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Salt River

The mics arrived just before the
Salt River Folk Featival, 50 1 brought
and tried ihem out o
of the regu

i, Bt aid randola

oth, uncolored, detailed—and
suparb. They worked really well on

ful of mic

e nd al
Y noticed, though, that they secmed
kesensitive; as | walked

unusually shoc
across the portable stage, my for falls

nducted up through the stands

and fato the microphones; producin

very audible thuds in the
ase, although the MOS0 dd

had two
and I put the mic stands on

1 got o

asked Mike

930

1e mists of history, a historic

microphone

REVIEW BY PAUL J. STAMLER

Tused the
o problems
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Microtech Gefell M930

and over. Particularly impressive was

the performance on nylon-stringed gui

tar, which has a grow] notoriously hard
accurately

The M930

b gigs where clar
inct whiz Paul Wexler was playing.
s Louis
Klezmer band Yidn, but also plays

and

with me
with a_grou

ously mic-shy) could be heard clearly,
with all the warmth and detail of his
p And when he switched
or whist ne
h too, i all s woudy splendor

that ca

Paul was audibly imprested; after
the first gig, he said it ke
salcropho was [n's whele differeit
class from everything else 'd tried on
spoke volumes, if you'll par
since Td aimed
d mics in his dirce

Neumann KM 84.
M930s in @

CFixing a Flap for the Upstart
2004.) My first
terco bar and

ful tool in recording acoustic musi
Well, it didn’t work; the banjo-uke
s o ouder thar,the guitar,and to
balance them Id have to plac

about 4 from the array, while the gui
tarist was right on top of it. No.

SoT split them up, mu\cd the play
as far apart as possible, and
Closemiked both {nsteuments, Tho

results, once again, were superh
ried about the guitar (a
dreadnought) woofing out on me
but the bass frequencies wer
smooth and not at all boomy, provid.
ing a subtle foundation without
becoming obtrusive
Later during that session, as play
ers began switching instruments, |
compared the M930 10 a KM 84 on
two banjos. It was.
was slightly better on or
while the M930 was slightly better on
the other. You should know that the
M 84 is

asier o position them in exactly
the right place without inconvenienc
ing the musicians, and they were a lot
less obirusive than larger condenser
e performances.

(Mhanks to my s, one and all
Cathy Barton Debra
Cowan, J 5

ace, Dave Para, the Upstart Crows
and Paul Wenler Boy,is it fun mm.n
to peaple like you for a livi

Lab dogs

As always, my pri
the I
becaus:
everybody's used one af some polnt—-
and because it's a fairly neutral micro.
phone. 1f a microphone’s brighter

than an SMSL, it can faily be called
bright, and if it's duller than an SM81,
s dull. The SM81 is also predietable;

ed, the SMST's filiers were switched
off, and the ped wus oo,

e MO30 was about 105 dB more
sensitive than the SM1, which mea
preamp noise will seldom be an issuc

(Project-r) preamp o com
difr

I set my

pensate for th

1. The Salt River Folk Festval Grand Finale

I began realizing that the M930 was
2 most unusual mis it combined the
ncisive nd “rea
iarga laphragmcondoses ith (g
lack of off-axis coloration of a small.
erdiaphragm_ mic. That made feed
back in live situations Kage in
studio gigs much less of a problem
L also found that the M930 made
the task of achicving the right blend
a lot casier. In mixing multiple mics
and instruments, there’s always o
dialectic between hearing each ¢
ment clearly as an individual sound
and achieving a cohesive
‘s a fine line to walk, a

one ends with a synthesis wherein
all the instruments fit together into
a single losing_their
individual character. The
added little coloration
preserved a wealth of subtle det
helped a lot

mix without

Testing shock scnsitivity, with both
the M930 and the SMS1 in their facto.
ry-standard clips, 1 found that the
M930's sensitivity 1o higher-

pping
the boom) was about 3 dB b
b

molonger a problem. Justfor &
b sefel shock mounts are
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Electro-Voice 313A shock mounts, and LAV e

discovered that the M930s will fit in
it

2. Shure SM81 “ping” test

sensitivity was now at least 20 dB bet
ter than the SMSLs, which is excelle
performance. (With either  shock

mount, higher-frequency shock sensi

pair matching; the
within a_ pointer

The mic consumed 3.6 mA of phan.
sounded (1o my ears) exactly the same

in tonality. I'd have few hesitations ir
using these for stereo-pair recording
on the grounds of matchin

il of
Microtech Gejell, “If it worked on 24V
itis kind of a miracle. P48 is specificd
as 48V DC 24V, i. . between 44 and
cen these two limits
will dhe MOS0 perjorm

rding 10

raph of the
wred frequency and polar

Sefell). Pl have
more t0 say about them later on.

Listen hard

nances—my “ping” test. The SM81
had distinct rings at about 182, 1260
and 2820 Hz, as well as a strong sub.

Having done the lab tests, I settled

sonic resonance; the M930's main res.

onance was smaller and much better

damped. (See Figures 2 & 3 above.) many of the tests, 1 used my Martin 00-

Specs appeal

The data sheet specifies a self-noisc
level of 7 dB-A weighted. That's aston
ishingly low: T had no way to verify it,

e which T hae heard through a

an with both microphones
from the guitar, placed over
but can testify that 1 never heard a the fingerboard at about the 16ih
lick of noise when using the micro-
phones. Maximum SPL for 0.5% THD
142 dBA: 1 prudently

position
for an acoustic guitar. | found that the
two_microphones had very similar
decided not 1o test it. The sheet notes

tonal quality: neutral,even,relatively

e pick and ot
noise, but not objectionably so. The
ter than the SM81

with better pitch definition

could casily run the mic straig

a balanced line input, bypassing the

preamp completely
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etch

b . Todging by these test
ight b the awcoption

ening over a long ind

st the M930 had better delineation

of notes and s, and mors sense

o el pling ol e

her than a point source in no-spac

mong record
ith

7o & Bhruse
o i o Gherethere

Just to be sure, I flipped the mics so
that the one on top was now on the
botton the comparative

differnces hetween them The Gefel
clean, detailed and vara; the

SMs1 had a boomi

slightly etched qu

=8
2

age = colorution wih the MS30
than 1 would with a typicl large
i o

Speaking of affaxis, I ket up
continuous patter o

tests; this sounded re
ored through the. umm.mmn which
yrs down n positon o theguitar,Td
have no hesita
it for recording a & W
t something Id

Jost for grin, T put up my Groove
“Tubes 6tm, @ smooth-sounding,
Iy bright tubed microphone tha
done goot for me in the
Well, the M930 was
slightly less bright.

e p
oother, and

M930 frequency response at 0* and 180°, polar patterns vs. frequency.

1 moved 90° off a
prised o hear very little
Tone. Unusually for 8 largosd
o, iere v e ol
the ‘midrange sounded i
than he STt m
At 180°, ¢
on: e saddie- shaped.
at um m bottom, 1
4 erophone, but to my
e (Yes, T know the
chart shows a more severe rise. Charts
simply dont el the whole sto)
rmation; Microtech
Gl ‘v s microphone

o
large.d

How much difference did the preamp
make? Many mics change their fi
quency responses quite

plugged into different p

nicrophones’ output sect
51 thed two stormarcoupled
amps (the project and my homebrew
tibed poscip) and oo o Canatortog
x omebrow protory

ago that 154l use when i
50061, heard no huge ifforoncos,on
what T heard could as well have been
the inherent differences between the
preamps themselves. The difference in




loading (about 15k for the two trans-
oo iemine ot 12k e

the transormeriess it
Sovecand: eHges-on ihe mmmphones

Sukt repe

Nationalism and Plinks
. (m:d the Gefell on a National
Listening against the
el fascinating;
both were good, but the SM81 sounded
unding

St e wy nu\m[ nstrument
est, the
Gt e hal\y opand o

string defnition (ou could alvay
rings were pairod, whereas they
often-bleaded into 4" ingle sound
SMS1). In comparison, the

%

a particularly dolin to record;

my
favoriteof the mics Lown fo recrding
lectric guitar. (It has a big spike in the

wency response up around § iz,
right where the speaker is begin
volloff, and this sounds
ot of amps I

compression.) In all cases I placed the
mics about A" in front of the
Kalama mx il cloth (don't laugh,

x..m.w.m is 3 wo
np).mll off the
n\()du Most of

ng clean chicke
o<
e o than the SMBA. sl
ously sweeter and less boring (don't

tion of that
w!ml T hear), but 1 sl preferod the
top from the RE200. When 1
mrl-cd it up, the SM31 go

spect its preamp was br
erload or 1

as I wasn't using the pad).

Gefell and RE200 sounded clean.

Both sounded good; I still preferred
200, but could live with either.
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fies and druns

Then I got really dirty, cr

King the level on the neck pickup.
The SMBE wont into ovrload and was ou of the running. Now
the M930 200 1liked the extra bite of the
TE200, Box T ke 1ad the .t au dlbaestonality of v

fol. So.1 turned them both on, A— liked that best of all
gether for punch or hard left

sound
ouple of torture tests. First, I rattled my
K e M930 and the SMS1; next, T whacked on
o ntiestiie® o smal) piece of hardwood with & single ram
bourine ingle mounted on a pin. Surprisingl, the keyring test
Xl e e M0 vt gghtymere el o

Uit i et whploians o bk O the ick,
tough, the M930 was the clear winger: 1 ot o palpable s
of the jingle rat st he stck that is notoriously har

1o achicve with most microphones. The picked up more of
the “whack” the stick made against it, perhaps,
responding to subsonic frequencies 1 w 1 is less
sensitive?)

s now is the time to talk about that frequency
beginning at about 5 Kz and max.
igh

Atdamped
 the narrow, sharp pe

f inexpensive condenser mics. Another factor is prob
ably the lectronics; cheap circits tend 1o exsggerate the
shricky auality of cheap capsules. Whatever the cause,
istha this microphone did no sound s

b or hasky in
Sy ol iyt 1t g aireid ms CaentaY HE il WK per
ops @ b of extra detatl

Open wide and smg

. 1 compared i

M930 agin ilec
ne that has always
voice. At normal

also picks up popping »5”s powerfully. 1 wes glad fo find, thoughy

that the p-pops didn’t send the mic

load.) Interestingly, I hadn't noticed a lot of p-popping at the Salt

River festival, but s 1 mentioned, we were ll a bunch of mic
s up there—and the M930 s quite pop-resistant when you're

e grill
S and 1930 both sounded excllent on my voice
d il world; their midrange n\puusx\
p top and ha

e wasnt a i

1

lagues many mics,
g sorme vory expansive ones. s. Compared to the REL5, 1
felt like the M s moro relaxed and effortoss sound, 3
vl has coul st thasighs.denee b, bt withou ol

ness o shrlines. It bl s i el Bt e

1 tred the same test with the Gim 3 microphons that's been
ane of my favorites for year. 1 found the M930 more “org

s sometimes he a ltle rasoy up
i ke e Uetalf, ol che
. more sense of a real head s

ing.
a point source,
No shipping costs

10 time for the summary, and w
is wonderful. So is it worth th

 can I say? This microphone
oney 1o yo

\‘h SWJ :iuo bar that

ir of
S i B
vocovdlng—mlemphcnea
el anol
i ongled ouwerds auely
o 10, Mo ovacbl: he
for ORT fecor:
.W,Mw.» micto-
phenes 7 op
re0 bor is o
mum. cml of ol
Joo 1 and:firih it chr.
ocerizes he microphone

Setting up the stereo bar
In use, I found the SHY
somewhat f

he e
odopters. Botter i, pﬂ:kncw;kmﬂnmkmsc)
The second fiddle comes
i bty
the M930s; using the standard

iy 1o foolfalls and

mmmn
e e .349 e b e
cobles ot of el For

acoc Jiors and ME Sowers:, o
Sl inpostion vos more rcblamesi sspacaly wher

1 had & very shot siond 1d have boan ooy, bu
idn't have ono, and oventually soffod o
idiomioned 15 gootanack T michumdoncind
piece of goar has saved my neck enough fimes that |
cory m, and 1 found that mouniing the
gooser plain, boomless stand, then bending
e 180° e o thal the XY ‘assembly hung down



|All||( we need to establi 'w things. There really is a dif-
between most of the cquipment wsed in Downtown stu-
what we use in project studios, and it's not enly.
differ e. Some of the erence is reliability; a piece
ni truly professional equipment has to work the first time, 24/7,
3 ‘and keep on doing that for years on en
But some of xhc difference is in sound. There have been great
{ strides made i less.expensive and semi-pro cquipment, and we
{ chronicle them in this magazine all the time. You really can get
y am ol lo more or 00 hese days than sou cold 30 o cven
| ago (although the stuff usually won't be as bulletproof
R a5 the higherpriced spreads)
i
i

Al that being said, there’s a level of professional performance
~ auained on a regular basis by some manufacturers that is head-
andshoulders sbove the lessexpensive compriton. The differ

guitar body in o Shacn raibet thisn 8 polcsource
, loe example. Armang the manufyctorrs that attain this
s in, Soundelux, and Schoeps
itk phnlv e it e Just the et thwoe. that came
d; nd thec d

rophone belongs.

o ochelons Thope e slomy of misrophonos out
it thore, both i the flly 5 sk aad the el rejos
: great on bartone vocals, by b

0 be snecred a; abter all, 1
 so ood on gitar amps.
i o DO R e e e
ia "Msch rarer In the michophone world Iy the e thiat sounds
| cxcellent on a broad variety of sources—a Swiss Army Mic, if you
will. Usually mics like that have relatively uncolored sound, cor-
| & esponding to flt requncy response ightne
| e and gentle,rather than sharp and edgy. Thats
B s o critter. The closet analogy
T i thik o s she tesanair IV 115, aner Ve mic
Uin g SYriadhisd Iy the s of 't mart obiret oot
“The M930 suits the way 1 work. A lot of folks record with mics
c personalities; my style, though,

Galthough I always have the option of adding col-
oration with a few twists of the dial). And it gives me U

e with a love of oo clarity and lack of hmlmm that
marks ully professionalcalibe gea of sound
so + can handle.
b protossional microphoniey amongtha bakt
used, and it fits my style like a glove.
After the M930s arrived and Id used them for a few weeks, I
told Mike Metlay at the magazine that 1 didn’c think they'd need
1o arrange return shipping after the review. Three months in, P'm
b sure o . Hang the :xpeme-—l Il spring for them, and these mics.
i n their kee,

Pice: 1150 enc ol o boced pai with SHI3 XY stere bar
(as reviewed), $2550; EH93 shock mounts $250

~ More from: Microtech Gefell, wwiw.gefell-mics.com. Distributed
v CTec, info@cabletek.ca or 604/942-1001

% Past ) Stamier (tamier@recordingmag.com) i a ecording ensi-
i neer, pro archivist of unusual recordings from the early
‘ o of th 300 Cant

;-é&‘.__m..




