


Fortunately, Oracle Audio Corporation survived its
period of great expectations and became an established
High End company. Earlier versions of the Oracle Del-
phi did not sound as good as the Linn | knew and | sus-
pected this was a result, to a large degree, of set-up
difficulties. It was every bit as difficult as a Linn to set
up correctly.

The Delphi has now seen the light for approximately
five years, in which time, Marcel Riendeau has re-
fined the design until it now ranks with the very
best turntables in the world—and, itself, demons-
trates a few tricks from which other designers
could learn. The Oracle Delphi MK Il is, truly, one
of the great turntables.

1. The Oracle Delphi MK Il Design.

Although Oracle Audio Corporation designates the
table | reviewed as the Delphi Mk Il (“Delphi” herein-
after), it is, in reality, the sixth generation of the original
Oracle. | am, however, informed by Jacques Rien-
deau, the Veep, that the expense to update the table is
negligible ($50 for the impressive new spring system).

The Delphi, like the SOTA Sapphire, is a holistic
design which addresses the major problems encoun-
tered by a turntable system. What is fascinating is the
different choice of solutions chosen by the designers
of the Delphi and Sapphire (and Goldmund and VPI,
for that matter). To summarize the differences in ap-
proach, | would characterize the Sapphire as a clever
design that succeeds through simplicity and the Del-
phi as an aesthetically elegant design that succeeds
through finesse and refinement. | feel the design con-
cept chosen by Riendeau is more difficult to bring
about with excellent results in comparison to the less
complicated concept of the SOTA. For that reason,
Riendeau deserves a hearty round of applause for the
level of performance achieved by the Delphi Mk Il.

A. The Delphi Subchassis/Spring System

At the outset, | believe (1) it is inherently more diffi-
cult to make a low mass subchassis system perform
well and (2) that even as its best, a low mass subchas-
sis system has inherent limitations which are exceeded
by a high-mass subchassis system. | draw these con-
clusions from my experiences with four tables of dif-
fering subchassis design (Linn, SOTA, Oracle, and VPI).
Because the Delphi uses a low-mass subchassis, it has
an inherent deseign disadvantage vis-a-vis the SOTA.
It overcomes this disadvantage with the use of the
most sophisticated spring system I've ever used or
seen.

The appearance of the Oracle is elegant, exotic,
legendary. There is nothing else like it and its appea-
rance is a consequence of its subchassis.* The sub-
chassis looks like a mutated starfish. The three largest
arms terminate in circles which fit over the freestanding
spring assemblies that support the subchassis. Ano-
ther arm terminates in a large circle which bears the
pick-up arm mounting board. The mounting board is a
removable circular piece of acrylic. The fifth and final
arm is much smaller and terminates in a built-in bub-
ble level. A cute and practical touch, indeed, which |
wish other manufacturers would adopt so | wouldn’t
always be searching for the level which my elemental
is fond of hiding. The designer’s stated purpose of this

*HP: Actually, not quite so. Its predecessors were the Gale and
the Win.

distinctive subchassis shape is to reduce any tendency
of the subchassis to pick up airborne vibrations (as if
the subchassis were a sail and the vibrations were the
wind). A nice sentiment, to be sure, but one | find less
appealing than the simple fact that the table looks sexier
this way —my ““mutated starfish’” description notwith-
standing. | rather suspect that a significant increase of
mass in an enclosed structure would be more effective
in combating airborne feedback.

Speaking of mass, the subchassis weighs approxima-
tely 4.5 pounds, in starting contrast to the 22-pound
SOTA and 40-pound VPI. The Oracle platter is actually
one pound heavier than the subchassis, a design as-
pect | consider suspect because the subchassis should
be more massive to provide a stable base for the moving
platter. It is constructed of four laminated layers of
aluminum. The laminated construction dampens sub-
chassis resonances so that the subchassis is relatively
inert while also being very rigid. Although the sub-
chassis is relatively inert when considered indepen-
dently, it is all the more deadened when it is coupled
with the spring system (when you put the table toge-
ther). Indeed, this is a design concept that shows up
repeatedly —the damping of component resonances
by couplings within the system.

The suspended subchassis has a tuned resonance
of 3.5 Hz. That, of course, is only when the turntable
has been properly set up. Indeed, hypercritical com-
ments about the Oracle made by AHC and BWT
in previous issues probably stemmed from the
fact that they had no idea how to do it. Oracle
Audio Corporation has addressed this problem and
resolved it to my satisfaction. With the new spring
system, anybody can set up the Delphi, following a
series of reliable, repeatable steps that rely on easily
checked measurements rather than the instinctive
mechanical aptitude previously required. Perhaps there
is room for improvement by special “tweak” finishing
touches. | found the performance to be so good
that | had no such inclination to fiddle about.

The spring system, then, establishes a new
standard of sophistication.

First, variations in pick-up arm weight are addressed.
The Delphi is a three-point suspension that is workable.
The Delphi comes with five color-coded springs of
varying strengths. No two springs in use are of equal
strength. For ultra-heavy pick-up arms, the three strong-
est springs are used. The strongest spring bears the
most weight so that its expansion is roughly equal to
the expansion of the weakest spring, which bears the
least weight. This solves many of the set-up and sub-
sequent consistency problems encountered with earlier
versions of the Delphi.

I’'m talking about spring expansion instead of com-
pression: Yes, the weight of the Delphi subchassis
hangs from the springs instead of resting atop them.
Furthermore, although the weight rests on the bottom
part of the springs, the subchassis’s center of gravity
is at mid-point of the spring so that lateral excitation of
the system causes less of a pendulum effect. Recall
that this pendulum effect works in the SOTA. Why
then, avoid it in the Delphi? Because the Delphi is a
low mass, three-point system in which the pendulum
effect would not be corrective as it is in the SOTA—it
would be disruptive because it lacks a symmetrical set
of springs and the weight that causes a natural center-
ing of motion in the SOTA. (This is one of the clever
aspects of the SOTA, which uses normally disruptive
forces to its benefit).
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