Principal 8 Principal 4
Rohrf18te 8 Rohrfl8te 4
Octave 4 Octave 2
Gemshorn 4 Waldf18te 2
Quint 2 2/3% Larigot 11/3
Superoctave 2 Sesquialtera II 11/3
Pertian II 4/5 Scharff IV 2/3
Mixture IV~V 11/3 Cromorne 8
Trumpet 8

Swell Pedal

Baarpijp 8 Principal 16
Quintadena 8 Subbass 16
Viola 8 uintfl8te 10 2/3
Celeste 8 (from 4) Octave 8
Principal 4 Gedackt 8
Gedacktf18te 4 Robrquint 5 1/3
Nazard 2 2/3 Octave 4
Octave 2 Nachthorn 2
Gemshorn 2 Mixture IV 22/%
Tierce 1 3/5 Bombarde 16
Mixture IV 1 Trumpet 8 (ext)
Cymbel III 1/5 Trumpet 2
Echo Trumpet 8

Vox Humana 8

As the specification shows, Downes' solution was to provide a normal 8°
Great, and 4' Positive, chorus, together with flutes and reeds, plus
the addition of a large Swell organ (also based on a 4' Principal), in
Oberwerk position, "which would dominate the whole building when the
louvres were fully open, but could be reduced to an absolute pianissimo

when they were closed."lo4

105 ghow the placement

The drawings, given by Downes in Barogue Tricks,
of the organ at the rear of the transept gallery. The front of the
organ has the basses of the Great and Pedal Principals in prospect,

surrounded by a plywood 'case!, in 'pseudo-classical! style, faintly
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reminiscent of cases in Southern or Bastern Eurnpe106 (but not, as
Downes writes, of "Schnitger Sch,ool").107 Behind the front were
placed Great and Choir, left and right respectively, with the chests
end to end. As voicing proceeded both these divisions were walled and
roofed in timber, “giving a surprising increase in clarity.... especi=-
ally in the effect of the mixtures inasmuch ag the very high ranks of
the bass range no longer went flying around the building and confusing
the sopranc 1ines."108 This early example of specific tomal casework
seems to have passed un-noticed. Behind the Choir was placed the main
Pedal chest and, high above the Pedal, the Swell, standing on two
chests, end to end. The Pedal bases were in the gides behind the
towers, and most of the other 16' and 8' basses were 'stood off! on
small chests near their parent chests.

The main chests of Great, Choir and Swell were 0ld Lewis slider chests,
originally in Harrow School Speech Room and a clmrch in Ealing,109 the
bass chests were new and sliderless. These latter proved far less
satisfactory for the pipe speech and tone than the slider chests.llo
The electropneumatic action was new. It seems that Downes gave con-
sideration to the use of mechanical action, but did not pursue the

matter.lll

411 the pipework was new, of spotted metal, other than the Great
Trumpet (which was an old Walker stop), the Vox Humana and the Pedal
reeds 167, (8'), and 2', which had survived from the old organ. The
half-length bass of the 16" reed was, in the event, given a full
length bass of old Bevington pipes from Ealing Town Hall,.l12

The scales, given in Table V/7,113 show the influence of Flentrop,
with whom Downes discussed the specification. The help of Rochesson
over scaling has also been ackmnowledged by Downes.114 4s bhe describes,
the principals "conform closely to the traditional progression, the
diemeters halving somewhere near the seventeenth note. Those on the
Swell diminish a 1little faster, those on the Choir are narrower
altogether.... The other scales,... begin narrow in the bass but

widen considerably in the treble."llS The variable scale forms ado-
pted, and the base diameter for the Principal 8', of 144 mm, were
typical of Flentrop (see Chapter III). The reed scales, shallot, and
other details, were by Rochesson;



88

The voicing was by Walter Goodgy and Dennis Thurlow, and, in deference
11

to Downes® full description,
other than to note his statement on the importamnce of the voicer:

“the effect of an organ depends completely on the aural sense of the
voicer;“ll7
Thurlow in the organ, who voiced the fluework without nicking a single

pipe,lla and who tackled reed voicing "in the French style" with con-

119

no other comment will be made here

and to note the enthusiasm and pride taken by Goodey and

siderable success, The combination of a rich acoustic, good scales

and mach patience produced an organ of fine musical effect.

The combined influence of the Festival Hall and Oratory organs was to
prove decisive for the next decade in British organ building and

beyond, ie., the provision of classical tonmal specifications in company
with electropneumatic actions., An early effect of this neo-classicism
was the rebuilding of many organs with 'classical?! additions, especially
the addition of '"Positive! divisions. Noel Mander added one such divi-
gion, made up of partly new and partly old material, and with some ext-

engion, to the rebuilt Willis organ in 8t. Michael's, Croydon in 1955.120

Choir

Bourdon 1
Claribel

Stopped Diapason

Flute

Gemshorn

Hazard

Block Flute

Tierce

Larigot

Mixzture III
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Hill, Norman and Beard were not slow to follow suit in their rebuilding

of the Hill organ in St. John's College, Cambridge, in 1956, where the

Choir was re-made into a 'Pcsitive“.121
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Choir

Prinzipal
Quintade
Glockengamba
Oktav
Gemshorn
Nasat
Block{lBte
Siffl18te
Zimbel IIT

2/3

NS DD

the Choir organ was, in the builders' words, "of unenclosed antique
voices,"122
8', Oktav 4' and Quintade 8' were in fact old stops, probably by

Dallam. (It is not without interest to see that the old Bell Gamba

became a Glockengambas).l23 The 5%. John's organ acquired, in additiom,

a statement with a grain of truth in it since the Prinzipal

a new Solo division with a Twelfth and Tierce and also an early, pos-
s8ibly the first, example in recent times in England an en—chamade reed,
in this case a mis-named Trompete~Real 8°' - an indication of growing
Scandinavian influence,

The changes, brought about in the rebuilding of the 8t. John's College
organ, influenced many Cambridge students such as David Iamsden. It
wae thus not long before similar 'classical?! positives appeared on
Hill, Norman and Beard organs at Llandaff Cathedral,’?4 Southwell
Minsterle (where Iumsden was Organist) and Bradford Caxhedra1,126
where the Chancel Organ was "“woiced om 2 1/2" wind using the antique
flue regulation system.“lz? This classicising process occurred on the
occasion of many rebuilds in ensucing years, a process culminating,
though not ceasing, with the rebuilding of the York Minster organ, by
Walkers, in 1960: *"the first instance during this century of the
application upon any significant scale of classical principles of
tonal design and treaitment to an English cathedral organ."lza Although
the developmentis on the part of Mander and Hill, Norman and Beard
were indicative of change within organ building, the years following

were dominated hy the builders of the Festival Hall and Oratory organs.
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In 1957, Harvisons built the organ in All Hallow's, Barking-by-the-Tower.
A scheme had been drawn up by Sir William McKie, Organist of Westminster
Avbey, in 1951.7% fThis scheme was not proceeded with and, in 1956,
Downes was invited by the organist, Gordon Phillips, to draw up a new
stop list (Appendix A, 44). Downes was also engaged by Harrisons to
gpecify the scales and undertake the tonal finishing with the voicers,
Frederick Howe and R. L. Rolanﬂ.lBO 4t this time Harrisons still rega-
rded their experience in the classical field as somewhat limitedclsl

The scaling (Appendix B, 1), as might be expected, followed the pattern
set at Brompton Oratory and the Festival Hall., The voicing was open~
foot with 1little nicking, and the reeds all had French shallots, except
the Pedal Schalmei 4', which was a copy of the stop by van Leeuwen in
the Dutch Church, Austin Friars' > (Appendix F, 6), The pressures

were all on the high side. A noticeable feature is Downes' treatment

of mouth widths; no less than ten different mouth widths, from 1:%.5

to 1:7, were used (Appendix B, 1) compared with six at the Oratory.

The organ was placed in an indifferent ‘stylet case,153 similar to

that of Harris, which previously stood in the church.

The following year, 1958, Harrisons, sgaln working with Downes as
consultant, built the organ in the rebuilt church of St. Clement Danes.
The cost was £20,000, of which the case, designed by the architect

W. A. S. Lloyd, cost £3,000,134 The case design (Appendix D, 5) was
loosely based on that of the original Bernard Smith organ, of 1689,
destroyed in the blitz.135 ItZs specification was:
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§t. Clement Danes, London: Harrison and Harrison, 1958

Great Swell
Quintadena 16 Robrflute 8
Open Diapason 8 Salicional 8
Spitzflute 8 Celeste 8
Octave 4 Principal 4
Rohrflute 4 Open Flute 4
Flageolet 2 Spitzflute 2
Rauschquint IT 2 Larigot 11/3%
Sesquialtera II Echo Sesquialtera II
Mixture IV-V Mixture IV
Cornet V from C Fagotto 16
Trumpet 8
Choir Pedal
Stopped Diapason 8 Open Diapason 16 (Part GT)
Principal 4 Sub Bass 16
Spitzflute 4 Octave 8
Nazard 2 2/3 Bass Recorder 4
Octave 2 Open Flute 2
Tertian II Trombone 16
Cimbel IIT Trumpet 8
Cremona 8 Shawm 4

Whilst there appears a conscious ‘anglicising' on the stop names, the
organ, with its reed-less Great, is very reminiscent of the *American
classic! organs of G. D. Harrison, such as at Westminster Choir College
Chapel, Princeton, built in 1934.136 The Clement Danes organ is also
noteworthy for its clear attempt at Werkprinzip layout and emcasement,
with principals in prospect (Appendix D, 5, 6, 7).

The scales (Appendix B, 2) were drawn up by Downes, A noticeable
feature of the scaling, as at All Hallows, was the use of markedly
varying mouth widths within individual registers. Originally the wind
pressures were set at:

Great 80 mm
Choir 60 mm
Swell 78 mm
Pedal 80 mm
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After the opening of the organ these weve reduced, by Downes, to:

Great 7% mm
Choir 57 mm
Swell 76 mm
Pedal 7% mm

except for the Pedal Sub Bass 16', the pressure of which was increased
to 89 mm, for "musical reasons."137 The overall effect, according to
Downes was "much improved and sweeter."138 The voicing was again open-
foot and flue-regulated, with few nicks, The reeds had Prench style
open shallots, as at the Festival Hall. Downes has since commented
that "alterations were made in the organ in subsequent years, of which
I did not approve fully; in fact I was left out of the proceedings:
from the very harsh and coarse sound afterwards, which shocked me
congiderably, I could only conclude that the voicer (not Fred Howe,
who voiced it with me) had raised the pressures again and possibly
altered the tomal balances. I have thus rescinded any comnmection with
thisg organ."159 Also, in 1963, the console was removed to the north
gallery and an 8 ft Gedackt added to the Pedal Organ,4°

Of much interest is the Table of Stop Combinations (Appendix F, 7),
drawn up by Downes, the numbers of which refer to the mumbers in the
stop list. The ‘eclectic! mature of the organ deesign can be seen in
the attempt to produce both 18th century French and German, as well as
‘modern' plemum registrations,

Just as America had seen the building of a "Baroque~organ experimental®
by Donald Harrison (and relatively early on in England Henry Willis III
had also built an experimental Barogue organ),l4l so too, in turn,
Cuthbert Harrison built a two-mamial experimental organ (Appendix A, 45)
of some thirteen stops, in consultation with Downes. The organ was
used between 1959 and 1962 in St. Alban's Abbey during the rebuilding
of the main organ, and similarly later at Westminster Abbey. The main
impact of the organ was however, due to a recital on the organ by

Susi Jeans broadcast in 1959.142 Another small neo-classgic organ,
(Appendix A, 46) designed this time by Peter Hurford, was also built
by Harrisons at St. Lawrence's Church, Foleshill, Coventry in 1960,
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An organ deriving directly from the Royal Festival Hall organ was that
built in 1961 in 8t. Thomas' Church, Newcastle. Harrisons were the
builders, and the scheme was drawn up by Donald Wright, of Newcastle
University., A 'conventional'! scheme had been prepared but, after a
visit by Donald Wright to the Festival Hall, Brompton Oratory and All

Hallows, and discussion with Downes, the scheme wags totally re-~thought
143
out,

The organ was a rebuild of earlier material by Gray (1832), Vincent
(1901) and Binns (1931), and the relationship between the rebuilt
stoplist (Appendix A, 47) and that of the Festival Hall is clear, though
the St. Thomas' Solo Organ has a flute chorus and a powerful reed, and
the Swell is essentially a traditional 'English Swell?®.

S5t. Thomas!, Newcastle, was followed at Harrisons by the organ for
Coventry Cathedral. A4s in the case of All Hallows! and S$t. Thomas®,

a provisional scheme had been drawn up of 'traditional! Harrison
style; three diapasons on the Great together with a family of Trombas;
Swell Organ of Gamba 16!, Diapasons 8',4',2', Mixture 17.19.22 and
169,81 ,4' reeds; an Orchestral Solo organ; and a Choir with a Duleciana
Mixture, The effect of the Festival Hall organ was to cause a complete
re~appraisal of the scheme.l44 The cirpumstances surrounding the
re-appraisal remain unclear, though conversations with Cuthbert
Harrison in 1978 indicated the presence of Downes, though not his
role,

The philosophy of the new design (Appendix A, 48) was described by the
organist, David Lepine, in words used to describe the Festival Hall
organ, ass

Yan eclectic design, embracing what is
valuable in all schools of organ building,
all subservient to the main musical purpose.
Trangparency, colour and balance between
choruses.... these have been combined with
the perfection of voicing and regulation
for which English organ builders are
famous."™ 145



94

This eclecticism was exemplified further by lLepine:

"his is an instrument that allows for the
performance of the German, French and English
magters of earlier cemturies, the romantic
organ music of the 19th century, and the
church music of a Gibbong, Wesley or Britten.,

It would be true to say that the design takes
full notice of the work of the great German
builders of the baroque era, but it does not
disregard the achievements of great English
and French builders of more recent times,
Such traditional barogue voices appear as

the SpitzflBte, Schalmei, XKornett, Cromorne
and Cornet, together with a wealth of mixture
and mutation ranks, alongside those facets of
organ design which are peculiarly Englishs
the full Swell of Father Willis with its
family of reeds and mixtures, the imitative
gtops of the Solo organ, the diapasong of
varying scales and timbres, and the 'rolling!?
pedal Open Wood."™ 146

The effect of the Festival Hall organ on architects, as well as on
organists, was clear by the time of the building of Coventry Cathedral.
At Coventry "it was the intention of the architect that the natural
beanty of the organ pipes was of such a high order as to be allowed

147

to speak for themselves with no further adornment,” and the pipes

were placed on two 'shelves! either side of the high altar,

The similarities between the Festival Hall, St. Thomas?!, Newcastle
and the Coventry organs are very clear both in the nomenclature of
the specification and in the manner in which the four divisions are
treated, It is interesting to note, though, that Cuthbert Harrison
regarded the Coventry organ as very much an organ in which the firm
went their own way, untrammelled in scaling and voicing by a specific

consultant.l48

The association between Downes and Harrison continued in the following
year, 1962, with the rebuilding of the Smith (1670), Hill (1861) and
Abbot and Smith (1908) organ in St. Alban's Abbey (Appendix A, 49).

Here the sympathies of consultant and organist, Peter Hurford, were
evident. Hurford's interest in early Fremch music, together with

Downes' 1liking for French reeds, resulted in French style reeds being
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employed. The manuals show clearly the 16',8%,4% fclassical' principal
relationshipe, and the organ is in many ways an enlargement of the
Clement Danes organ, though without a Tertian, which finds no place in
149

this more French scheme,

1964 saw the last organ in the Downes-Cuthbert Harrison mould -~ that

in the Fairfield Halls, Croydon (Appendix 4, 50). As in the case of
the Pestival Hall, the design and layout were by Downes, who "accepied
the challenge with some enthusiasm in as much as the solution of the
problem seemed to provide an ideal opportunity of employing the centuries-
old we:ggrinzig."lso Downes was also responsible for the voicing and
tonal finishing in collaboration with Harrison's men. Though the organ
employed electro~pneumatic action the divisions were all encased. The
organ was placed on the gide of the gtage, and the cases were angled

to focus the sound into the centre of the Hall, Great and Pedal have
8' and 16! fronts respectively, and two divisions, Swell and Choir

151 and the
overall specification is a tautly integrated affair. As Ramsey comme-

are encloged. Again the Prench reed influence is clear,

nted "the character of Croydon's organ lies in the independence of the
divisions and in the wide gradations of sound that the frontal louvres
make possible,"l52

The period immediately following the building of the Brompton Oratory
organ saw surprisingly little development on the part of J. W. Walker,
Some small moves towards classicism occurred in the part rebuilt, part
extension, organ in University College, Oxford in 1958, but, in 1959,
Walkers re-entered the lists with the rebuilding, on classical lines,
of the 1886 Annessen organ in St. Peter's (Italian) Chmrch, Hatton
Garden, (Appendix 4, 51). In this instance there was no consultant,
but the experience Walkers had gained with Downes is clearly in evid-
ence; the presence of Tertian and Sesguialtera, both commencing with
high pitched ranks in the bass, French style shallots in the Trumpet,
and a well-developed Positive, with both principal and flute registers

at 2% pitch, show this very cleaxly.l53
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A smaller organ, Holy Trinity, Dockhead, London (Appendix 4, 52),

was built by Walkers in 1960 where James Long advised., The Great
Organ was, however, truncated and mixture-less, and the Swell, whilst
having Spitz Flute 4%, Nazard 2 2/3', and a Krumhorn unit at 16'-81,
showed a certain lack of oriemtation, (or an attempt to provide a
'full Swell® for those who only read the stop list!) A rather more
convincing organ, in similar vein in 1962, was in Corpus Christi,
Osmondthorpe, Leeds® D4 (Appendix A, 53%). It was designed in conjun~
ction with the church architect, Gordon Thorne, who wag also an
organist. At Leeds the tendency to place the Mixture on the Swell,
as in the case of Dockhead, remained, as also the use of extension
and electro~pneumatic action. The organ was, however, graced by a
fine divided 'case! or 'facade! (Appendix E, 17), with ornamentation
resembling that of the 16th century organ in Oosthuizen (Appendix E, 17).
Also in 1962 was built the organ in the Whitworth Hall, Manchester
University (Appendix A, 54), an organ showing the tendency towards
the large eclectic organ on the part of Walkers,

1963 was a significant year for Walkers, in which were built neo-~
classgical, electro-pneumatic organs for St. John's, Islingion, Chigwell
and Ampleforth, as well as a part-mechanical organ for Kingsland

Roman Catholiec Church (discussion of this latter will be reserved
until the next Chapter).

The Islington organ was designed in consultation with Edward de Rivera,
Director of Music at St. Jobng, and Shaun MeCarthy, the Organist, The
builders described the organ as “conceived in the North European clas-
sical tradition...” and "planned as an instrument on which all schools
155
thelese the specification was well balanced and the organ was note-

worthy for having a freestanding caselﬁ6 (Appendix E, 17). It employed

of organ mmsic can be played®: eclecticism still reigned. Never-

some pipework from the previous Bishop organ. The most noteworthy
feature of the organ however was its spatial disposition of Great (HW),
Swell (Bw), and the provision of an encased Rlickpositiv on the gallery
rail, the first in recent times in England. The voicing was by Walter
Goodey, of Walkers, and argusbly, alongaide the Oratory, remains some
of the most distinguished of the period,



St, John the Evangelist, Islingtons J, W. Walker, 1963

Great Swell
Quintaton 6 Open Diapason 8
Principal 8 Chimney Flute 8
Spitzflute 8 Viola da Gamba 8
Qctave 4 Principal 4
Nason Flute 4 Wald Flute 4
Twelfth 2 2/3 Nazard 2 2/3
Fifteenth 2 Octave 2
Tertian II 11/3 Mixture IV 1
Furniture IV 11/3 Bassoon 16
Trumpet B Trompet 8
Schalmei 4
Rifckpositiv Pedal
Stopped Diapason 8 Open Wood 16
Principal 4 Sub Bass 16
Koppel Flute 4 Quintaton 16 (Gt)
Quint 2 2/3 Octave 8
Blockflute 2 Bass Flute 8 §Qth
Tierce 1 3/5 Fifteenth 4 (ext
Scharff III 1/2 Nachthorn 4
Crumhorn 8 Mixture ITI 2
Bombarde 16
Bagsoon 16 &Sw)
Posaune 8 (ext)
Zink 4

At Chigwell Parish Church (Appendix A, 55), Downes was again consultant.
Here the organ suffered severely from its position, in a typical
Anglican organ chamber, and was, as Downes described, "something like

a fatal essay in eclecticism."157 Ralph Downes' last organ in associ-
ation with Walkers was at the Carmelite Priory, Kensington in 1965
(appendix A, 56). The tonal design was very eimilar to that at
Chigwell but the organ was much better situated in a west gallery
(though divided into two cases, one each side of a window), giving a
more satisfying tonal result.

Walkers also worked with another tomal designer in the Catholic Church,
Dom Richard Wright, of Ampleforth. Dom Wright had been responsible for
a small neo-classical organ in 5t. Ambrose Church, Speke, Liverpool in
1961, built by Rushworth and Dreaper (Appendix 4, 57), an organ des=
cribed by Francis Cameron, Organist of Westminster Cathedral, as

*yoiced on classic lines.... the pipes speaking on low wind presgure.“lﬁg
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The instruments by which Dom Wright will most be remembered are,
however, the large organs in Ampleforth Abbey (Appendix A, 58) and
Liverpool Metropolitan Cathedral (Appendix A, 59), both by Walkers.
These organs were vast eclectic collections of stops, Their basis was
a standard neo-classical Great Organ, but with additional 8! registers;
a Swell Organ including soft strings and a chorus of reeds; a Positive
Organ in post-Brompton Oratory style; an Accompanimental Organ of quiet
extended stops; and a Solo Organ, whose main function was to provide

for a reed battery; together with a few other stops for which no obvious
home could be found. The impoverished nature of these organs is seen in
their widespread use of extension and borrowing, e.g£., the Pedal Organ
at Ampleforth has twenty stops, from 32' to 2', but only five ranks,
321,16',16%, Mixture, 4' - a curious balance. The majority of the
Ampleforth organ is stuffed in a transept, surrocunded by a panelled
facade; at Liverpool the organ is placed in a chamber, fronted by an
almost random display of pipework, drawn up by the Cathedral Architect
after "long sessions with coloured chalksn"159 His view was that %all
the architect is concerned with is the appearance of the pipes and

160 1o 1ayout
was derivative from the Festival Hall and Coventry Cathedral organs,

console and their relationship to the other elements,®

the expression of which at Liverpool, in Gibberd's opinion "showed that
if the grouping of the pipes is taken as the bagis for the design, the
maximum expressions of the organ as a musical instrument can be

161 Such organs as Ampleforth and Li#erpoal were an inevite

obtained,”
able outcome of a philosophy which wished to produce one organ for

the playing of music "of all periods and schools."162 Equally inevit-
ably they were doomed to demise. Walkers did build other smaller
ingtruments in similar vein, such as those in the City of London School,
Cardiff University and Blackburn Cathedral but, by 1970, their day

wag over, a matter hastened by their ‘commercialism' and demonstrated
mogt by their vast production of extension organs in the 1950ts and

1960%s,

Tonal design on this scale died not only because of the lack of propo-
rtion and artistic economy, but also because of changes in thinking
with regard to the organ. At Liverpool, as at the Festival Hall, the
only mechanical playing device was the action from the Swell pedal to
the Swell shutters. Interest was, however, arising in the use of
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mechanical key action and, as mentioned, in the year in which Amplefoxrth
was built, Walkers also built the small new mechanical-action organ

for Kingsland Roman Catholic Church, London, One beneficial result,
however, of these large organs was that a wider range of tonal colours
wag brought to the attention of musicians and contributed to the deve-
lopment of more serious classicism., The extension organ also contri-
buted in a similar way in that, on paper at least, some attempt was

made to produce chorus structures.

A new figure to emerge in the 1960's as an organ builder, was Maurice
Forsyth~Grant, a wealthy organ enthusiast who underwent a remarkable
change of heart after the building of the Festival Hall and Brompton
Oratory organs. Immediately subsequent to the building of these organs
Porsyth-Grant 1nveighed against this continental influence and in 1957
wrote to the Musical Opinion enguiring, "how one should play Norman
Cocker's Tuba Tune on the RFH jab?"l63 going on to express the hope
that "present craze amongst a minority to perform nothing but the
squeals, squeaks and trills of pre-Bach days will soon pass.“l64 In
1957, he complained of the Festival Hall organ that "In an organ of
that size and price (£50,000 to £75,000 of ratepayers' money) we expect

to have a set of stops to suit most purposes and tastes, not just those
to suit a 'designer! of the depraved Barogue Schcol.“165 After
extolling the virtues of organs of the "traditiomal British type®™ of
Willis I, Forsyth-Grant went on to castigate the Anglican Organs
Advisory Committee, suggesting that one of the Committee members was a
"Baroque maniac", and finally to propose the setting up of a committiee
to prevent the spread of this Barogue and continental influence! It
was, however, not many years before Forsyth-Grant had become an equally
strong protagonist of the classical organl

By 1962, he was involved with the small, little known firm of Degens
and Ripyin,lsé which firm was respongible for the neo-classical
rebuilding of the organs in Huretpierpoint College and St. Simonts,
Southsea (Appendix A, 60). The Southsea organ incorporated part of an
0ld Hunter organ, but its Positiv pipework was, in part, voiced with
open~foot, flue-regulated, and nick-free voicing, and had a very congi-

derable amount of %spit! and fchiff'., In 1964 the firm became Grant,
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In 1969 plans were made, in conjunction with Downes, for the rebuilding
of this organ, an instrument comprising two mutilated sixteenth and
seventeenth century cases, with their prospect pipes, surrounding the
183 which bhad been revised by Willis

in 1889 and 1899, An initial suggestion by Downes for the provision
of two organs, a large nave organ and smaller choir organ, was rejec-
ted.184 Thus, in Downes' words: "only two practical poesibilities

lay open® the "retention of the status quo in all respects" or "a
completely new design in which the old cases and facade pipes should
be given pride of place ..., the whole organ to be housed in the cases,

largely Willis organ from 1847,

excepting only the large 16' pedal pipes," in order to give an organ
with "one distinctive voice and musical personality of our time."lBs
It was also "a sine qua non condition that the congole remained on the
gsouth side, and so electro-pneumatic action will have to be used; but
the new layout of slider chests will be such ag to facilitate a
reconversion to tracker action in the long term future, in which case

the console would be restored to ite original positicn,“186

The new layout was "on the werkprinzip,"187 the Great in the centre,
with choruses spesking both east and west, and the reeds in between,
The Pedal was placed in the towers on either side of the Great.
Below the Great, as an Unterwerk, was the Swell. The Choir remained
in the Chaire case to the east, and a new Vest Positive was placed
in the lower part of the case. The final 3pecification188 wasgs



105

Gloucester Cathedral, Hill and Son, Norman and Beard, 1972

Principals
Great

8 Open Diapason
Bagt H
8 Open Diapason
West H
4 Octave H
4 Prestant h
2 2/3% Quartane IIh
1 1/3 Mixture IV-VI h

Choir

4 Principal H
2 Fifteenth

Wide~-chorus Narrow scale and Heeds

16 Gedecktpommer

8 Spitzflute

8 Bourdon b
4 Stopped Flute h 16 Posaune W
2 Flageolet 8 Trumpet W

4 Cornet IV (middle c¢) 4 Clarion W

8 Stopped Diapason
4 Chimney flute

Sesquialtera IIT 1 1/% Nazard 8 Cremona
11/3, 2 2/3
1/2 Mixture III - Tremulant
Swell
8 Chimney flute 8 Salicional (conical)
4 Principal 4 Open flute 8 Celeste (conical)
2 2/3 Nazard (conical) 16 Fagotto H&H
1 Mixture IV 2 Gemshorn 8 Trumpet W
1/5 Cimbel III 1 3/5 Tierce 8 Hautboy part W
8 Vox humans part W
- Tremulant
West Positive
8 Gedecktpommer
4 8pitzflute
2 2/3 Nazard (stopped)
2 Doublette 1 3/5 Tierce
1/2 Cimbel III 1 1/3 Larigot - Tremulant
Pedal
16 Principal 16 Flute 16 Bombarde W
(ext) WH 16 Sub bass W 8 Trumpet W
8 Octave h, W 8 Stopped flute 4 Shawm

4 Choral bass HAH
2 2/3 Mixture IV

2 Open flute

Pipes: F=Thomas Harris h=small number of Harris pipes W=Willis
H&H= Harrison, 1920 B=Bishop, 1831, all else is new
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It shows the extent of utilisation of 0l1d material by Harris and
Willis, as also new work by Hill, Norman and Beard. The specification,
as laid out by Downes, demongtrates his approach to the relationships
between principals, flutes and reeds. The Mixture compositions, whilst
having more irregular breaks, were in similar style to those of the
Oratory. The wind supply was controlled by inbuilt regulators and the
action finally emploved was electro-magnetic.

The connection between the rebuilt organ and the cases and old pipe-
work was minimal. Downes clearly felt the retention of the old pipe-
work to be a handicap: "Some allowance may have to be made for the
weakening effect of the untreated antigue material incorporate&.“189
Downes also comments on the problems encountered in the re-use of the
0ld pipework - a re-use which appears far from sympathetic in historic
terms, zgg cut-up of the East Diapason and Principal stops being

raised. The extent of compromise is also shown in the treatment
of case depth: the orgen was originally some 50 inches deep, over the
years it grew to over 150 inches, but was merely reduced by Downes to
125 inches in depth. Nevertheless, as Herbert and John Norman point
out, Gloucester was the first, in recent years, "English Cathedral
organ to meke use of the historic principle of separate tone cabinets

191

for each depariment.” Deapite all of this, the end result was an

inevitably unsatisfactory compromise, within a pair of sumptuous

cases, which satisfied few people;l92

an organ in which (despite the
logic of the stoplist, encasement of the divisions and sympathetic
artistic treatment of the cases and prospect pipes), neither the
principles of historic restoration, nor classical organ construction
were followed through with conviction. It wag, as Williams commented,
"a finely encased organ which still awaite enlightened restora’tion,"l95
Egtablishment compromise may have won the day, but the battle was lost,
and the organ proved to be Downes' last essay in neo-clagsical elec-

tric-action eclecticism,

Hill, Norman and Beard had meintained a somewhat temuous link with
uilding mechanical action organs and this began to develop in the
early 1960's and through into the 1970's, However, by the time the

Gloucester rebuild was finished the firm were almost a spent force,
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In terms of the establishment builders, Harrison, Walker, Hill,
Rushworth, and to some extent Mander (Willis had ceaged to be an
effective force by the early 1960's), there was little internal
impetus., In this lies the real importance of the arrival of Grant,

Degens and Rippin/Bradbeer,

Whereas the establishment builders reguired pressure to be put on them
to build in the neo-classical manner, Grant, Degens and Rippin as
builders uncompromisingly propounded the ‘'classic! style - a philosophy
discernible in their aggresively open~-foot, flue-regulated voicing.

In thie Grant, Degens and Rippin/Bradbeer much resembled Holtkamp who,
in the 1930%'s in America, had appeared an "uncompromising, radical
exponent of the Barogue style,"gag Indeed Ochsee's further comment
that, "Conservative organists who thought G. D. Harrison's organs were

bad found Holtkamp's impassihl@,“zal

might well be rewrititen in terms
of the post Festival Hall era in England as: “Conservaltive organists
who thought Harrison and Harrison's Festival Hall organ was bad found

Grant, Degens and Rippin's organs impossible.®

The ‘'organ establishment® in England was if anything even more letha-
rgic, or opposed to reform, than the builders. The neo-classical
developments took practically no root in the London academies, and it
was some fourteen years after the opening of the Festival Hall organ
before the Royal College of Organists built their new neo~classical
organ for examination and concert purposes. In many ways the neo-
classical scheme at the Royal College of Organists typifies the
confused eclectism and compromise tonal schemes of the period. In the
hands of persons less knowledgeable than Downes, or in the hands of
committees, tonal schemes lacked conviction and coherence. The stop~-
list of the Royal College of Organists organ exemplifies this; indeed,
a8 8, J. Webb wrote of the deliberations of the College Council "cont-

202 Here Open Diapason rubbed shoulders

roversy yielded to compromisge,®
with Rohrischalmei; Chimney Flute with Flhte a Cheminde; Stopped
Diapason with Singendgedackt; Viole de Gambe with Sesgquialtera and
Scharff; Wald Flute with Quarte de Nazard; and Posaune with Trompette
and Hautbois., Aubrey Thompson-Allen's comment that "edecticism is

203

one of the surest indicators of decadence® might have been written

for such an organ.
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Nevertheless there were gains in the mneo-classical field. Possibly

the most important of these was the recognition of the importance of
chorus structures on all manuals and pedal, The provision of mutation
ranks both wide and narrow scaled, individuslly and in combination, as
also the provision of pedal cantus registers, were very real gaine.

Also, as exemplified in the uneasy compromises of the Royal College of
Organists organ, there was a slowly growing consciousness of differing
organ styles, Downes with his chorus roots in Holland, Germany and
America, together with his penchant for FPrench reeds was another area

of compromise., The liking of Hurford for the classical French
repertoire played ite part in spreading the rash of Trompettes through- .
out England in the 19%0's and 1960's, that began as a result of the
Festival Hall specification -~ a rash continmuing on through the 19?0's,294
No adviser of comparable stature to Downes emerged, and no designer
or builder could match him for elegance of tonal design, whether in
termg of large or small organs. Whilet being firmly committed to
eclecticism his specifications always maintained a clear chorus sTrociure.
Few could egual him in terms of knowledge both of organs and reperitoire,
a knowledge clearly demonsirated in his review of The Organ by Sumner,
in the Mugical Times of July, 1952, or his article on "The Interpreta-

tion of Classic Organ Music" in The Consort, written as early as
April 1948, In his comnitment to eclecticism Downes was clearly
following in the footsteps of Holtkamp and his friend 'Don' Harrison,
both of whom were committed to trying to produce an all-purpose
OTZAND, 205 Downes'! philosophy, now given in some detail in Barogue
Tricks, shows a clear development from his liking for the work of
Lewig, his experience of the organs of 'Don' Harrison -~ the 'American
classic?, with their Cavaillé - Coll style reeds, followed by his
contact with French barogue reeds, a matier which seems to have
intensgified the French reed dominance in hig thinking. Whilst from
'Don' Harrison he acquired a sense of chorus structure, it was not
until, encouraged by Susi Jeans and Robert Nmehrengﬁé in 1949, that
he met Flentrop and encountered the historic Dutch classical organs
207 and "I
became aware of the outstandingly logical organisation of organs in
the Schnitger style."zga

when, in Downes? words, "the scales fell from my eyves"

Also important was Downes' study of the

registrations of Francois Couperin, and the registration of Marcel
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Cambridge),alg no more than a weak Cornet Sep&ré: topped with a high
pitched Cymbel, and a Krummhorn,

Downes' elegance as a tonal designer 1s pomreibly best geen in his 1954
organ at the Oratory and his 1966 organ for the Carmelite Church,
Kensington where, within a comparaiively small number of stops, schemes
were evolved which were balanced within themselves, well suited %o
their function and demonstrating a considerable knowledge of the tonal

requirements of the organ repertoire.

His scaling practice, as discussed in comnection with the Festival Hall
organ ig of North German and Dutch origin in terms of fluework and
France in terms of reeds. The influence of Flenirop is always 1o be
found, with at the Pestival Hall for example, hinte of Silbermann in
his use of wide scales for fullnees and small scales for penetration.
His practice of employing compensatory scaling following Flentrop (and
earlier practice), to give an overall envelope to the total tomal
character of each mamual and organ, is clear. Matching the main
principal scales to each building Downes describes as "mosily a product
of experience, analytical listening, musical imagination and finally
an actual trial with a pipe or twa,"219 remarking further that, "Wide
scales were always for fullness, with slightly narrower mouths, thus
obviously NOT for power (loudness): narrower scales were usually for
penetrating character (NOT softness), and the mouths thus a little
wider in proportion to the wider scaled pipes."zgo The tendency,
throughout his work, for both mouth and width scale to change together
also tends to produce 'bumps'! in the tonal pattern, needing to be

brought into proportion or line in the 'finishing'.

Both wind pressure (never excessively low) and mouth height were

determined empirically by Downes in each tmilding:

"the height of mouth for each pipe was always

a very sgensitive matter, determined when in
place on the finished gurroundings and in spatial
relation to its surroundings, distance from the
listener, enclogure in a cage or a Swell box ete.
Thug the 'finishing® of these organs was always
the most crucial issue,.. since the object was
net to superimpose 'voicing! on a more or less
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ration produced the by-no-means undistinguished Scandinavian style
case degign for 8t. Martin's, Hull, and the Schuke-gtyle glass case
for Sussex University, as well ag the rather plainp box-style case, in
Guebec pine, for Holy Family, Millbrook.

These developments in tonal design, and to a lesser extent organ
architecture in the 1950's and 1960's were the result of a new way of
locking at the organ - of seeing it in relation to its repertoire.
This fundamental change can be attributed largely, if not solely, to
Downes, and his determination to carry through the Festival Hall
scheme., However, while these tonal and architectural developments
were taking place another influence was beginning to make itself
felty an increasing interest in the use of mechanical action was
developing alongside the electric action orgens described in this

section.
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Chapter VI

Compromise 'classicism' in England in the 1960's

The Festival Hall organ by Harrison had established the neo-classical
style in the public eve, but, by the time Harrisons completed their
last organ in collaboration with Downes, at the Fairfield Hall, in 1964,
a mumber of organs had already bveen built with mechanical action
(usually only to the mammal key action), by Walkers; Mander; Hill,
Norman and Beard; and Arnold, Williamson and Hyatt. Interest was
moving from the matter of tonal schemes to that of artistic control

of the "new' classical sounds.

The advantages of mechanical action, as against various forms of
mneumatic and electric actions, had been rTaised at variocus times. As
early as 1926 Batigan Verne suggested that itracker action "affords
crisp tauch,"l that "tubular pneumatics convert playing into a type~

writing procasa,"z and went on to guote from Hinton's Organ Construc-

tion that, "playing on the tubular action is like kissing by degmty!“§
In 1928, Swinburne commented similarly, "it is much more difficult to
play a small tracker organ well ... it shows up every faulty“4 and
that "large organs with relay actionsz confuse and brutalize fine
playing",5 a comment very gimilar to that of Rogg, in 1970, when he
gaid, "of course, only a tracker organ can convey all the intentions
of the performer; there isg nothing more demoralising than playing an
electric organ with all the attacks and releases standardized.”

Prior to the Second World War, Sumner also drew attention to the
development of mechanical action organs in Germany, commenting that
he had "played with the utmost pleasure a mmber of organs of fair
size ~ one of four mamuals, built during the last four years in North

Germany ~ on the tracker system,"7

on which "attack seemed to be much
cleaner than with the best electric actions."® Clutton® and Dixon ®

also wrote in favour of 'tracker action', especially for small organs.
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in Clutton's words, "an undistinguished instrument,"17 by Postill of
York, dating from arcound 1850, The organ d4id, however, have a
serviceable mechanical action. Jackson insisted upon the retention
of the tracker action to the manuals, and would have liked mechanical
action throughout. In the event, however, the Pedal organ and piston
action were electric,

St. Helen's Church, York: J., W. Walker, 1959

Great Swell

Principal 8 Rohr Flute 8
Open Flute 8 Viola Da Gamba 8
Octave 4 Principal 4
Stopped Flute 4 Octave 2
Twelfth 2 2/3 Larigot 11/3
Block Flute 2 Mixture III 1
Tierce 1 3/5 Crumhorn 16
Mixture IV 11/3 Cornopean 8
Pedal

Open Wood 16

Bourdon 16

Quint 10 2/3% (ext)

Violoncello 8

Flute 8 (ext

Pifteenth 4 {ext

Octave Flute 4 (ext

The specification (utilising some of the old pipework), drawn up by
Jackson, was both versatile and economic. With only nineteen stops
it had two complete mamual choruses based on 8' and 4' principals; a
"full Swell' with double reed; solo mutations at 2 2/3', 2', 1 5/5',
1 1/3'; an 8' string stop; and a Pedal Organ which, with extension,
had some upward development. Despite a poor position (in a corner
near the chancel, and surrounded by a singularly unattractive lattice
work fence), the organ had a certain unity and character, ome which
doubtless influenced many visitors, particularly those who attended
the Incorporated Association of Organists Congress of 1961, held at
York, . in which the St. Helen's organ featured. Clutton, in
reviewing the organ, whilst hoping that it might "serve as a model
for many others,"'® nevertheless suggested that, "if anything were

to be added to these almost perfect manual depariments .... it should
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be an electric action chest carrying a dulciana unit available in
16, 8, 4, 2, 1, made playable on either manual, and the 16 £t
separately available on the pedals."l9 Such comment underlines the
persistent lack of perception of the organ as a unity and the extent
to which compromise was firmly in the mind of a major establishment

figure,

The organ did, however, serve as a model, and typified the 'compromise
classical' organs of the mid 1960's with their use of mechanical
action for the manuals; electric action for the pedal (and sometimes
for the stop action); a Pedal organ formed from one or two extended
ranks; and a small number of mutation ranks, 2 2/3', 21, 1 3/5!,

1 1/5', usvally lying between principal and flute in tonal quality.

In the early 1960's mechanical action continued to be discussed,
Francis Jackson's Presidential Address to the Incorporated Association
of Organists Congress at Brighton in 1960 set the pace. In this
Jackson publicly described in detail his experiences in playing
Marcussen organs in Demmark, with mechanical action, straight jambs,
large stop knobs, no pistons, no swell pedal, and hitch down couplers.
Here in Jackson's words was: “something new, scomething lively and
clean and vital, something responsive, almost percussive, yet the
individual stops all had a characteristic beauty of their awn,"zo and,
in terms of the action, "most important of all, it seemed to act am a
spur, along with the voicing, as an aid to rhythmical, clean playing,"zl
Jackson also returned to this theme in his Presidential Address at the
following year's Congress at York, when he referred to his experiences
during a visit to North America, where he encountered more mechanical
action instruments, including the five-mamial one by von Beckerath in

8t. Joseph's Oratory, Mantreal.zz

The effect of these two addreé&es, made by a Cathedral Organist who

was a member of 'the establishment', to large gatherings of organists
on two occasiong gave further impetus to the tracker debate and revival,
as also did Jacksons letter to the Musical Times of July 1964, in which

he agsin referred to his "conversion to tracker"23 in Demmark. Other

24

writers, such as Loris, = wrote of the return to mechanical action in
Germany; and Bozeman wrote an article on the mechanical action organ

in the Matthews Memorial Church, Albany (see Chapter III), which was
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25

described as having, "a sensitive mechanical action,.®

An article of comsiderable distinction was contributed to the Organ,
in 1963, by Power Biggs, on the Flentrop organ in the Busch Reisinger
Museum. In this Power Biggs stated succintly and clearly the case for
mechanical action:

"The movement of the valve beneath each key
channel must be controlled by tracker action....
Trackers become literally an extension of the
player's fingers.... "With tracker action, the
articulation, the degree of accent - the
consonant before the vowel of tone - may be
perceptibly inflected by the player.

"The result is that one comes to want to play
only keys that one can 'do something with'." 26

The clearly outlined case, by a musician of international standing,
undonbtedly had its effect, as the ensuing debate in the musical press
showed,

One of the most immediate results of Jackson'’s conversion to mechanical
action was the building for him, by J. W, Walker, of a small practice

organ in 1962,

Francis Jackson's Residence, York: J, W. Walker, 1962

Great Pogitive

Stopped Diapason 8 Rohr Flute 4
Gemshorn 4 Nazard 2 2/%
Block Flute 2 Principal 2
Larigot 11/3 Siff18te 1
Pedal

Subbass 16

Spitzflute 8

Hachthorn 4
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This, in turn, led to the building by Walkers of a number of similar
ingtruments: one for Mr., D. . Burkinshaw's residence in Iondomn, in
196%; a second, in 1965, with an identical specification, for the
Royal College of Organists; followed by a larger one, in 1966, for
Michael Phipp-s' music room in his house at Castleford (Appendix A, 75).
In the case of both these instruments the influence of Francis Jackson
was decigive; as a senior member of the Royal College of Organists in

the first instance, and as a teacher of Michael Phipps in the second.

The basic characteristics of these practice organs are clear; slider
soundboards, mechanical action to manuals (using metal squares and
backfalls and aluminium and steel cord trackers); an attempt (depending
on the number of stops), to provide a chorus on each mamual; electric
pedal action; and unencased pipework on a low pressure (c. 45 mm),

27
however, to their being very deficient in blend. Whilst the organs

with open-foot nick-free voicing. Their lack of casework led,

had little subtelty of touch or voicing they were nevertheless an

advance and gave Walkers valuable experience in mechanical action.
The first opportunity Walker's bhad of realising a new encased two-
manual and pedal organ employing mechanical action came in 1963, in

the Catholic Church of Our Lady and St. Joseph, Kingsland, London.

Our Lady and St. Joseph RC Church, Kingsland, London: J. W. Walker, 1963

Great Pogitive

Holzf18te 8 SpitzflBte 8

Prinzipal 4 Salcional 8

KoppelflBte 4 Rohrf18te 4

Quarte IT 2 2/3 Prinzipal 2

Nasat 11/3 Mixture II 11/3
Dulzian 8

Pedal

Subbass 16

Quintatdn 8

Gemshorn 4

Wachthorn 2

Schalmei 4
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All Saints! Church, Clifton, Bristol: J. W, Walker, 1967

Great Swell
Quintatbn 16 Gedeckt 8
Principal 8 Salicional 8
Stopped Diapason 8 Voix Celeste 8
Octave 4 Venetian Flute 4
Rohrfl8te 4 Principal 2
Octave Quint 2 2/3 Twentysecond 1
Fifteenth 2 Scharff IV 1
Tierce 1 3/5 Dulzian 16
Fourniture IV 11/3 Trumpet 8
Trumpet 8 Clarion 4
Pogitive Pedal
Bourdon 8 Principal 16
Principal 4 Sub Bass 16
Koppelfl8te 4 Salicional 16
Nazard 2 2/% Octave 8
Blockfl8te 2 Bass Flute 8 (ext)
Tierce 1 3/5 Choral Bass 4
Larigot 11/3 Nachthorn 2
Cymbal IIT 1/2 Mixture ITI 2
Regal 8 Bombarde 16
Schalmei 4

The original church, by Street, had been destroyed by bombg in 1940,
In 1950 Harrisont's built part of what was to have become a forty-eight
stop three-mamual-and-pedal electro-pneumatic organ, in the newly
built church.29 The scheme had bveen drawn up by Edward Fry, organist
of the church. By the time the church proper (a new one by Potter),
came to be built Fry's views on organ design had changed. His
friendship with Felix Aprahemian led to his studying with Marchal,
widening his experience of the various schools of organ music.50 The
advent of the Festival Hall organ confirmed these experiences,51 as
did a wvisit to Alkmaar. Fry's interest in mechanical action was

also growing, largely as a result of the Queen's College organ.32
The original 1950 Harrison scheme was abandoned by Fry, and Harrison's
were asked to quote for a new mechanical action organ: Harrison's
refused. A4ccording to Fry, Walker's were the only firw prepared to
consider building a new three-mamial mechanical-action organ, and were
awarded the contract. During the plamning of the organ another vigit

was made by Fry, in company with Goodey and Collop of Walker's, to
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final finishing in the church was by Walter Goodey and Demnis Thurlow.
Initially the voicing was flue-regulated without any mnicking, the

result was however not satisfying to Fry, and finally a fair amount of
the pipework was nicked.35 Despite this the voicing remains somewhat
irregular, with varying degrees of hiss and spit, and, above the
quietest registers, lacking in blend, a matter not helped by the absence
of casework and lack of principals in Swell and Choir, Though the organ
lacks significant unity it was nevertheless the first new three-mamual
organ with mechanical-action to be attempted in England.

The last orgen of any substance in mechanical and tonal terms wag that
built for Merton College, Oxford in 1968 (Appendix &4, 77). The consul-
tant was Clutton and the specification betrays hig philosophy of
attempting to produce a ‘multum-in-parvo' organ. The Great chorus
suffers from the lack of a 2' principal, and the Swell from the attempt
to base a chorus on a Spitz Flute 8' (neither principal nor flute),
over which principals at 2! and 1 1/3', and Cymbel III sit very
uneasily., The general style and construction of the organ weve simi-
lar to the All Saints? organ, though the Merton instrument had a casge
wvhichvwsg a weak late roccoco pastiche in late 18th or early 19th
century style (Appendix E, 19)(by the architect of All Saints!, Potter)
with a Haugtwerkégrustwerk arrangement. Again this is more of a facade
than a tonal construction, and part of the Pedal Organ is placed, on
electric action, behind the trompe d'oeil placed over the weet window
of the Chapel. Though Walker's staff had visited the work and work-
shops of Flentrop, and others, the observable unity of organs such

as Groenlo and Doetinchen had escaped them.

Several builders, other than J. W. Walker, made some attemptis at
compromise classicism, notably Hoel Mander, and to a lesser extent,
Hill, Forman and Beard; and Arnold, Williamson and Byatt. Noel Manderts
main work was in rebuilding, and immediately after the war he restored
the mechanical action of the Father Willis organ in Holy Trinity,
Tottenham. At the same time (1947) he replaced the tracker action of
the Bngland organ in St. Mary Megdalene, Holloway Road, London by
pneumatic action., The pneumatic action was, however, found to be less
responsive than the old tracker action, and Mander resolved not to

take out tracker actions and replace them with other action forms.
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As early as 1947 he installed a mnew tracker action in an organ by
Watt, which was placed in Wivelsfield Parish Church.36 Mander's work
was not only somewhatl conservative, but he also had a somewhat anti-
guarian interest in old English organs, an interest intensified by
his restoration, in 1959, of the 1l7th-century organ in Adlington Hall.
In 1962 he completed the organ for St. Vedast, London. This utilised
the original soundboard, case and some fifteen registers of an organ
originally by Earris.37 Mender "was most anxious 1o use traditional
tracker action"38 but in the event, mechanical action was used for
the mamwals; electropneumatic action for the Pedal and drawstop action;
for three unit chests; and the Mounted Cornet chest. Mander also
wished to use modern materials, where these offered any apparent
advantage.39 This led to the use of perspex for squares, backfalls,
levers and stickers, as a precaution against distortion in contem-
porary heating conditions. The real interest of this organ lies most,
however, in that the existence of an old organ, originally mechanical,
was the ingpiration for a rebuilding with mechanical action - at least
in part - rather than in the use of new materials. The lack of disci-~
pline, though, is again evident in this organ with its mixed actions.
Thig association, of historic material and new mechanical action,
continued in 1964, when Mander retrackered the Snetzler organ in
Peterhouse College, Cambridge.

Mander also made one foray into the house organ field, building a
practice organ for Cecil Clutton. The intention was to provide an
organ "able to satisfy as many as possible of the requirements of
seventeenth-and eighteenth century French and German compcsers,“4o and
this "within the scope of only ten speaking stops."41 The organ was
unencased and of unprepossessing appearance., The pipework stood on
the floor, necessitating a pin action worked by stickers through a
backfall. Tonally the organ bad little subtlety, and was seemingly
somewhat overpowering for a small room. Niland discusses the virtues
of the scheme for practice purposes in relation to repertoire, btut it
is difficult to take seriously his comment that "Mr. Clutton... and
Mr, Mander ... have combined to produce what must surely be omne of

the mogt interesting and versatile small organs of all time.“42












132

Bushworth and Dreaper made one excursiom into the compromise classical
field, an organ also built for the 1967 St. Alban's Festival (Appendix
A, 80). Within the compass of nine stops the organ did have the virtue
of two complete mammal choruses at octave distance; the pedal organ was

however electropneumatic.

A small, and little known firm, who started to build mechanical-action
organs, were Williamson and Hyatt (later Arnold, Williamson and Hyatt),
of Trunch, in Norfolk. A48 early as 19%9 they built a one-manual organ,
(8topped Diapason, Principal, Fifteenth) with mechanical action and

open~foot voicing at Pavenham.52

In 1961 however they built a major

ingtrument of some twenty-five stops and seventeen registers in
St. Mary's Church, Little Walsingham,

St. Mary's Church, Little Walsingham: Arnold, Williamson and Hyatt, 1966
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The organ was given an excellent position in a west gallery; the Great

Organ placed centrally, with the bass of the Open Diapason, in copper,

in prospect and the bass of the Pedal Open Metal was placed in the

towers flanking the Great.53 The Swell was placed above (and to some

extent behind) the Great.

Unlike the Mander organ in Jesus College,
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In terms of tonal design the English emphasis on the *Swell' organ,

as almost of prime importance, led to some truncated and emasculated
Great organs., Also, where three manual divisions were used, and

where the Great was clearly the main organ, builders had difficulty in
resolving the other manual relationships., Traditionally, in England,
the Swell was second in importance to the Great, but now players and
builders were becoming aware of the 'Positive' as a foil to the Great
in classical terms, thus leaving two divisions vying with each other
for second place, both often with a 4' principal basis. That this

was never clearly resolved is evident from the specifications, In
practice, however, as in the early Oratory organ, the Swell remained
the second mamual, and the.Positive, despite the presence of a 4!
Principal, persistently became a *tinkly* third division. The muscle
wag also taken out of many Pogsitive, and other divisions, by the use

of 2' Blockflutes and inadequately designed mixtures, usually too high
in pitch. Particularly unbappy was the spread of hybrid mutation
serieg, not just Blockflutes which algo did duty as principals, but
also Nazards, Tierces, Larigots and Sesquialteras of nondescript
variety giving quite inadequate gtiffening to the principals in the
chorus on the one hand, and lacking in real narrow or wide scale colour
on the other., In terms of reeds the Krummhorn or Cromorne appeared
with regularity, though sometimes under a variety of labels (e.g., the
Basset Horn at Little Walsingham is in fact a narrow Krummhorn).
Schalmei in various forms appeared as did Dulzians (very often in organs
by Walker), but it was not until 1967 that the first short-resonator
Regal, was provided at All Saint's, Clifton, followed by another in 1971
at Jesus College, Cambridge. The variety of reed forms, however, grew
and included a mumber of imported registers, (e.g., the neo-classical
Rohr-Schalmei from Giesecke at Portswood, Southampton).

VYoicing styles were 'classical!, and there was a general tendency to
use open-foot, minimm-nicking, flue-regulation, but, on the whole,

the sounds lacked finesse. It was a time of experiment and results as
convincing as the Oratory were rare. The {wo most notable individual
voicers were without doubt Walter Goodey, and his "pupil'® Denis Thurlow,
of Walkers. Both had worked regularly with Downes and both worked
together on the Oratory organ. Thurlow had also had experience, as a
serviceman, of hearing (and tuning) a number of 0ld organs in north-west
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Germany.’? One benefit to come from the revival of classical tonal
forms, and especially as the use of mechanical action grew, was the
use of lower wind pressures, generally between 45 and 65 mm. Contri-
utory factors to the often less than beautiful sounds were the use
of inbuilt regulators, Schwimmers, which allowed no 'give! in the
winding, and also the lack, in all too many instances, of appropriate
case work., Nonetheless, as the appearance of the organs of the 1960%s
make clear, there was a steady increase in interest in the organ case,
from the plain box at Kingsland to the 'cases' by Walker at Harrogate
and Merton; by Hill for the St. Alban's Pestival; and by Arnold,
Williamson and Hyatt at Walsingham. In terms of the actions there was
a tendency to use newer materials, metal, perspex, aluminium, nylon,
rather than the traditional wood. The new materials did not always
live up to the hopes placed in them, sometimes being noisy in opera~-
tion, and often (where wire trackers were used), giving a soggy,
spongy touch lacking in responsiveness,

Whilst this group of fcompromise classical! organs had features which,
in varying degree, related to the classical organ, the established
builders remained somewhat gceptical over classical styles and all too
few, if any, of the firms discussed above had any concept of the organ
ag a unity. HNone of the older established builders appeared ‘o grasp
the fundamental principle of organ design, expressed by Francis

Jackson at York in as early as October 1961, that:

“the organ, like the piano or the harpsichord,

ig a compact and carefully planned entity on
which certain limitations are imposed by its own
very nature. It is only when thoge limits are
exceeded -~ when the layout of the instrument
becomes chaotic or arbitrary, when wind pressures
become excesgive ~ that the true genius of the
organ becomes submerged.® 60

It was the search for this unity that was to predominate in succeding
years,





