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MULTUM IN PARVO

Begin with a one-manual harpsichord. Rotate the treble of its keyboard counter-clockwise by
about 65 degrees leaving its string and jack angles unaltered.

The harp shape will survive, a wing shape will be created, and spine length will be cut by the
length of the key levers.

Maximum depth will be trimmed by a third; and wall space, no longer needed for a chair, will be
freed.

Many visual draws will remain — but in compressed, enhanced form, visible over a wide sight-
angle.

Supported by a reticent English trestle, its cantilevered, volant wing will appear levitated — its
shape evoking its audial promise.

Both visually and aurally, the English Wing Spinet is kinetic art.

PROEM

National Importance

Of the musical instruments most closely associated with England, perhaps the most obvious
are: the lute, the viols, the recorder, the flageolet, the virginal, the guitar, the concertina, and the
spinet. If ‘England’ is broadened to mean the British Isles, we could add the bagpipes and the
Celtic harp. Subject each of these instruments to a five-part test:

Instruments made mainly, or solely, in England

Instruments made mainly by native English makers

Instruments bought and played primarily in England and colonial America

Instruments enjoying a reasonably long-term popularity in England and colonial America

o bk~ wbd =

Instruments enjoying widespread geographical popularity throughout England and colonial
America

Out of this list only the spinet could satisfy more than three of these requirements; the spinet
could lay claim to all five.

Out of, perhaps 6000 or so made during England’s ‘spinet century’, about 300 spinets survive.

About a quarter of these survivors are now in America — largely in private hands.




ABSTRACT

The wing spinet, evidently introduced to England in 1663 by its acknowledged inventor,
Gerolamo Zenti, displaced the virginal in the 1680s and was, in turn, displaced by the square
piano a century later. A breakdown of the instrument’s form into four chronological groups is
proposed. Prior literature has focused primarily just on two of the spinet's major makers,
Stephen Keene and Thomas Hitchcock, of the middle years and earlier. This study examines in
detail the heretofore under-researched surviving spinets of the earliest maker, Charles Haward,
and compares his instruments to some of those of the two other early shops of Stephen Keene

and John Player.

One of Haward's six extant spinets is shown to have been largely constructed by the inventive
septuagenarian, John Haward, shortly before his death in 1667 and then completed by Charles
Haward in 1668. Direct and circumstantial evidence is shown to support this conclusion and
also Samuel Pepys’ purchase and ownership of this spinet from July 1668. It is shown to have
been a stand-alone instrument and not, as claimed, one of several built speculatively at this
early date. A hiatus of, perhaps, 10 to 15 years between the finishing of this spinet and the
dawn of commercial spinet production is shown. Newly discovered information about Queen
Anne's Haward spinet is introduced. It is shown to have been a spinet, and not a virginal. A
case is made that it still exists and it is one of three spinets we are examining here.

Tonal considerations are analyzed — in particular, comparable string lengths and plucking points.
Visual aesthetics, particularly important for spinets, are discussed as well as the importance of
the English trestle to their design. Spinets from Ireland, Scotland, and America -- all made in
‘England’ - are referenced as well as one by Jacob Kirkman.

The three-section paper begins with an overview of the known surviving spinets and their
makers. It ends with a discussion of the spinet's inherent pluses and its correctable and non-
correctable drawbacks. An optimal design is proposed. A case will be made that the spinet's
historic advantages are as relevant today as they were three centuries ago.



INTRODUCTION

The Design

This thesis inverts the, expected order. It is intended to assist the reader to come to a basic
understanding of the subject, the spinet, at the very beginning. A short passage, “Multum in
Parvo”, (what) is followed by another short, “Proem” (why) just prior to the Abstract. In the usual
manner, the Table of Contents which follows functions as both a directory and a broadening of
the Abstract — a link to the paper’s detail which begins in Chapter 1.

A summary begins each chapter rather than being placed at the end. From that initial point, the
reader can decide if greater detail is wanted.

Three Major Sections

This thesis consists of three major sections: The Overview, the Haward Spinet section, and the
Descriptive section. The first, the Overview, is warranted; for although this is a normal starting
point for the first of multiple thesis on any subject; with spinets, it has not been attempted
before. Here, it defines the instrument historically. It lists and discusses the known surviving
spinets and their probable survival rates, considers their makers as well as all makers of record,
examines some masters/apprentice relationships, and considers both the genesis and the
decline of the spinet — the two, a century apart. Appendix C, a chronological table, relates
many noteworthy spinets to various events of the 17t through the early 20t centuries.

The second is the Haward Spinet, section. Following a determination of their number, there is a
detailed examination of the extant Haward spinets. This examination is supported by Appendix
A (over 150 pictures plus descriptions) and Appendix B (detailed data and descriptive
information). This examination then focuses on an undated Haward-inscribed spinet which |
refer to as 16XX throughout this paper, and show with both direct and circumstantial evidence
that it was begun by the senior John Haward just before his death in 1667 and was then finished
for Samuel Pepys by Charles Haward the following year. In the preceding section, it will have
been shown to have been a stand-alone instrument made more than a decade before
commercial spinet production began in England.

Finally in this section, | lay out eight 18t 19t and early-20t century accounts of Queen Anne's
spinet. | show it was a spinet, and not a virginal and these accounts show evidence it survived
until about 1860 when it quietly disappeared. | point out her spinet was evidently important to
her and speculate about the possible reasons why. | conclude that it is still with us — one of
three Haward spinets. Although the leading candidate is 16 XX, the evidence is circumstantial --
and, in part, negative: the provenance as reported by its owner from ¢.1882 or before will be
shown to be spurious and an alternative provenance is highly likely. Everything in this second,
Haward, section is entirely new and singularly important to the English spinet's early years.
Four of the six known Haward spinets are dated, and every one was made before 1690.

The third section, the Descriptive Spinet section, examines the spinet’s design — its pluses and
minuses, what is gained and what is lost with its canted keyboard, and suggests some
correctable measures. It explores the spinet's visual impact — owing to the unique importance
of the English trestle to the overall form — particularly the later composite trestle. The spinet on
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Research to Date — An Antecedent Review

Miscellaneous

Darryl Martin (2003:5) has listed 23 works from Rimbault (1860) to‘HarIey (199,),4) that have
sections allotted to the virginal or to music “contemporary with the mstrqments . Many of these
works also include at least a brief mention or short description of the spinet.

Peter Mole (2009:11-13) has listed five “classic and now outdated textbooks”, eight collectiqns
catalogues, two “standard reference works”, and a mention of Martin (2003), Stephen Morris
(1983, sic) and John Barnes (1985), “which do deal in part” with the “English spinet”.

Barnes

In 1985, John Barnes (1928-98) published a monograph, The Making of a Spinet by Traditional
Methods. This is a highly valuable work dealing with a markedly important spinet — a Keene &
Brackley with numerous detailed photographs and a comprehensive description. Barnes not
only showed step-by-step how this spinet was probably constructed, but it directs our focus to
the spinet as an artifact — not just a social accessory. His monograph would be of immense
help to today’s builder as well as the organologist. His undated “c.1712" (Mole); “c.1715"
(Barnes) spinet, except for its terminal note just to e3 (rather than g3), its marquetry panel, and
its open- brass design hinges, anticipates spinets of the years ahead. Most important, it exhibits
the most consequential single revision in spinet design: the change from triangular, bottom-
supported bracing requiring “bottom-first” construction to elevated, horizontal, spine-supported
bracing requiring “bottom-last” construction (Tom Strange’s descriptive terms). This spinet

shows that this major revision was made a generation earlier than generally thought and Keene
may have been the first to make the change."

Gilbert

Barnes, however, was not a spinet-construction pioneer. In my research | discovered that 15
years before, in 1970, Geoffrey Gilbert, an instructor at Seven Oaks boys’ school, directed two
15-year old students in copying the 1758 Crang spinet, then and now at the Victoria & Albert
Museum (the V&A). Inspired and motivated by a harpsichord that was built by Dr John Catch of
Amersham, he, nevertheless, decided to copy a spinet rather than a harpsichord, for the
§oundboard they proposed to use that they removed from “a very old Erard grané piano” was
insufficient for a larger instrument. In a five-part series (March — November 1970), in
‘Woodworker’ magazine, he described how they made various parts. Not knowing; the Crang’s

1.I am personally familiar with this spinet. | measured and
_flrst brought to Barnes’ home in the 1970s. | would like to
iImportant transitional spinet could have been the spur for

photographed it and tried to buy it when it was
t_hlnk Mole’s acquisition in 2007 of this
his thesis published two years later.



internal bracing, they designed their own, and their LH tail was straight and not arcuate (a
descriptive Mole term). The remainder seems to have been faithfully copied, however. One of
those two boys may still have that interesting spinet. The Crang was an outstanding spinet for
them to copy.

Morris

By writing the first of just two spinet theses as far back as 1986, Stephen Morris is the
groundbreaker. Although his was an undergraduate thesis, The English Bentside Spinet 1660
to 1730 — a Detailed Look at Four Major Makers, it is remarkable for its level of research, its
depth of coverage, and its understanding of the early- and middle-period spinets he examined.
He assessed the knowledge available at the time of Charles Haward, John Player, the Cawton/
Aston partnership, the Keene and Hitchcock workshops, and then added his own corrections
and additions. Most impressive are seven accurate, top-down scale drawings he made that
supplemented a number of photographs he included of important spinets.

He wrote, perhaps prematurely, “This is a beginning to the very long task of collecting
information on all the surviving English bentside spinets, which will take the form of an open
information bank...” (1986:01). But then he wrote more prophetically, “| end this introduction

with a challenge for anyone to take up the subject of English virginals...” (1986:01)
Mole

Covering and updating much of Morris’ groundwork, Peter Mole’s thesis, The English Spinet
with Particular Reference to the Schools of Keene and Hitchcock, written 22 years later in 2009,
is the spinet’s first and only doctoral thesis. It follows the third and last edition of Donald
Boalch’s Makers of the Harpsichord and Clavichord (BM3) by 14 years. As a result of his
“organological inspections”, he classed the surviving Keene spinets into four groups and the
Hitchcock spinets into two. His primary thesis was the refutation of “The commonly held view
that the spinet was merely a cheap and compact substitute for the harpsichord” (2009: iii).

He supplied highly useful data for case heights, keyboard-to-spine angles, spine lengths,
compass, and string lengths for several spinets. He also showed that the rather central,
overtone-suppressing, treble plucking points that we tend to associate with late spinets could be
found (by exception) on early Hitchcocks. He also described and pictured many visual details
found on many ¢.1680 to ¢.1740 spinets.

It is superbly well-written — for the layman as well as the organologist. It is logically and
consistently arranged. And although it is limited in its time-span (as is Morris’) to the death of
Thomas Hitchcock in 1737 and has little to say about the Hawards and their spinets, it is
comprehensive in its scope up to the year 1737.

At the end, Mole listed three interesting “opportunities”:

1. "...Asubstantial number of instruments from the years 1740 onwards have survived. Itis
thought that these instruments, which have been included here by exception could provide
the focus of one or more major research projects”.

2. "Amore limited opportunity would be to investigate the Harris family...”

“In the choice of the scope for this research...one major maker, Charles Haward, did not
receive any significant attention. A research project directed to Haward's instruments would



be valuable, though there are some practical difficulties inherent in this since the instruments

are widely spread geographically.”

Martin

Earlier, in 2003, Darryl Martin wrote his PhD thesis which he titled simply, “The English Virginal’.
It is being mentioned here because his 19-page Chapter 6, “The Decline of the Virginal” is
essentially all about spinets and Martin was Mole’s faculty advisor. There are corrections |
make in this thesis to several of Mole’s assertions and all of these have their origins in Martin’s

Chapter 6.

In the second half of this chapter, Martin has chosen three spinets: a Keene, a Player, and the
1687 Haward to measure and describe. The early Keene — perhaps the earliest, tied to
Haward's late design, is singularly important. The choice of a very early Player is, too. But
since the 1687 Haward, like the 1622 Knole harpsichord, had been totally gutted, but unlike the
harpsichord, reconstructed, its internal data is conjectural. All three spinets are discussed in this

thesis.

Martin’s subject was virginals, and on this subject his research, his conclusions, his writing,
have made a unique, definitive contribution to England’s organology.

Conclusion

It is my hope that by inverting the normal order and then, gradually broadening out the subject, |
will enable the reader to come away with more information about this overlooked instrument
than initially sought. It is also my hope that every reader will be encouraged to turn to this
thesis’ important predecessors (both presently on the internet) by Stephen Morris and Peter
Mole. This thesis is intended to be an extension of their notable research. Any changes or
criticisms | will make to their or others’ work will be made, where necessary, throughout the text.

2 None of the six extant Haward spinets are now in England. Four of i [
e of t _ ' . them are widely scattered in
America: in New York, Pennsylvania, Florida, and S. Dakota. One is in Scotland; onye is in Germany.
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SECTION | OVERVIEW

CHAPTER 1 THE SPINET DEFINED

Summary

The term “Spinet” has had an on-going disputed origin and, in Continental Europe, a confused
and chequered usage.

Eight English and American dictionaries from 1706 to 1853 have defi_ngd, “Spmet”, “Virginal”,
and “Harpsichord” fairly consistently. All share a clear and modern distinction beregn these
three instruments in English usage. It appears there has never been anyponfusuon in the
English-speaking world between the two single-strung instruments made in England — the
square virginal and the wing-shaped spinet.

Samuel Pepys, who owned two keyboard instruments in the 1660s, always made a palpable
distinction between "Virginalls” and “harpsichons”. He may also have been among the first —
and last — to use a new term, “espinette” in 1668.

A surviving English-made ottavino, laid out in spinet-fashion, suggests that such an instrument
could have been the source of Zenti's spinet invention.

Edmund Ripin's pre-1975 spinet definition, currently in Grove’s Dictionary, has been
supplemented more recently, but left unchanged. While accurate and encyclopaedic, it is rather
confusing. Much more concise and more sharply focused is one found in Mole’s thesis earlier. |
have further reduced Mole's definition to the spinet's most salient attribute: its canted keyboard.
By employing the adjective, “wing”, | am following Jean-Claude Goujon (1763) and Charles
Mould (1995). Unlike the more customary, “bentside”, “wing” describes the spinet’s overall form
- not just one of its sides.

The disputed origins of the term, “spinet” and its confused and chequered usage in Continental
Europe have been frequently referred to.




The Spinet Defined - Text
A. The Term’s Disputed Origin — Usage On The Continent

Its Origins

Does the term come from the Latin, “spina” (thorn), or from Giovanni Spinetti (c.1500), believed
to be the inventor of the square virginal? Or, to triangulate the square, as it were, was the latter
named for the former? This matter seems to be unresolved.

Its Usage

On the Continent, the term was used, perhaps, two centuries before it was first used in England.
Over the years and in different countries it was applied variously to all string keyboard
instruments, to all single-strung keyboard instruments, to virginals with LH keyboards, and
finally to all polygonal straight-sided instruments. Hence the choice of the adjective “bentside” in
Continental usage to distinguish the later harpsichord-shaped instruments from the many other
instruments depicted with the same noun.

Since England was a late-user of the term, its historical usage there has been more restricted.
Particularly illustrative, | believe, is a series of English and American dictionary definitions of the
term “spinet” spanning a century and a half from the end of the 17thC to the middle of the 19thC
that show surprising consistency.3

B. Eight Historic English and American Definitions from 1706 to 1853 of Spinets,
Virginals, and Harpsichords

The New World of Words or Universal English Dictionary — E. Phillips, (6t Edition, London
1706)

SPINNET — A Musical Instrument, A sort of small Harpsichord.

HARPSECORD - or harpsecol, A kind of Musical Instrument.

VIRGINALS - A noble sort of Musical Instrument, touch’d after the same manner as the
Organ and Harpsichord, and probably so called as having been counted a proper
instrument for Virgins to play on.

Since this dictionary originated in the late 17thC, these definitions may have, as well.

Dictionary of The English Language — Samuel Johnson, (1st Edition, London 1755)

SPINET - (Espinette, French), A Small Harpsichord; an instrument with keys.
HARPSICHORD - A musical Instrument.

VIRGINAL - (More usually virginals), A musical instrument so called, because commonly
used by young ladies.

A Dictionary of The English Language -Samuel Johnson, (8t Edition, London, 1799)

SPINET - A Small Harpsichord; An instrument with keys.
HARPSICHORD — A Musical Instrument, strung with wire, and played by striking keys.
VIRGINAL - (from Virgin) Maiden; maidenly; pertaining to a virgin.

3 References to the harpsichord and virginal are included as well, because of their important sibling
relationship.



Over half a century, “spinet” was unchanged, “Harpsichord” was expanded; but the word

“Virginal” had become uncoupled from the instrument.
A Compendious Dictionary of The English Language — Noah Webster, (1st Edition, New
Haven, 1806)

SPIN'NET - N. A musical instrument, a small harpsichord.
HARPSICHORD - N. A fine musical instrument.
VIRGINAL — An old string musical instrument, ob.

This was Webster's first American dictionary.
The Cyclopaedia — Abraham Rees, 1802-19, (1¢ American Edition, Philadelphia)

SPINET — Spinetto, Ital. Espinette, Fr. From spina, a thorn or quill, the tone being
produced by a crow’s quill inserted in the tongue of a little machine called a jack.
(See Jack and Tongue) ...It is played with keys, like the virginal, or small
pianoforte; the long keys are the diatonic or natural notes, and the short for the
flats and sharps. (See keys and scale.) The keys, when pressed down at the
ends of the finger, on the principle of the lever, make the other end throw up jacks,
which strike the strings, and cause the sound by means of the quills with which
they are armed.

The thirty thickest strings are of brass; the others, for the more delicate notes, are of
steel or iron-wire, fastened at one end by hooks, and at the other on pins, by
which they receive their tension over the bridges already mentioned.

The figure of the spinet is like that of the harpsichord, a horizontal harp, and the harp an
inverted spinet. It is tuned in the same manner as the other keyed instruments by
5ths, and 8ths, with or without bearings, as the tuner or the owner of the
instrument shall please....

The spinet has but a single string to each note. As the spinet rivalled the virginal, the
small piano-forte has supplanted the spinet in the public favour; and we believe
that very few have been made since the middle of the last century.

VIRGINAL, is a keyed musical instrument of one string, jack, and quill to each note, like
a spinet; but in shape resembling the present small piano-forte....

Charles Burney (1726-1814) was responsible for the musical entries in Rees’ Cyclopaedia. |
have quoted so much of this because of the importance of its author. It was written 25-30 years
after he wrote his General History of Music and it shows us his important views about spinet
tuning, string material, and manufacture near the end of his long musical life.



A Critical Pronouncing Dictionary and Exposition of The English Language — John Walker,
(1st Edition, London, 1813)
SPINET - A small harpsichord; an instrument with keys.
HARPSICHORD - A musical instrument.
VIRGINAL - More usually virginals. A musical instrument so called because used by
young ladies.

Walker simply lifted his definitions from Johnson’s 1st edition.
The London Encyclopaedia — (Printed for Thomas Tegg, Cheapside, 1829)

SPINET or SPINNET - A musical instrument ranking in the second or third place among
musical instruments... The harpsichord is a kind of spinet, only with another
disposition of the keys. See Harpsichord. The instrument takes its name from the
small quill ends which touch the strings, resembling spinae or thorns.

HARPSICHORD was not defined — neither was VIRGINAL.

An American Dictionary of The English Language (Unabridged) Revised & Enlarged -
Noah Webster, (Springfield, Mass 1853)

SPIN’ET- (It. Spinetta; Fr. Epinette; Sp. Espineta) An instrument of music resembling a
harpsichord, but smaller; a virginal; a clavichord.

HARPSICHORD - (harp and chord). An instrument of music with strings of wire played
by the fingers, by means of keys. The striking of these keys moves certain little jacks
which move a double row of cords or strings stretched over four bridges on the table of
the instrument.

VIRGINAL - A keyed instrument of one string, jack, and quill to each note, like a spinet
but its shape resembling the forte piano. Out of use.

At this late date, here was a clear definition of the harpsichord and the virginal — less so the
spinet. Note, it was to be pronounced with an accented first syllable.

In all of these dictionary definitions there seems to have been a clear distinction made between
these three instruments and no confusion between the virginal and the spinet as there seems to
have been on the Continent.

C. Samuel Pepys’ Keyboard Ownership and Terminology in the 1660s

Decades prior to the earliest of these dictionary definitions, in 1661 (14 June) the diarist and
naval administrator, Samuel Pepys (1633 — 1704) wrote in his diary that he had acquired from
Lord William Brouncker (1620 — 84) a polygonal virginal, or possibly an ottavino (a small octave-
tuned keyboard string instrument) at the time that Lord Brouncker may have replaced it with a
harpsichord. Coming out of an age when in England “virginals” was the term employed for all
plucked string keyboard instruments, Pepys, nevertheless, regularly made a clear modern
distinction between the “harpsichon” and the instrument he had acquired from Lord Brouncker.
In his diary he referred to the latter variously as his “tryangle”, his “triangle” and his “triangle
virginall”.4

Whatever happened to his “virginall” is unclear. Pepys last mentioned it 1 July 1664 when he
wrote that he brought it down to his chamber after acquiring a “new frame proper for it to stand

4 Strangely, he made a solitary reference to a “spinette” (1 July 1664) that he had heard played. If what
he then owned was a polygonal virginal — a virginal with chamfered rear corners creating essentially a
trilateral shape, then the “spinette” he heard must have been an ottavino. Neither instrument would likely
have been English; both are primarily Italian.



on”. Since he bought his Haward spinet in July 1668, he must have been without a string
keyboard instrument for four years.5 6

The instrument Pepys saw, unfinished, in Charles Haward’s shop (4 April 1"668) _and then
purchased three m%):]ths later (13 July) he called by a new term, “espinette”. This French term
is meaningful: for Pepys had to have heard it used by Charles Hawa(d, who would have heard it
from John Haward, and that could support a link of this unfinished splnet to a probaple spinet of
Gerolamo Zenti’s (? — 1667/8). Just before spending a year (1663) in England as ng '
Charles’ “Virginal maker”, Zenti had spent a year or more at the French court. IF IS hlghly likely
that he made wing spinets, instruments generally accepted as having been of his design, in both
countries and at both courts.” Zenti's activities in France before coming to England are the
likely reason the Hawards may have erroneously associated this new instrument to that country.
Zenti, himself, could have encouraged that then-prestigious association.

Two things seem clear: First, both the instrument in Charles Haward’s shop and the term used
to describe it were new to Pepys, and, evidently, new to Charles Haward as well. Second,
“espinette” may prove to be the first and possibly only known written use of that French term in
England. Not until the 1680s is there a likely surviving written reference, again, to the wing
spinet in England, and by then both terminal "E’s” were dropped.

D. An English Anomaly

An interesting anomaly is the 1750-dated London-made, 4-1/3 octave ottavino of triangular,
spinet form signed by Stephen Hill at the Victoria & Albert Museum (the V&A) (No. 145-1878).
Since it seems to bear a workman's number 27, it was probably one of a batch and not a special
order or an experiment. Except for its straight “bent” side, parallel to and just to the right of the
RH transverse brace, it resembles a ¢.1750 English wing spinet in miniature. It is mounted on a
period-correct trestle that is very likely original. Italian ottavinos were made in this tricon form
but more commonly with their harp-shaped string band flipped over, creating a mini-rectangular
virginal with bass strings on a diagonal.8

5 Over 200 years later in a confused account under “Spinet” in early editions of Groves Dictionary, A J
Hipkins (1826 — 1903) erroneously referred to a Pepys reference “concerning the purchase of triangles for
the spinet — a three-legged stand as in our illustration”. He then pictured the undated Haward spinet |
refer to as “16XX" in this thesis. This spinet was pictured for close to a century and in the 3d edition
(1935 printing) it was assigned an impossible date of “c.1660”. The misleading sentence remained
unchanged from 1883 through, at least, 1935.

6 In his Appendix-4, Martin (2003:294-99) has helpfully tabulated all of the stringed keyboard instruments
he found in Pepys’ diary).

’ The sole surviving Zenti spinet is one dated 1637, owned today by the Brussels Musical Instrument
Museum. Although it is considered genuine, it passed through the hands of the infamous forger and
“restorer”, Leopoldo Franciolini (1844 — 1920). Judging from its improbable bridge placement, Franciolini
seems to have reconstructed the inside. Helping to tie this Zenti spinet to Charles Haward is its LH tail

f{hape c:.;md its keyboard-to-spine inclination of 17 degrees — the same angle found on three of the early
awards.

8 Zenti would have been familiar with both of these commonly-seen ottavinos in Italy; many, perhaps,
warrentmg Burney’s frequently-quoted view of their having a sound that was “more wood than wire”.
Zenti's spinet innovation could have stemmed from the obvious augmentation of an existing ottavino form
rather than from the rotation of a harpsichord keyboard, but | believe this is less likely.

5



E. Recent Definitions

In recent years Edwin Ripin (1930 -75) was responsible for a needed updated and corrected re-
write of Hipkins' spinet definition in Groves. Although more recently supplemented, his writing
remains in “Groves On-Line” today largely as he wrote it. His ten paragraphs, while accurate
and encyclopaedic, deal as much with certain spinets’ exceptional features as with those
normally expected, particularly on English instruments, leaving the lay reader with a rather
turbid understanding of the spinet.

Much more concise was Mole (2009:2) who, in a single sentence, wrote, “The term, ‘spinet’ in
English was used narrowly to denote a small, generally triangular, plucked keyboard
instrument”. He then wrote that in his thesis; an instrument with all of the following
characteristics would be an “English spinet”. (I have taken the liberty of expanding his
numbering):

With a "generally triangular shape”

With an “arcuate or serpentine” RH casewall

With a string band “substantially parallel to the spine”

With the “longer (bass) strings” adjacent to the spine

With a “single bridge” and a “nut attached to the wrestplank”
With an “eight-foot sounding pitch”

ok wh =

Let me propose another rather basic way of viewing and defining the English wing spinet:

1. Fundamentally, an altered 1-manual harpsichord, or even (providing for the Crang-
Hancock spinet-pianos) a harp-shaped early grand piano.

2. The treble of the keyboard rotated towards the spine by, typically, c.65 degrees.®

3. By compressing the string- band, this tilt requires each successive harpsichord-spaced
string to rise by a chromatic half-step.0

This more open definition focusing on its harpsichord relationship and its canted keyboard
rather than the shape of its RH side, will allow us to accept interesting variants like the Hill
ottavino, without our having to see them as non-spinets.

I have chosen the adjective “Wing" throughout this thesis. Like the more gustatory “Leg-of-
Mutton”, but unlike the more customary “Bentside”, it describes the shape of the entire
instrument. This follows the usage of Jean-Claude Goujon (“en aile d’oiseau”) in 1763 and of
Charles Mould (BM3) in 1995.

% A minimum found of 6-degrees on a 1779 Crang Hancock spinet-piano and a maximum found of 45-
degrees found on an 1827 Jos. Small, Pennsylvania-made spinet — both property of the writer.

10 At a c.27-degree angle, the harpsichord string spacing will be retained.
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Table 1.1.Six-octave piano painted by the artist, John R Penniman.

This 6-octave piano painted by the artist, John R Penniman of Boston, Mass (1782 — 1841)
around 1835 was designed to play at either the unison or the octave pitch. It may have been

designed by Alpheus Babcock (1786 — 1842). Were any built? Is this not a spinet? (The
Magazine “Antiques”, July 1981 p.159)



CHAPTER 2 SURVIVING SPINETS

Summary

Any plucked keyboard instrument count will have to begin with Boalch: three editions — each a
generation apart. An instrument count will have to be an approximation.

In 1968 | made a rough count of all instruments using Boalch (1956) (B1)-listed instruments.
English wing spinets were just under half of the English keyboard instrument total.

Of greater significance, English wing spinets accounted for seven-eighths of the total spinet
count and dwarfed every other major instrument category.

From 1956 (B1) to 1995 (BM3) there has been a major growth in the number of listed
instruments and an even greater percentage growth in spinets — both English and Continental.

Despite its obvious historic prominence, the spinet was scarcely recognized as a serious
musical instrument in the mid-to-late 20thC.

The growth in known English spinets to about 285 in 1995 parallels the growth in known English
virginals to 20 (plus two, undated) in 2003.

Surviving Spinets -Text
A. A Rough Count: Plucked Keyboard Instruments — Spinets, in Particular

Today, any study of surviving plucked keyboard instruments will have to begin with, or at least
draw heavily on Donald Boalch's Makers of the Harpsichord and Clavichord. Three editions,
written a generation apart (1956, 1974, 1995), record every known (at those times), signed
instrument made before 1830. Because of duplications, attributions, and so many missing
instruments, any count we might attempt to make will be an approximation and any recount will
result in slightly different totals.

SURVIVING INSTRUMENTS IN BOALCH | (1956)
NB: Numbers are rounded

Harpsichords . o Octave : Other
‘ Spinet  Virginal T Clavichord (Co. Ca. 5

Double Single S S s $ etc.)
ENGLAND (incl. 100 100 180 15 2 1 5 400
U.S., Ireland,
Scotland)
ITALY 5 100 b 70 20 10 2 210
FLANDERS 80 40 7 50 15 - 3 200

" Following Morris’ and Mole's usage, the adjective "English” will be used for “English-school” spinets
made in England, Scotland, Ireland, and America — but the noun “Britain” for their country of origin. Here
and throughout this thesis, the three Boalch editions will be referred to as B1, B2, and BM3.
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FRANCE s 20 5 -t |
GERMANY 5 10 52 5 15 10
OTHER S 1 35 . 40
(Demark, | ‘
s 20 270 210 135 45 120 10 1000

Table 2.1.a. Surviving Instruments from Boalch - 1.

One thing that stood out in these editions was the high proportion of wing spinets to all listed
English instruments — accounting for just under half of the English instrument total.

Even more significant was the high proportion of spinets made in Britain compared to those
made elsewhere: they accounted for just under seven-eighths of the total spinet count. My
listing shows that in 1956, known, named, surviving English wing spinets dwarfed every other
major instrument category in every country.12

Despite its historical prominence, as proven by this listing, the English wing spinet was scarcely
recognized as a serious musical instrument at that time. The harpsichord-maker, John Challis,
along with many others, refused to build one.3

2 Writing, however, in 1999, (CSJ: 1999:108) Grant O'Brien estima “ " Itali

harpsmhord.s, virginals, and spinets have survived from the historicat\?getrr"ig:j an?oor:estga:ltaw;? unsigned
His conclusion, of course, would make a major shift in our assessment by nation of survivin ol s:(gr:je |
instruments, for essentially all English instruments can be assumed to have been “signed” . pduc Ie f
have had their names defaced. A similar situation exists with unlabeled (usuall wh'tg dial’ Socks,
Unsigned instruments and unsigned clocks can only be attributed. y white-dial) clocks.

13 “Everything is on a bias”, he once said (PC). While his “Peti [
_ . bias”, he C). etite Harpsichord” coul
improved if he had laid it out in a space-saving spinet fashion, (he harc)i to use womjjn?j Z?xr?gtﬁ?\nhins‘usﬂ:m

bass), with his uniquely cut leather plectra, he felt he ne i
s , ed ; ;
degree harpsichord layout. Challis’ father had been a clockergatllzeer.p recise Cyclopaedia regularity of a 90-



Contemporary reviews estimated the total number of instruments listed grew to about 1500 in
the 2d edition of 1974 (B2) and to about 2000 in the 3d edition of 1995 (BM3).

The count of “spinets” listed in B1 and B2, and “wing spinets” in BM3, gave these totals:

SPINET COUNT
NB: Numbers are rounded
English Continental Total
B1 (1956) | 180 | 30 210
B2 (1974) | 229 34 263
'BM3 (1995) | 284 | 41 | 325

Table 2.1.b. Surviving Instruments from Boalch - 2.

In all three editions, discovered English spinets continued to be about seven-eighths of the
spinet total from all countries. In BM3 the breakdown was:

SPINETS BY COUNTRY
NB: Numbers are rounded

. ) - Octave .

Double Single Spinets Virginals Instruments Clavichords Other >
England 100 100 180 15 2 1 5 403
(including
Ireland,
Scotland)
Italy 5 100 5 70 20 10 2 212
Flanders 80 40 7 50 15 - 3 195
France 25 20 5 - 1 - - 51
Germany 5 10 15 2 5 75 - M2
Other 3 1 35 39
(Denmark,
Sweden,
etc.)
Y 220 270 210 135 45 121 10 1013
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Table 2.1.c. Spinets by Country in Boalch - 3.

The discovery of more spinets over time parallels the
dated English virginals:

discovery-growth in the known number of

1935 GD-3 12
1940 GD-4 14
1956 B1 18
1995 BM3 19
2003 Martin 20 (plus 2 undated)

(Sources: Groves, Boalch, Martin)

B. Today’s Estimated Spinet Count

Through extrapolation, we might assume that today's counts might conservatively be (in round
numbers): English wing spinets 300; total wing spinets 350. But since we are relying on BM3
for other analysis, we will assume the counts remain: English wing spinets about 285; total wing
spinets about 325.

Concentrating on dated instruments can convey a specious sense of accuracy; nevertheless, it
can help us tie observed spinet traits to narrow time intervals. It can also allow us to try to
determine changes to spinet popularity over a century.

There were 128 explicitly-dated English spinets listed in BM3 — 3 little less than half of the spinet
total.

SPECIFICALLY DATED EXTANT ENGLISH SPINETS A LUSTRUM
GROUPING

To 1700 -
1700-04 ;
1705-09 5
1710-14 ' )
1715-19 ' )
1720-24 A
1725-29 5

11



1730-34 - 8

1735-39 | 1
1740-44 | 9
1745-49 6
1750-54 6
1755-59 | 4
1760-64 | 11
1765-69 | 13
1770-74 | 19
1775-79 | 7
1780-84 | 7
1785-89 | 5

Total 128

Table 2.2. Specifically-Dated Extant English Spinets — Lustrum-Grouped — From BM3.

There were just seven before the year 1700 — four Hawards and three Keenes.'# Fully a third
date from the 15-year period: 1760-75, which could reflect a comparatively high survival rate or,
perhaps, a higher percentage of dated instruments. Based on Burney’s ¢.1810 observation,
“We believe that very few have been made since the middle of the last century” (Rees,
'Cyclopaedia’), there may have been a high survival rate for the late spinets. Burney, after all,
was greatly involved in all things musical over many decades: his organological memory must
be taken seriously.

Since only four surviving Hitchcock spinets are dated, the omission, here, of close to 50 undated
Hitchcocks, seriously impacts our impression of the surviving spinets from the era they had
dominated. If we were to add, arbitrarily, ten Hitchcocks to each lustrum period (5-year
intervals) from 1715 through 1739, surviving spinets in each semi-decade of this era (now up to
11-18) would resemble the counts of numbered survivors among the same cohorts from
1760-75. But this would leave us with an unexplained lacuna from the mid-1740s to about
1760, the late George Il period — the years when spinet sales should have been strong.

C. English Spinets — Largely London-Made

A surprising finding was the high proportion of surviving spinets that were made in London -
about 250, or seven-eighths. However, this is not unlike virginals where 19 of the 22 known
survivors were also made in London (Martin:2003:3). It is interesting that the three virginal
exceptions were made in Exeter, where no extant spinets were made. It might be assumed that
this high London proportion refiects the high output of major makers located there. But if we

4 The “1680-dated” Player is being excluded for its newly-revealed date on several grounds. This will be
discussed elsewhere.
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were to subtract the surviving spinets of the two largest makers — those from the H|tchcock and
Harris families, totaling about 100 extant spinets — the London-proportion would still be over 80-
percent.'s According to Martin (2003:11), London’s population in 1700 was 575,000. This is
less than 12-percent of England’s population then, which was about 5-mi||ion.1‘.5 Wealth
concentration, however, is less clear. Joseph Massey (Gatto:2010:24) has estimated that in
1759 about 20-percent of English families earned £50 or more a year and, in England alone,
this represented about z-million households. While a Kirkman or Shudi double’ in the 1760s or
so was priced well over this annual threshold amount, Pepys was able to buy his spinet a
century earlier for just £5. Let us assume from ¢.1680 to ¢.1790, or 110 years, close to 6,000
spinets were probably made and sold in Great Britain. Considering an amateur’s need forg
fixed-pitch instrument (probably a recorder) which was required to tune a spinet, and the skills
and willingness to maintain the spinet, 6,000 would seem to be an impressive total. But it is still
a small number compared to those able to afford one. Nevertheless, these talents coupled with
a desire to make instrumental music were probably most commonly seen in London.'?

D. English Spinets — Now in America

Another surprising finding was the number of English wing spinets found in America in 1995. Of
the total number of survivors — 285, 76 were in America. This is 27-percent, or over a quarter.
Some were here originally, some (most of those in museum collections) were purchased in the
late-19thC, and some were brought in more recently. Certain makers were heavily represented:

Of 20 by Baker Harris, 11 (over half) were in the US.

Of 7 by Jacob Kirkman, 4 (over half) were in the US.

Of 36 by Thomas Hitchcock, 8 (close to a quarter) were in the US.
Of 11 signed, “Longman & Broderip”, 4 (over a third) were in the US.
Of the 6 Hawards (current estimate), 4 (two-thirds) were in the US.

Spinets made by Thomas and John Hitchcock and Baker Harris, together, accounted for about a
third of the number in America in 1995.

15 250/285 = 88% vs 150/185 = 81%
16 Michael Fleming's estimate is just under 10-percent (GSJ:2005:89)

17 There is another issue that could have dampened potential spinet sales. i i i
was supposed to be restricted to music in the church. Howeves it may hav; EgdP: ré)ﬁl&fﬁ?ﬂiﬁﬂ?&
effeqt. Mlchael Fleming, in a rather doleful article “An Old Old Violl” (GSJ:2005), seems to éhow thatI ,
musical mst(ument ownership, and, by extension an interest in music, generally, plummeted in about
1540 and failed to recover with the Restoration. |t is interesting to pair this declfne with that of ; ?iu
piano purchases. In 1909, the USA population was 90.5-million. That year, piano sales eai rdnot o
364.500. In 2016, the popu!ation was up 3.6 times that to 323.1-million, bui acoustic iar‘zo sael y

just 30,00Q - a_sa_les redl_Jctlon of 92-percent (AARP Bulletin:10/17:38). John Challis ?10 do btesf\lme?e
Dolmetsch's thinking, claimed a “clavier” was any sort of keyboard — including a typéwriter (lIJDC)re V?l(iicr:ng

today's plunging sales and so many museums closeting their inst i “ "
keyboard we will eventually understand? : ruments, will the "QWERTY" be the only
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CHAPTER 3 THE MAKERS
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A. The Spinet Makers
Summary

Although there were 40 listed makers leaving 1-2 spinets each, half of the approximately 285
spinets listed in 1995 in Boalch were made by just the Hitchcock and Harris families, the Keene
shop, and Thomas Barton.

In contrast to the 50-percent-plus increase in spinets in Boalch over four decades, the known,
listed makers grew by less than 15-percent.

Since over three-quarters of the spinet-discovery growth from 1956-95 was from the top eight
makers, they will probably be the source of most future discoveries.

14



The Spinet Makers - Text

The following pie-chart next shows that over half of the known English spinets in 1995 were
made by just the Hitchcock and Harris families, the Keene workshop, and Thomas Barton.

In contrast, fully 40 makers (two-thirds of the makers) were responsible for only 1-2 surviving
spinets each, implying there might be a still much larger number of minor spinet makers, none
of whose instruments having survived. However, BM3 names only 27 English makers that have
left us with no instruments.8

Figure 3.1. The Makers.

The following table is a listing of the 40 makers not shown on the pie chart. In contrast to the
major growth of more than 50-percent in reported English spinets from the 1s! to the 3rd editions
of Boalch (about 180 to 285), there was just a 13-percent increase in the number of makers (61
up from 54) of these spinets over the same four-decade span.

' In this pie chart, the French decimal compass has been used. Sin

represents 285 spinets; here, each degree reflects three known su e rench 100-degree circle

rviving spinets in 1995.
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40 ENGLISH SPINET MAKERS WITH 1 OR 2 EXTANT
SPINETS EACH

ARGENT, Humphrey
ASTON, Cawton
BAUDIN, Joseph
BECK

BLUNT, Edward
BLYTH, Samuel
BRACKLEY, Charles
BRADSHAW, Albion
BRIDGE, Richard
CLEMM, J. G.
CULLIFORD, Thomas & Barrow
CULLIFORD & WALLCOTT
DEELEY, William

“H I

HANCOCK, John
HANCOCK, Thomas
HOLMES, James
JOHNSTON, John
KEEYS (?)

KEMP, John

KEMYS, John (?)
KRICKHOF, Frederick
LADYMAN, John
LOGAN, J.
LONGMAN, LUKEY & CO.
LONGSHALL, John
PLENIUS, John
PRINGLE, Arch.
RELFE, John
ROUCHEAD, Andrew
SLADE, Charles
STEWART, Neil

VAN KAMP

VESEY, Richard
WATSON, John
WEBER, Ferd.
WELMAN, Stephen
WILBROOK, John
WOOLFINDEN, John
ZOFFE, John

Table 3.1. Forty English Spinet Makers (Source = BM3)
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'GROWTH IN KNOWN ENGLISH SPINETS (1956-1995) FROM EIGHT LEADING

MAKERS

| B1 B2 BM3

1. Hitchcock Family | 34 | 41 52
2. Harris Family (excl. B.H) | 14 16 | 23
3. Baker Harris | 14 20 | 21
4. Keene Shop | 16 | 27 | 30
5. Thos. Barton 0 | 11 | 15
6. Jos. Mahoon | 6 9 | 13
7. L&B (Culliford) 5 9 | 11
8. John Player 4 | 7 10
Total 93 140 175

Table 3.2. Known English Spinets (1956-1995).

This table shows that almost 80-percent of the growth in the extant spinet count (B2 up to BM3)
was from eight major contributing makers, possibly suggesting that most future finds will
continue to be of spinets from these major makers rather than from the less significant shops.'?

B. The Virginal Makers

Summary

Out of 12 virginal makers leaving us with surviving virginals, just two — John Player and Stephen
Keene — have left us with surviving spinets.

Over a third of the 20 dated extant virginals were made from 1668 to 1684, suggesting a late,
¢.1680-or- so, start for commercial spinet making.

If so, this further confirms the spinet that Charles Haward finished in 1668 is uncoupled from the
steady extant spinet series dating from the 1680s.

A likely explanation is that the 1668 spinet was begun and then left unfinished by John Haward-
the-Elder at the time of his death in 1667. Given the 10-15-year hiatus in spinet-making the

spinet must have been seen as irrelevant by Charles Haward, his rivals, and their customers at
that time.

A century later, after the foreign-born piano makers had established the popularity of their new
instrument, many spinet makers turned to piano-building.

19 For the chart and the tables, the counts cannot be considered numerically exact, but they are

statistically usable. No correction has been made for known Haward double-counting, f
each attribution has required an ad hoc decision to be made. 9. for example, and
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The Virginal Makers -Text

Of the 12 makers of the 20 signed virginals, only two: John Player and Stephen Keene, have
left us with any spinets. From a manufacturing perspective, the spinet is a very different
instrument than a virginal, and the other 10 makers may not have satisfactorily made the
transition.

The fact that no fewer than seven of the 20 dated extant virginals (35-percent) were made
between 1668 and 1684, could be one important piece of evidence of a late, 1680-or-so,
commercial spinet beginning.

When the Haward spinet was finished in 1668, none of the younger Hawards and none of the
other virginal makers seemed to feel the need, then, to follow John Haward-the-Elder’s curious
lead. They had all been schooled in making a very complex and dissimilar instrument. The
familiar virginal was still what their customers knew and wanted. A century later, in contrast,
many, perhaps most, spinet makers seemed to have no reluctance in turning to the making of
pianos. However, most did so a generation after Zumpe’s first known square (1766) and only
after the foreign-born “12 Apostles” (an 18thC term) had secured their advantage.
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CHAPTER 4 MASTERS AND APPRENTICES

A. General

The Boalch Listings — Summary
In all three editions: 22 Masters / 65 Apprentices of the Joiners’ Co 1622 — 1758 were listed.

All Masters, today, are familiar names, but fewer than half of their apprentices became free and
only three of them left surviving instruments.

Graduation rates show a wide variation: A majority of John Haward’s were freed in contrast with
a quarter or fewer of Townsend's or Player’s.

Four Hawards were responsible for about a third of the apprentice total — the senior John
Haward for at least 11 — over several decades.

There were two parallel dynasties: White’s and Haward’s, and only one apprer_\tice linked the
two: John Sandles, who was transferred to Charles Haward from Thomas Hill in the 1680s.

A listing weakness: only two masters were also listed as apprentices earlier; yet, all had to have
been apprenticed earlier.

The Boalch Listings —Text

All three editions of Boalch (B1, B2, BM3) list “Some London Apprentices 1622 — 1758". These
record 66 London apprentices and 22 masters from the records of the Joiners’ Co to the death
of George Il. The names of all these masters are familiar to us as virginal or spinet makers and
all but four (T Hill, N Farnaby, T Markham, T Haward) have left us with surviving instruments;
yet, of the 29 apprentices who became freemen, only three (J Harris , R Vesey, R Welman) did
so. Presumably the other 26 must have made virginals or spinets, although none of their
instruments have survived. It is important to note: these 29 apprentices who became freemen
were in the minority — over half, apparently never did.

Ten of the masters listed supervised two or more apprentices over the years:

The John Hawards (3)
Gabriel Townsend
John Player

Thomas White
Stephen Keene
Thomas Barton
Edward Blunt
Thomas Haward
Chas Haward

Cawton Aston

NN WWWO oo 5

Except for Thomas Haward and the John Hawards, these masters all left us wi

instruments. th surviving

One measure of a master’s pedagogical success would have to be th ' i
_ : _ € proportion of h
apprentices being granted their freedom. Based on these listings, the s%ccpess rates OlfS the
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major masters differed rather significantly. At the one extreme, just two (22%) of Townsend's,
two (25%) of Player’s, and three (38%) of the Thomas Whites’ apprentices became freemen
according to the Joiners’ Co records; yet,10 (63%) of the combined John Hawards’ apprentices
were granted their freedom. The 16 apprentices under the John Hawards accounted for just
under a quarter of all the listed apprentices but just over a third of those who were granted their
freedom. Although five Hawards were evidently responsible for the 21 total Haward apprentice
count, John Haward-the-elder was probably responsible for at least 11, and possibly 15 of them.

Given the Haward-centrality of this thesis, these Boalch lists are particularly valuable to us for
four reasons:

First, they strongly suggest that the elder John Haward was England’s largest string
keyboard instrument builder in half, or more, of the 17 century.

Second, he must have taken on two of his earliest recorded apprentices in 1617 and
1618 at the latest.

Third, if in 1617 he had to have been at least age 24 (allowing for three years as a
journeyman after being granted his freedom at 2120, he must have been born in 1593 at
the latest: and, therefore, when Joiners’ Co records show that he died in 1667, he had to

have been in his mid-70s.

Finally, in 1622, the year of the Knole harpsichord, a uniquely significant and complex
instrument requiring a wide variety of in-house talents, John Haward had no fewer than
three apprentices working for him: William Dutton, John Cooke, and Orlando Edwardes.

Since both Dutton and Cooke were just two to three years shy of being granted their freedom,
they each must have had four to five years of Haward-supervised work experience by 1622.
This, in part, requires us to take a fresh look at the conclusions of Frank Hubbard and Raymond
Russell about this singularly important harpsichord which we are doing in the appendix section.

Perhaps the high Haward graduation rate came with a cost. His apprentices who became
freemen might have been subject to less rigorous training than those trained by others in the
Thomas White line.2! There are two pieces of evidence for this:

First, out of the 21 apprentices assigned to the Hawards, none have left us with any
virginals or spinets. However, perhaps too much should not be made of this, for only
Keene among Player apprentices?? and Vesey among Keene apprentices have left us
with instruments.

Second, the indifferent workmanship shown on Haward’s 1683, 1684, and 1689-dated
spinets is markedly inferior to that on surviving Players and Keene’s.23 24

The apprentice, Joseph Sandles, was reassigned from Thomas Hill to Charles Haward
sometime between 1680 and 1689. This is the only connection between the White and Haward

20 Martin made this observation (1992:19).

21 Player and Keene had both been apprentices of Gabriel Townsend, who, in turn, had been a Thomas
White apprentice.

22 Keene had been reassigned to Player on the death of Townsend.
23 See Appendix A.

24 Most of the Haward spinet ‘16XX’, however, shows craftsmanship at least equal to that found on
Players and Keenes.

20



n nsi h ign- update and
one responsible for the design- up

ade foun inets an 7 may h been th
workmanship- upgrade found on Haward’s sp! ets ‘c.1685" and 1687. He may have been ihe

one responsible for the more conventional reconstruction of the 168I3 Havr]a{sehfggzlzr;?:;
whose nominal date may be the year of its reconstruction as it clearly 1s O :

Earlier, Sandles had begun his apprenticeship with Player.2> |
In addition to possibly less stringent training of apprentices under John Haward is the further

issue of freedom through patrimony. Charles, as well as a Thomas and one rc]Jf tllwctje rt]w\?ejunlor
Johns were so admitted. Did they receive the sort of rigorous training they should ha

received as normal apprentices?

A closing caveat about the Boalch listings: they cannot be qonsidered complete; for of the 21
masters, only two (John Harris and Thomas Hill) were also listed as apprentices. Yet, most of
the other 19 must have been trained earlier by somebody, and this should have been recorded.

lines on record. Sandles may have been the

The Martin Biographies — Summary

Darryl Martin (2003) listed 122 “Known Virginal Builders” with biographical information, including
50 of the 65 London apprentices listed in Boalch. Although these listings overlap, the 15 that
Martin excluded fell outside the virginal period and Boalch’s was confined to London makers.

Martin demonstrated the existence of a senior Thomas White — the patriarch of a long line of
Virginal and spinet makers.

There could have been a single direct connection from Thomas White to the Harris family in the
late 18thC.

A correction to an apparent error: John Haward'’s last apprentice (1658-67) appears to have
been Corney Barres rather than Philip Jones, based on Jones’ virginal design evidence as
determined by Martin. Both men were given the same specific dates and the same nine-year
apprentice span.

The Martin Biographies - Text

Using four named sources, Martin (2003:300-12) created a detailed makers'’ register of 122
“Known Virginal Builders”. While 53 of these were obscure apprentices — the majority of whom
were never, apparently, granted their freedom, many of the rest have to be considered
acknowledged instrument builders, and this register is a valuable fleshing out of the listing of the
65 London apprentices found in all Boalch editions.

Both of Fhese lists should be considered together, for Martin's has omitted 15 apprentices that
fall outside of the virginal period 26 and the Boalch lists are confined to London makers.

Expanding a footnote in the Boalch listings, Martin has explained that our knowledge of the
existence of a senior Thomas White, a Thomas White I, is based on Gabriel Townsend’s
freedom, which was granted in 1625. We know that a Thomas White Il was clearly too young to

25 Because of this, a possible tie of this rebuilt Haward harpsichord to that descri i
i | : escribed in th
manuscript, thought by Martin to be of Player design, could make a worthwhile s'(udy_I e Talbott

26 Seven of these were not later shown as freemen of the Joiners’ Co.
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have been his master. Hence, despite Martin's caveat, “this individual may not have existed”
(2003:312), | feel we can be virtually sure that he did exist and there were three generations of
this pre-eminent instrument-making family, who have left us with six of the 20 dated, surviving
virginals plus an apprentice succession extending well into the spinet period. This senior
Thomas White had to have been the pioneer. Of the six White virginals, two were made by his
grandson, John, and four, probably by his son, Thomas. Since the earliest is dated 1638, none
of the four were likely made by Thomas Senior, however.

Of the eight apprentices (other than Townsend) assigned to a Thomas White, only two were
assigned prior to 1635: John Dermore (1629) and Thomas Stevenson (c.1622) — two of only
three White apprentices that would become free. While | would agree with Martin that it is not
possible to determine which Thomas White was the master of any of these eight, it is likely that
at least six were assigned to Thomas White Il and not his father.

There is a possible connection between the Thomas White's and the Harris family — the leading
spinet makers in the 31 quarter of the 18thC. The Boalch listings and Martin both show that a
John Harris was apprenticed for ten years (1675-85) to Stephen Keene, who had been an
apprentice to Gabriel Townsend in 1655 (before being turned over to John Player). John Sison,
son of the early spinet maker, Benjamin Sison, was, in turn, an apprentice to this John Harris,
and Martin established this was after 1688. Both sources show that a James Harris was the
father of John. Granted, “Harris” is a common name, but could James have been an ancestor
to the late 18thC Harrises: Baker, John, Joseph, and William?

An apparent error should be addressed if not absolutely resolved. There is a question about
John Haward-the-elder’s last apprentice: Was it Corney Barres or Philip Jones? The Boalch
listings show that a Corney Barres, bound 1658, free 1667, was assigned to “John Haward-the-
elder”. This listing fails to show Philip Jones as an apprentice, although it does list Jones as the
master over the apprentice, Thomas Small in 1671. In the text of three editions of Boaich,
Jones was mentioned as being apprenticed to John Haward for eight years (actually, just over
nine years) from an ultra-specific “13 July 1658 until the date of his freedom in “August 1667".
The year-dates and the longer than usual apprenticeship span is identical for both men. Martin
reprinted the Barres listing information and also the Jones biographical data, eliminated the
dating-specificity, and then concluded that Jones had to have worked as a journeyman for
Keene before setting up on his own in 1671. His two conclusions were evidently based on
similar characteristics he found on Jones' 1671 virginal to the two survivors made by Keene?’
and recognized that the name and date on Jones’ virginal meant he was then the owner of a
shop and not just a journeyman.

It is most unlikely that there were two apprentices working for John Haward at exactly the same
time and for the same nine years each. | believe the Joiners’ Co records must be considered
more reliable than the unsupported biographical entries. The biographical-entries’ “8-years” is
at variance with its overly-precise dates and its writer may have just as easily confused the two
well-known masters, Keene and Haward. Finally, after working nine years with John Haward,
would Jones, as an independent shop owner, be inclined to incorporate a whole new set of shop
practices recently picked up as Keene's journeyman? | believe Jones must have undergone his
apprentice training with Keene, and Corney Barres, as Joiners’ records tell us, was John
Haward-the-elder’s last apprentice — free in 1667, the year of John Haward’s death.

27 He described it as “clearly related” (2003:13).
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The Mole Chart - Summary

Peter Mole (2009:392) prepared a condensed but highly useful c;hart shO\Q/ing “M?\?tehrt/ ot
Apprenticeship Relationships” from Gabriel Townsend to “The Hitchcocks”. It highlights he v\;o
legs of the White succession through Player and through Keene plus the short collaboration o

their apprentices: Aston and Barton.

There is no mention of or connection to the Haward dynasty running parallel to White's through
most of the 17thC.

The chart's value is that it encourages us to focus on descent.

The Mole Chart - Text

Peter Mole (2009:392) has given us an abbreviated but highly useful chart of “Master /
Apprenticeship Relationships” from Gabriel Townsend to “The Hitchcocks”. It shows graphically
the bifurcation of the White line separating Player and Keene. It also shows the brief but
important alliance of Cawton Aston (trained by Player) and Thomas Barton (trained by Keene),
but not the earlier and interesting Keene apprenticeship — initially (1655) under Townsend but
then followed by Townsend'’s former apprentice, Player. It displays the important, on-going
relationship of several leading spinet makers following after Keene. Because it is restricted to
Thomas White’s line, it is unable to incorporate Benjamin Sison, a fourth, early spinet-maker, or
any of the Hawards, however.

Specifically, it lets us see a direct connection from the unlisted and un-named Whites through
the Hitchcocks, reaching, possibly, even to the late 18thC Harrises — makers of so many
surviving spinets.

In contrast to the White — Hitchcock ladder, the Hawards, which would have formed a parallel
ladder, despite all their apprentices and their extended family, had become a garth or cul-de-
sac, perhaps a decade or so before the close of the 17thC.

While the information conveyed on this chart may be skeletal. it directs our thinking and prods
us to ‘fill in the blanks’.
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B. The Hawards
John Haward-The-Elder - Summary

John-the elder, the patriarch, was born in 1593 or before and died in 1667.
Pepys is believed to have visited his shop at St Helen’s, Bishopsgate, in February 1661.

John Haward-The-Elder — Text

The family patriarch, “John-the Elder” was born in 1593 or before and Joiners’ Co records show
he died in 1667, age 74 or more. In 1649, and probably for many years earlier and later, he
lived in St Helen's Parish, Bishopsgate. Apparently, in 1668 there were no Hawards still living
there. Pepys went to Bishopsgate according to his diary (4 April 1668) and finding a
“Harpsichon-maker” no longer there, he went, instead, to Charles Haward's in Aldgate2® where
he found an unfinished “espinette”. Seven years before, on 26 Feb 1661, he may have
convinced a friend to back out of a harpsichord purchase because they were unable to lower the
£14 price: “The master not being at home, we could make no bargain®. The “master” on
Bishopsgate Street, then, was probably John Haward-the-elder. There was, presumably a
workman at the shop in 1661 who was unable to negotiate a better price, but possibly it was a
family member.

The Younger Hawards — Summary

There appears to have been five Hawards born about 35 — 45 years after John-the-elder: two
Johns, probably two Thomases, and one Charles.

In this generation, only Charles has left any examples of his work. We have no birth dates and
a death date (1689) only for Charles.

The Younger Hawards - Text

The younger Haward line is tenebrous. There appears to have been five Hawards born about
35 — 45 years after the senior, John Haward. We have the dates of freedom of four and the
some-time addresses of three. Two were named John, two (assuming a Thomas Howard was
Thomas Haward) were named Thomas, and the fifth was named Charles. A John, a Thomas,
and Charles, who became freemen of the Joiners’ Co through patrimony within a few years of
each other, were probably brothers and, arguably sons of John-the-elder. Their dates of
freedom were 1652, 1657, and 1660, respectively. Assuming these three had been trained in
John-the-elder’s shop, other non-family apprentices must have been there at the same time.

A second, older, John, was free in 1648 — but not through patrimony. Remarkably, through most
of this man’s apprentice- period, there were no other John Haward apprentices-of-record for
several of those years. Clearly, although undoubtedly related, he cannot have been a brother to

28 Although both diary translations refer to ‘Aldgate’, unaccountably Martin (2003:299) substituted
“Aldersgate” and Mole later questioned whether Pepys had confused the two (2008:94). Aldgate is close
to and just northeast of Seething Lane where Pepys lived and he had to have known the difference.
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another John, and, therefore, to a Thomas, and Charles. A year after his freed’orrg hﬁomsaya?:Ve
stayed on as a journeyman, however, for his address continued to be St Helen's Bishopsgate.

We know of another Thomas, but have little information about him. We know that in 1650 th|§
Thomas bound an apprentice, Hugh Brome. Because of this, Thomas mugt have been bqrn in
1626 or before and had to have become a free man in 1647 or earlier. . This was pQSS|ny just a
year before the non-brother John's freedom. According to infornjat?on in Boalch, this Thoma;
may have taken on another apprentice in 1658 that is not in the listing, for he was recorded in
Joiners' Co records as "Master of the Apprentices” in both 1650 and 1653.

| have been critical of Charles Haward’s workmanship, which could reflect the possible .
insufficiency of his patrimonial training. But he and John-the-elder, alone, have left us with
examples of their work. For the others, we have no birth or death dates a.nd.no recprd of '
Joiners' Co heirs. Today, they are just incorporeal names. Because of this, in my view, their
relationship value to us today is slight. What is important is that all five can be considered to be
directly connected to the notable John-the-elder and sadly, all had to have made keyboard
instruments that have entirely disappeared. At least, here in this thesis, they are being named.

Two Parallel 17th Century Lines - Summary

In the 17thC there appear to have been two parallel instrument-making lines begun by
contemporaries, Thomas White and John Haward.

While the number of apprentices trained by Haward and his family members is far greater than
those trained directly or indirectly by White, several White-dynasty names are well known to us
today because of their surviving instruments, whereas none of the Hawards are. There are no
known surviving virginals by any Haward family or dynasty makers but 16 virginals can be tied
to makers trained in the White school.

Two Parallel 17t Century Lines - Text

In the 17thC, there were evidently two parallel string keyboard instrument-making lines headed
by patriarchs Thomas White | and John Haward-the-elder. Both were apparently born in the
1590s and both took on their first apprentices at about the same time. They had to have known
each other and they could even have been trained together, but we have no evidence for this.
The number of apprentices trained and, particularly, the number granted their freedom, is far
greater for John Haward'’s line than for Thomas White's; yet, several of White's are well-known
to us today through their virginals whereas none of Haward'’s are.

Today, all nine London makers of surviving named English virginals have a probable or certain
Thomas White stamp, and as a group they account for 16 of the 19 surviving named virginals.
There are no virginals from the Haward line — just six spinets, a harpsichord, and quite possibly
the shell of a second harpsichord (see the appendix section). '
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Haward Virginals? — Summary

There could have been a harpsichord-making bent by the Haward dynasty that was only
marginally in direct competition with the White dynasty and its virginals. But the evidence is,
unfortunately, scant, and, in part, contradictory.

Haward Virginals? — Text

One might ask: Was the virginal of much importance to the Hawards? We know John Haward-
the-elder was the attributed inventor of the ‘Pedal’ — a pedal-operated harpsichord that seems to
have nearly doubled the price of a standard hand-operated harpsichord. It was a harpsichord
“made for Mrs The” that Pepys saw at the maker's premises on Bishopsgate Street in 1661 (26
Feb). It was a “small harpsichon” that he intended to buy when he went first to a “harpsichon-
maker” on Bishopsgate Street, and then when he found he was no longer there, to Charles
Haward's in 1668 (4 April). When he purchased his spinet three months later (13 July), there
was a playable harpsichord there in Charles Haward's shop at the time. The survival rate of
17thC English harpsichords is close to nil, but evidently many were made. Could it be that the
Hawards and some of their apprentices could make a living making and selling these senior
instruments while leaving most of the virginals to others?

Running counter to such a conclusion is the reference to Charles Haward “that makes virginals”
in Pepys' diary (4 April 1668) and Keene's 1671 description of himself as a “Maker of
Harpsichons and Virginals”.

The Haward Apprentices — Summary

For three quarters of the 17thC, 21 apprentices were assigned to the Hawards. At least 11,
perhaps 15, were assigned to John Haward-the-elder. Of the 21, only eight failed to become
free.

For nearly a quarter of a century, John Haward-the-elder oversaw at least two apprentices at the
same time — and three in at least five of those years. One year was 1622, the year the Knole
harpsichord was made.

Working back from the year of freedom of his two earliest recorded apprentices, we can
determine John-the-elder must have been born in 1593 or before and was at least 74 in 1667 —
the year of his death.

There is a hard-to-understand 6-year apprenticeship hiatus that coincided with a junior John
Haward's apprentice-training in the 1640s suggesting the two John Hawards were working
together but were unassisted by any outsiders.

A Thomas Howard, or Haward, is named on Joiners’ Co records as “Master of Apprentices”.
Nevertheless, he evidently had just three apprentices in the 14 years beginning in 1650. Two of
these became free, however, after seven years.

Charles Haward took on his first apprentice in 1670. Since this apprentice never became free,
he may not have remained long. At some point in the 1680s, Charles Haward took on his
second apprentice, John Sandles, who had started under Thomas Hill in 1680. He became free
in 1689 — the year of Charles Haward’s death. Sandles could have been the one that brought
an innovative spinet design to Charles Haward, but that suggests the unlikelihood of its design
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coming from Hill. Someone new to the shop, however, was possibly responsible for the Haward
design-change and Sandles is the only workman we know of.

Despite their large extended family and their many freed apprentices, the entire Haward line
came to an early, quiet end — undoubtedly before the end of the 17thC.

The Haward Apprentices — Text

Over three-quarters of the 17thC, there were 21 apprentices assigned to a John Haward -
probably three Johns, and probably two Thomas Hawards (from ¢.1617 to 1689). Of these, at
least 11, and perhaps as many as 15 could have been assigned to the senior John Haward. Of
this Haward total of 21 apprentices, only eight failed to become free — a better-than 60-percent
success rate.

HAWARD APPRENTICES - A CHRONOLOGICAL LISTING

JOHN HAWARD MASTER

<1617 - 1624 W. Dutton
<1618 - 1625 J. Cooke
1622 - X O. Edwardes
1627 — 1635 B. Dawson
1629 - X T. Forcer

- 1640 A. Norton
1631 - X J. Hudson
1632 — 1642 E. Poole
1642 - X J. Bate

1648 — 1655 T. Greene
1651 — 1659 W. Barfoot
1652 — 1672 H. Avery
1652 — X T. Thorne
1653 — 1663 J. Howard
1658 — 1667 C. Barres
1661 — X B. Frawlins T e
THOMAS HAWARD MASTER

1650 — X H. Brome
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1653 — 1660
1656 — 1663

CHARLES HAWARD MASTER
1670 — X
1680's — 1689

Table 4.1. Haward Apprentices.

"P. Elliot

J. Crosse (Howard)

J. Robinson

J. Sandles (from Hill)

From the late teens to the early ‘40s, John Haward-the-elder had at least two apprentices in his
shop in all but a couple of those years and he had three working with him in at least five of those
years. In 1622, the year of the semi-extant Knole harpsichord: William Dutton, John Cooke,
and Orlando Edwardes were all working with him that year. If John Haward-the-elder had to be
at least 24 when he took on his first apprentice (Martin 2003:13) in 1617 or before, he must
have been born in 1593 at the latest, and he was at least 74 in 1667 — the year of his death.

The hiatus from 1642 to 1648, exactly corresponds with the apprenticeship of a second John,
who would have worked at John-the-elder’'s shop from 1641 or before to 1648, when he became
free.2® But can it be that John (2) was John-the-elder’s only assistant for six years?

16717 18 13 2 212223 24 29 2€ 27 2€ 28 3431 37 37 D4 3 IE 3T J£ 22 aqar 42 4T 44 4

1620 1630 1640

AE 4T 4% 45 5Q%1 52 53 54 54

1650

56 57 56 59 6061 62 62 64 6Y6E 6T 68 65 TQT T2 73 14 THT6 77 78 79 6Q 81 82 62 64 85

1660 1670 1680

Legend: Red = Chas Howard:;

Black = John Howard.

29 A third John, clearly not a brother of John (2) became free by patrimony in 1657.
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Figure 4.1. Haward Apprentices Timeline.

In the pre-hiatus years of the 1640s, the chart suggests a pattern of John Haward’s of bringing

on a new apprentice each year. Then later, in every one of the pqst-hiatus yearsdf;fom 1 t6_55t1 (tjo
1662, it seems either three or four apprentices per year were assigned to the undifierentiaté
John Hawards. Remarkably, five of these seven apprentices became free.

Before taking his first apprentice, John Robinson, in 1670, Charles Haward was apparently
working alone.3° Since Robinson never became free, he would have left before 1677 — perhaps
several years before. Sometime in the 1680s Charles took over Joseph1 Sandles, who had

begun under Thomas Hill in 1680.

If it could be shown that it was Sandles who was the one who brought fresh ideas abqut spinet-
making to Charles Haward'’s shop in the mid — late- "80s, this would have been a part}cularly
auspicious transfer. The problem is that Hill, his former master, had been an apprentice of John
Player’s in the 1660s where he undoubtedly never made or even saw a spinet. Also, Haward'’s
two late spinets appear to have several features that were in advance of anything made by his
Player and Keene rivals before the end of the 17thC. Sandles was freed in 1689 — the year of
Charles Haward's death. While Sandles and Charles Haward would have worked together to
the end, did Haward’s innovative ideas come from a third, and unknown, source?

There was a Thomas Haward named in Joiners’ Co records as “Master of Apprentices” in 1650
and 1657. However, the Joiners’' Co records show he had just three apprentices: Hugh Brome
in 1650, Peter Elliot in 1653, and, assuming “Thomas Howard” was Thomas Haward, John
Crosse in 1656. These last two became free after seven years.

In contrast to the Thomas White line, which continued through Keene and the Hitchcocks to the
late 18thC, the Haward line, family and apprentices, despite their large numbers, seem to have
come to a quiet end — undoubtedly before the close of the 17thC.

30.On 4 April 1668, Pepys wrote in his diary, “called upon one Hayward”
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CHAPTER 5 GENESIS AND DECLINE

A. The Spinet’s Genesis

Summary
The view that the spinet was introduced to England in 1660 “or shortly before” is erroneous.
But we do know one was finished and sold in 1668.

Based largely on music publication evidence, there was an apparent 10 — 15-year hiatus in
spinet-making from the solitary instrument completed for Pepys in 1668 to the early 1680s.

Its bizarre, unfamiliar form may have delayed its acceptance.

The Spinet’s Genesis - Text

Martin expressed the view that the English spinet was introduced, “via France, probably at the
time of the Restoration (1660) or shortly beforehand” (2003:226). Mole used the 1660 year as
the initial date of his “period under study”: (2009:1).

To sanction this ¢.1660 date, we would have to ask, who would have introduced it to England,
given that Gerolamo Zenti's year at the London court was three years later and even his period
at the French court was after this early year.3

We do know from his diary that a spinet was finished and then sold to Samuel Pepys in 1668.
Following the completion of this spinet, however, there is an unexpected lack of evidence of any
commercial production of another such instrument for more than a decade — by anyone. If
Charles Haward had made any within a short period after 1668, then his two major competitors,
John Player and Stephen Keene, would surely have done so, too. If they had, music
publications would have reflected that. Until some time after 1678, though, they evidently never
did. Some of these dated keyboard publications are revealing:

1663 Musick’s Hand-Maide: Presenting New and Pleasant Lessons for Virginals or
Harpsycon. (Printed for John Playford (1623-86) (A virginal is pictured).

1669 In the second book of John Playford's Select Ayres and Dialogues: |If any person
desire to be furnished with good new virginals and Harpsichons, If they send to Mr Playford’s
shop, they may be furnished at reasonable rates to their content.32

1671 In the sixth edition of John Playford’s Introduction to the skill of music: Mr Stephen
Keene, Maker of Harpsichone and Virginals, dwelleth now in Threadneedle street at the sign of
the Virginal, who maketh them exactly good, both for sound and substance.33

31Although Zenti is the acknowledged spinet inventor, no English or French Zenti spinets are known to
have survived. Also, it should be noted: at this time, no extant French spinet is believed to pre-date
1680.

32 Source: Rimbault 1860:84.

33 Source: The Harpsichord, v.5, #3, 1972:14.
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ctions for the Virginals or Harpsychord.
d with a bowed instrument held at the
terminal ‘e’).34

1678 Musicks Hand-Maid: New Lessons and Instru
(Note the term now, ‘Harpsychord’. A virginal is picture 0O _
chin of a performer as well as a third hand-held instrument. ‘Maid’ had lost its

1689 The Second Part of Musick’s Hand-Maid: Containing the Newe‘st Lessons, G'row.vds,'
Sarabands, Minuets and Jiggs set for the Virginals, Harpsichord, and Spme,t. ('I"he' vnrgmal is still
the instrument pictured. ‘Virginals' remained plural but not the ‘harpsichord’ or :splnet . Tyventy-
one years after Pepys' diary entries, there was no longer an initial ‘e’ or doubleft plus ‘e’ In
‘spinet’. By this time both ‘harpsichord’ and ‘spinet’ both had their modern spellings. Even at
this date, however, ‘virginals’ was listed first; ‘spinet’, last).

1696 Purcell’'s posthumous A Choice Collection of Lessons for the Harpsichord or Spinet
(sold by Henry, son of John Playford). (By this late date, Charles Haward had been dead for
seven years and his major competitors, Keene and Player, had been making spinets for at least
a decade. If many virginals remained in use, publishers evidently no longer viewed their owners
as a significant source of music sales).

What seems clear is this: The unfinished spinet seen by Pepys in April 1668 had to have been
anomalous. Charles Haward was certainly not turning them out “speculatively” and there is
nothing to suggest Pepys was given his choice of several. Today, fully seven of the 20 known
surviving English virginals are dated 1668 and after — the latest, 1684. The virginal market
seems to have remained strong into the 1680s, and until then, the new spinet-form must have
appeared puzzling to potential customers.35

B. The Spinet’s Decline

Summary

The spinet's decline beginning at the close of the third quarter of the 18thC strikingly resembles
that of virginals precisely a century earlier.

However, from 1766, there was continuity in square-piano making in contrast to the apparent 10
- 15-year gap after 1668 in commercial spinet making. Also, in contrast to both virginals and
spinets, until about 1780, early pianos were built, perhaps solely, by immigrant makers.

Whil_e Kirkman, who had earlier made spinets, began to market Beyer square pianos in 1772,
his rival firm, Shudi-Broadwood, only began to make them in 1780.

Over the 1775-85 decade, the spinet was slowly becoming seen as dated — for both ocular and
tonal reasons.

A lustrum-grouping of dated English spinets shows an apparent survival pi

. ed Eng pickup around 1760
followed by a decline beginning in the late 1770s. A third of the dated Englishpspinets listed in
BM3 were from the George lll-era — the post-Hitchcock years.

34 Source: MT 1 Oct 1904:633.

35 My grandmother (1877 — 1974) was no stranger to the keybo i
L : . ard, ha i
original Carngegne Hall in the 1890s and later having taught Sgano lesso\r,:: g\?\llﬁé?\dl z?ethoc;, °n in th.e
of my first spinet shortly before her death, her reaction was, "My, that's certainly a eg vre lher a picture
instrument”. Virginal purchasers 300 years before could have related similarly to tﬁat :l:\r&gg |:<I2)?board
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The Spinet’s Decline - Text

Following a late rise from about 1760 to 1775, the decline in surviving dated spinets in the
1780s seems to be strikingly similar to the rise and then decline in surviving dated virginals
exactly a century before.

THE FIRST KNOWN SPINET: 1668

| 1650's Surviving Dated Virginals 4
| 1660's | Surviving Dated Virginals 5
1670's Surviving Dated Virginals 5
| 1680's - VSLjrviving Dated Virginals | 1
Table 5.1. The Virginal’s Decline.
THE FIRST KNOWN SQUARE PIANO: 1766
1750's | Surviving Dated Spinets - 10 ﬁ
| 1760's | Surviving Dated Spinets . 24
| 177d’s | | Surviving Dated Spinets | 26
| 17870'3 W | Surviving Dated Spinets | 12

Table 5.2. The Spinet’s Decline.

In both cases, after the introduction of the new instrument, there was no evidence of a sales
decline for the established instrument for well over a decade. However, whereas there was no
apparent spinet-making activity until about 1680 or so, surviving pianos of the 1770s are not
uncommon today.36 It is worth noting the last known dated London spinet is a 1787 Harrison
and the last known dated English spinet is a 1789 Argent — made in Cambridge. The latest
surviving dated English 37 virginal was made a century earlier in 1684 by Thomas Bolton.

One major difference in these two similar supersessions is this: In 1680 or so, there were just
three major virginal makers who moved cautiously into spinet making. In contrast, by 1780, a

3% One piece of evidence of a probable spinet-making slowdown in the mid-1780s is in a Longman &
Broderip, Culliford-signed spinet of mine dated 1785; the back of the soundboard is pencil-dated ‘1783'.
This could reflect either a low production rate or a manufacture of parts in batches — or both.

37 We can thank Darryl Martin for the important clarification of its maker.
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large number of German-immigrant makers, often referred to as “The 12 Apostles” (Deval

1991), were making and successfully selling square pianos.3® .
keted by Jacob Kirkman, under his name,

[ ting that arly as 1772, pianos mar _
s beliovad 1 have hean a : (Cole 1995:99). This is nine years after the

were believed to have been made by Adam Beyer
latest extent tentatively-dated spinet.3®

Kirkman's rival firm, Shudi-Broadwood, which had evidently never m_ade spinets, only F)egan to
make their first square pianos eight years later. According to Alastair Lagrence_ (1 998.25),
Broadwood's square piano production escalated sharply each year after its beglnnlngs in 1‘780.
In the first five years, their production of about one a week rose to three a week in the late ‘80s
and to eight a week in the early- ‘90s. By the end of 1795, Broadwood had ma_de 3000 square
pianos in the preceding 15 years. This is, perhaps, about half of England’s estimated spinet
total over a century.4°

Over the decade 1775-85, the spinet was apparently only slowly becoming seen as dated. It
had become somewhat suggestive in appearance to the harpsichord, and then to the early
grand piano. With a typically, more central string plucking- point around C2, it was tonally more
piano-compatible than many of its predecessors. Evidently, late spinet buyers, while
appreciating the rich appearance of the harpsichord, seem to have been less enamoured of its
bright sound. This could reflect a different market, however.

In the 1780s, the piano’s escapements, “additional keys”, and “French stands” were still to
come, but 1780s pianos with enlarged case sizes,4' adding greater tonal sonority to their
existing tonal control; with their light, usually painted, sycamore (satinwood in the ‘90s)
faceboards; and their light, less-intrusive, furniture-compatible forms - were the new norm. In
the 1780s, floral-painted white-dial clocks were, likewise, pushing aside their brass, composite-
dial predecessors. In this era, the new emphasis was on lightness. Delicacy was in the air - in
visual arts as well as in music.42

There were 132 specifically-dated English spinets listed in BM3. That number is slightly less
than half of the spinet total and dated examples were skewed to the later spinets. Spinets from
the first half of the 18thC and before, often undated, were under-represented: for example, just
four of the ¢.50 Hitchcocks were dated. However, the following chart shows a possibly
meaningful pickup in surviving spinets from the early 1760s to the late 1770s. The lustrum-
grouping shows this more clearly than a decade grouping would.

This high proportion from 1760 — 75 could reflect a high survival rate for late spinets, generally.
This is a tentative conclusion that will be addressed in the following chapter. The 43 dated

surviving spinets from this 15-year era are a third of the total number of dated spinets from all
periods of the spinet century.

38 Also see Badura-Skoda (GSJ 2004:231-33).

%9 The seven extant Kirkman spinets (1748 — 1755(A)) are believed t i '
workshop in Kirkman’s early years. ) © have been made in the Kirkman
40 According to Laurence (1998:23) there are two surviving 1780-dated pi i

. . . . - a -
uniquely and interestingly bearing the combined Shudi-Broadwood n:ach)as.noS from this shop - both

41 Coincidentally, both spinets and square pianos began with wali-|

. . engths j i
discusses the spinet-length — date correlation in his dissertation 9Ts Just over four feet. Morris

42 The late Chris Bannister, a harpsichord-making friend, once

design as “the reaction to good taste”! (PC) described Empire - Early Victorian
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CHAPTER 6 SURVIVAL RATE

A. Three Estimate Sources

Summary
We have dates or date-ranges plus serial numbers for:
Hitchcock spinets
Baker Harris spinets

Shudi / Broadwood harpsichords

Three Estimate Sources - Text

For our use in estimating English spinet survival, we are fortunate in having serial numbers and,
at least, date estimates from Morris, Mole, and Hackett, for all extant Hitchcock spinets.

We are also fortunate in having both serial numbers and dates from BM3 for 10 Baker Harris
spinets.

Beyond these two, there is a dearth of spinet-making data. However, we have both serial
numbers and dates for Shudi and Shudi / Broadwood harpsichords which we can examine for
possible relevance.

Hitchcock Estimate - Summary

Using B2 counts and assuming a single number series, Morris estimated a 2-percent survival
rate for all Hitchcock spinets.

Determining a “Thomas-Free 1701” and finding three number series, Mole refined this analysis.
Assuming 43 Hitchcock survivors and a minimum output of 825 spinets, Mole estimated the
survival rate to be just over 4-percent. By allowing for a “surprising” output of 1200, though, his
survival estimate would drop to just 3-percent.

Using my count of 52 surviving Hitchcock spinets and an output of ¢.1000, the survival rate
would rise to 5-percent — still lamentably low for these soundly-constructed spinets.
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Hitchcock Estimate - Text

Using B2 counts and assuming a single number series, Morris egtimated a survival' rate of 2
percent for all Hitchcock spinets (1986:71). Broken down, he estimated Thomas Hitchcock’s

production to be about:

1708-22 60/year
1722-25 30/year
‘by 1729’ 45/year
‘by 1733’ 40/year
‘by 1750’ 10/year

Plus, John Hitchcock’s production of ¢.25 per year (from #1520 on).

To come up with 2-percent, he must have taken the B2 count of about 40 survivors and
assumed an immense production of about 2000.

Mole refined this analysis: first, by determining there was a “Thomas-Free 1701” (2009:49)43
and second, by determining there were three Hitchcock number systems (2009:373). 44
Assuming a probable total of survivors of 43, and a “likely minimum output” of 824, Mole’s
survival rate would be just over 5-percent. Nevertheless, Mole did allow for a conceivable but
“surprising production run” of as many as 1200 spinets (2009:374). In this case, his Hitchcock-
survival rate would be reduced from just over S-percent to just over 3-1/2-percent.

Assuming (my count) 52 surviving Hitchcock-family spinets and a total production of ¢.1000, the
Hitchcock family survival rate would rise to a reasonable, | believe, 5-percent — still low for these
soundly-constructed spinets by a leading family of spinet makers.

Baker Harris Estimate - Summary
We have 10 dates and serial numbers for Baker Harris spinets made from 1761 to 1777.

We can observe a production up-tick after the first five years that lasted to the end. We can
assume a single series of over 200 spinets made over 3 span of 17 years. Assuming 20
surviving spinets (about half bearing name-batten numbers) and a production of 225, the
survival rate could be a high 9-percent. This unusually high proportion for these late, elegant
instruments, while not unreasonable in isolation, is well over the Hitchcock proportion.

3 Whose instrument-making was questioned by David Hackett (FSP:2017)
44 Reduced by Hackett to two (FSP:2017)
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Baker Harris Estimate - Text

The first recorded Baker Harris serial number is ‘1’ and this spinet’s date is believed to be 1761.
The 10t serial number is ‘222’ on a 1777 — dated spinet. If this is a single series, and it appears
through graphing that it is so, a credible Baker Harris production of about 225 over 17 years
implies a reasonable production average of about 13 spinets a year.45

45 The dates and numbers on many of these spinets was reliably supplied to Charles Mould by Heinrich
Broeckman of Hubbard Harpsichords.
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Based on the lowest three numbers, the production rate was lower in the first five years —
perhaps an average of just five spinets made each year. Beginning in 1765, however,
production may have reached 22 a year for three or four years, levelling off at just over 20 a
year for the final decade. But based on the last recorded five numbers, there was no production
downturn right up to the last surviving Baker Harris spinet dated 1777.

Known Baker Harris spinets could be as high as 22 or as few as 18. Assuming 20 survivors and
a production total of 225, the Baker Harris survival rate appears to be close to 10-percent. This
high apparent rate is not implausible. Even as non-functioning art objects, a few of these
imposing late Baker Harris spinets (see the photograph on the cover sheet) with their book-
matched veneers and their sophisticated composite trestles could still have been valued by their
obdurate owners. Unlike harpsichords, they would have had little value stripped for parts and
they would have occupied less space.

Shudi - Shudi / Broadwood Harpsichord Estimate - Summary

Since we are choosing to look at harpsichords made by this firm which never made spinets,
their inclusion would seem to be outside the scope of this paper. But with two examined spinet-
makers that show a wide survival disparity, we need any conformational data we can find. Here
we have instrument serial numbers together with dates.

BM3 data shows that this firm made c¢.1100 harpsichords over a 65-year (1729 — 93) period of
which 46 survive. This suggests an overall rate of just 4-percent.

Survival rates of these instruments, however, differ by decade.

In the period 1770 — 93, the firm made 550 harpsichords of which 28 have survived — for a late
survival rate of 5-percent.

While a 5-percent rate is in line with Hitchcock’s it is clearly well below Baker Harris'.

Shudi - Shudi / Broadwood Harpsichord Estimate — Text

Neither Shudi nor Shudi / Broadwood are believed to have made spinets. Nevertheless, while a
consideration of this company's harpsichords would seem to be outside of the scope of this
paper, it is the only other company where we have serial numbers and corresponding dates for
plucked keyboard instruments, and there is a wide disparity in the estimated survival
percentages of the other two.

Assume a Shudi single number series beginning with ‘1’ and assume Shudi — Shudi /
Broadwood made c.1100 harpsichords over 65 years. Of these, 46 were counted in 1995
(BM3:613) suggesting a Hitchcock-like survival rate of about 4-percent. From 177046 to 1793,
the company’s final harpsichord year, the company seems to have made about 500
harpsichords (1100 — 600). Twenty-eight of these have survived, suggesting an enhanced
survival rate of 5-1/2-percent for their 23 last harpsichord-making years. While such rates are in
line with Hitchcock’s, they are clearly well-below that of the Baker Harris spinets. It is interesting

46 In that year the series may have leaped upward by about 25.
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to note that if Kirkman's survival rate were as low as Shudi’s, perhaps 3000 or so Kirkmans
could have been made over the 65 years: 1744 — 1809.47
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Figure 6.2 Shudi’s Production.

Shudi’s serial numbers plotted against time show a complex picture. Initially, Shudi’'s
production, understandably, was low — about 4-1/2 harpsichords a year from 1729 - 40. Then, it
rose to just under 15 a year to 1751, and to 17 a year to 1760. From there to 1790 — over three
decades — it remained a very constant 25 harpsichords a year, based on a single-number

47 Before dropping the seemingly unrelated issue of Shudi's and Kirkman’s harpsichords, | should like to
report the following, for it might conceivably relate to the wide disparity in Hitchcock and Harris survival
rates: Rimbault (1860:89) quoted Burney (without indicating his source) “His (Shudi’'s) work was
extremely neat and his tone and touch refined and delicate, while his instruments were new; but neither
so full nor durable as those of Kirkman. Snetzler, who added horizontal organs to many of his
harpsichords, used to account for his instruments soon losing their perfection, by his working in a very hot
room, and keeping them there, in order to give the tone the brilliancy of old instruments; but as soon as
they were removed to a cold or damp room the wood swelled so much, as to warp, crack the bellies, and
disorder all the movements; accidents which we never remember to have happened to the excellent
instruments of his worthy son-in-law and successor, Broadwood”. Zumpe, who had worked in Shudi's
shop must have been aware of this for his first pianos were given laminated soundboards. (This could
have been of benefit to spinets). There could be something to this report. While surviving Kirkmans
outnumber Shudis four-to-one in the 1760s, this proportion drops to two-to-one in the 1770s. Dealing
with just these two decades: while the decade-by-decade count of surviving Kirkmans remained the same
(41-42), the number of Shudis and Shudi / Broadwoods doubled from 10 in the ‘60s to 20 in the ‘70s.,

although it unaccountably dropped in the ‘80s. Broadwood became a partner in 1770 and Shudi died
three years later.
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series. There may have been a second series beginning in, or just before 1770 that raised the
sequence by about 25, but this, just like the start of their initial count that | believe started with
50, should have had only a one-time effect. There is a comparatively straight line of sequential
numbers from 1760 — 90 and yet an unaccounted-for plunge in the number of surviving Shudi /
Broadwood harpsichords from about 1-1/2 per year in the ‘70s to about one per year in the ‘80s
with no evident drop in output. Perhaps this reflects a growing export business — harpsichords
shipped to remote locations such as India, where few if any would have survived. Itis very
unlikely to represent a fudging of the numbers, for when graphed, the surviving harpsichords
made in the '80s follow along a substantially straight line.

If their grand pianos had been sharing the same series with their harpsichords, we would have a
ready explanation: a combined total of, perhaps, 240 senior instruments made in this decade
compared to only surviving harpsichords. But Laurence (1998:28) wrote that the earliest
surviving Broadwood grand, dated 1787, has the low serial number of ‘69’ and he believes that
series would have probably started with ‘1’ in ¢.1785. A 1785 harpsichord would have had a
number over 1000.

Over 65 years this firm made 1100 harpsichords with a survival rate, today, of about 4-percent -
evidently below Hitchcock’s and well below Baker Harris’. Over the last 23 Broadwood-involved
years, they made about half (550) of their harpsichords with only a slightly better survival rate of
5-percent. A harpsichord, however, when later out of fashion, would still occupy a large space
and continue to require periodic professional maintenance, only to produce an ill-favoured
sound. Disassembled and stripped, though, a Shudi harpsichord, would have been an
inexpensive source of fine veneers and core woods for any Regency-era cabinetmaker.

B. Conclusion — Significance

A Tentative Conclusion Summary

The only overall spinet survival rate assumption that can be made is that a rate close to 5-
percent is reasonable. But only for spinets of the George | and George |l years. Earlier Stuart-
period spinets would be lower — perhaps 3-percent. Later George |ll spinets are believed to
share the high Baker Harris rate of close to 10-percent, but only a statement by Burney
(Chapter 1) could be used to support this.

If ¢.300 English spinets are thought to have survived, an overall survival percentage of 5-
percent would suggest that about 6000 were made over the spinet century — an estimate earlier
proposed in Chapter 2.

A Tentative Conclusion - Text

The only spinet survival rate assumption that can, perhaps, be drawn from the two spinet
examinations is that a rate close to 5-percent is reasonable — but only for spinets for much of
the first half of the 18thC. The few survivors from the 17thC through the reign of Queen Anne,
with their truncated ranges and, typically, more fallible ‘bottom-first’ constructions are certainly
lower, but how much lower is open to question. Also open to question is whether the high ¢.10-
percent rate of Baker Harris spinets is an anomaly or, instead, reflective of other late spinets.
Burney, who was uniquely qualified to comment on keyboard instruments within his lifetime
(1726-1814) wrote later that “We believe that very few (spinets) have been made since the
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[ " - f today’s 128 recorded,
middle of the last century” (see Chapter 1). However, seventy-two O ; _
dated spinets — well over half — are from the 40 years: 1750 - 17898 . T'he exceptl?'r}al sp;agts
from late makers such as the Harrises, Kirkman, Argent, Crang, and Culliford, are a romk IS
era, and there is no reason why they and other contemporary makers would not share Baker

Harris’ high rate.

While the Hitchcock — Baker Harris disparity leaves us without a realistlic survival rate for spinets
as a whole, we can employ a 5-percent estimate for early Georgian spinets, perhaps 10-percent
for those from mid-century on, and possibly a high, 3-percent, for the few from the Stuart era.

If we apply a 5-percent rate across the board and accept a rounded survival total of 300'
surviving English spinets, we can estimate that about 6000 spinets were made in the spinet
century. This is the estimate | used in Chapter 2.

Survival Significance — Summary

Every spinet we are able to examine or play on has to be seen as a stand-in for at least nine
others that are no longer with us. Every perceived anomaly could have been more widespread.
Every listed spinet-maker must have been responsible for making, at least, a few.

Survival Significance — Text

Whatever rates we choose to employ, they will all represent just a small percentage of spinets
that were once made. Every spinet we examine or play has to be seen as a stand-in for a very
minimum of nine others no longer with us and every attribute that we regard as a singularity
could have been more widespread. Most of the 40 makers leaving us with just one or two
spinets each would have made many more, and every recorded maker must have made at least
a few.

The Kirkman Spinets - Summary

The seven known extant Jacob Kirkman spinets — particularly well-designed instruments — form
an interesting subset to the late spinet grouping and suggest that this singularly-important
maker undoubtedly designed and probably made at least 70 spinets in his early years.

48 For the three George |ll decades, 62, or 48-percent (see Chapter 2)
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The Kirkman Spinets - Text

BM3 lists six known Kirkman spinets a number that can be raised to seven today — an
exceptionally-important group. Some, or all, had to be of his design and he was probably their
maker.4® Kirkman's surviving spinets date from 1748 to 1763(A) — the early years of his
instrument-making. The harpsichord-like layout of his post-1748 long-scale spinets results in a
bright, pronounced, first-overtone, harpsichord-like treble quality and the rich bass is
harpsichord-like as well. The treble sound is rare among late, largely-more central-plucking,
overtone-suppressing spinets.

There are two survivors that are dated ‘1750°’. One, property of the author, is pencil-dated ‘5’ in
two places. The two sets of bottom boards are each chiseled ‘11’ and the trestle is chiseled
“111" in two places. We can infer a production run of at least five, but probably little more. We
certainly cannot claim a high survival-rate estimate of 40-percent (2 / 5), for the single, earlier
extant Kirkman spinet is dated '1748’, and except for another, dated ‘1750”, the next survivor in
line, chronologically, is dated ‘1755'. We may never learn any more about Kirkman'’s spinet-
making activity. But assuming Baker Harris’ survival rate applies, Jacob Kirkman must have
made at least 70.7 Today, we are much the poorer that more haven't survived in playing
condition .50 51

49 Kirkman labelled and sold his early square pianos that are believed to have been made by Adam Beyer
(Cole/GSJ:1995). It could be assumed he might have labelled someone else’s spinets as well. But unlike
these spinets, there is nothing suggestive of Kirkman's work or thinking in the Beyer-identified design and
there is no known spinet-maker whose signed-work resembles the design-work on these spinets.
Although Frederick Krickhof comes closest, his death in 1747 would rule him out as the maker.

50| have examined both my 1750 and the 1755 spinets. Both exhibit the Kirkman's solitary near-fatal
flaw: the tendency of the curved oak bentside to straighten over time. Since the liners are well above the
bottom, the resulting pivotting from this point pulls out the bottom and compresses the top. With the
harpsichord, it results in the well-described ‘reverse circumflex’ or ‘English disease’. With the spinets it
causes a compression to the soundboard at the bend. Consequently, both spinets show large
soundboard cracks between the bridge and the hitch-pin rail. Fortunately for both harpsichords and
spinets, this flaw is cosmetic — not usually immobilizing. On the harpsichord, it is suggestive of a Rolls
Royce with a flat front tire.

3 The Kirkman plucking-point graph shows the 1750 Kirkman spinet has plucking-point percentages
midway between the two unison harpsichord strings for the top two-thirds of these instruments. It strongly
suggests there are two reasons the English placed their 8’ jacks together. First, unlike the French, they
wanted to pluck close to the ‘dead’ half-way point only at the top-most notes of the back-8"; and second.,
they must have regarded the spinet plucking point as optimal, and wanted both unisons to be as close to
that point as possible. Through the 1760s, Shudi's plucking points (except for their lutes) were the same
as Kirkman's. In 1770, John Broadwood straightened the in-curved nut which placed the front-8 to the
back-8 position (just in the middle of the instrument) and the back-8 farther back still, more like the French
back-8. Given Broadwood's frequent use of leather plectra on just one set of jacks, he was clearly
focused on solo-, rather than ensemble- sound, for the sound of quill and leather together is
disappointing. The Kirkmans never used any plectra except quill and maintained the same plucking
points for six decades.
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Figure 6.3. Kirkman Plucking Points. (red = 1750 Kirkman spinet)
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CHAPTER 7 CONSOLIDATION

Summary

This chapter’s main purpose is to confirm an early-1680s start to English spinet production by
the three major early makers, an average survival rate of 3-percent for their spinets, and a
production estimate of one spinet every three weeks for each shop.

The chapter’s secondary purpose is to be a bridge to the next, Haward spinet, section, and also
to the third section’s final chapter where English spinets are divided into four groups.

We can conclude that the estimated starting period, the conjectured survival percentage, and
the Mole production estimate are all essentially correct.

Consolidation - Text

A. Purpose

The primary purpose of this chapter is to confirm the early-1680's outset to commercial spinet
production claimed in Chapters 3 and 5, and, therefore, confirm a 10 — 15-year hiatus from
1668, the year that Pepys bought his spinet. These conclusions are arrived at through music-
publishers’ evidence cited in Chapter 5. At the same time, this chapter tests the 3-percent early
spinet survival estimate proposed in Chapter 6 and also tests whether Mole’s “one spinet every
three weeks” production estimate for Keene’s later years (2009:102) can be assumed for
Haward and Player in their spinet-production years as well.

The chapters also act as a bridge both to the next, Haward spinet section, and to the final
chapter of the third section. This final chapter defines the proposed four chronological
groupings of England’s spinets. The three major early makers: Haward, Player, and Keene,
together with the apprentices: Aston, Blunt, Brackley, and Barton, are responsible for essentially
all the spinets of the first two of these groupings. Nevertheless, it excludes the more covert
Benjamin Sison, who, although semi-dismissed in Boalch as “chiefly a furniture maker”, has left
us with three spinets.

B. Three Early Makers

Before testing the estimated survival rate and the assumed production rates for the three early
makers, we should examine the evidence we have for each maker’s termination date and the
count of his surviving spinets.

Haward:

Charles Haward, born ¢.1639, was admitted to the Joiners’ Co by patrimony in 1660 (BM3:84).
Citing “Nat’l Archive, London, prob/11/396" (2009:94), Mole confirmed Haward's death date of
1689. In that final year, Charles Haward rebuilt and re-dated an early spinet of his make that
will be discussed in the next section.

All three editions of Boalch list 13 Charles Haward spinets — a number that has been soundly
reduced by Morris, primarily through duplication, to seven (1986:2). In the next section, | will
further reduce this count to six. For the calculations here, | am excluding the Haward spinet
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'16XX’ for it will be shown to have been largely made, and then finished, wilgnggrseh'i*:war d's
production period, and am considering just five spinets dated fror,n 1683 to e dated
production-period spinets. His 1683 spinet is, | believe, England’s earliest surviving

spinet.
Player:

John Player, born 1636, was bound to Gabriel Townsend in 1650 and became free in 1658.
1707 is a clear terminal date for Player, since we know he died 16 June that year and acgordmg
to Mole (2009:84) his premises were occupied by Edward Blunt (a former Player apprentice) the
following year. At that time Player’s last two apprentices were turned over to Cawton Aston,
who had been a Player apprentice earlier (Mole 2009:95).

The growth in known Player spinets is in contrast to the cut in acknowledged Hawards and
known Keenes. B1 listed just four, B2 added three more, and BM3 added another three. To
these ten, | will add the two that were subsequently sold at two Bonham auctions more recently,
plus Raymond Russell's “TA"-marked and Finchcock’s “CA”-marked spinets — both evidently
made in the Player shop. This will bring his surviving production total up to 14.

As | believe no Player spinet was ever dated, we may assume Player’s production period began
close to Haward's.

Keene:

Stephen Keene, born about 1640, was bound initially to Gabriel Townsend in 1655, and became
free in 1662. Later he became a master of the Joiners’ Co in 1704/5. Although Mole has re-
established his death date, pulling it back from 1719 to December 1712 (2009:79) owing to the
evidence of his will, his shop can be considered to be on-going, and three notable apprentices-
turned-journeymen: Edward Blunt, Charles Brackley, and Thomas Barton, carried on his
prescient design. Hence, a 1712 cutoff can be reasonably extended to 1718.

Mole has defined four Keene groupings and clearly laid them out in his table 509 (2009:171).
His first two groups list the 12 known Keene-labelled spinets plus one attribution and three
others combined, or labelled solely by Blunt. His third group lists two — one combined and the
other labelled solely by Brackley. (Mole’s fourth group consists of two by Barton made years
later and will be disregarded). For the calculation here, | will consider, first, the 18 spinets of

Mole's groups 1 through 3, dated to 1718, and test this against the 15 spinets of his groups 1
and 2, dated to 1712.

Unlike Haward’s and Player's, Keene’s spinets may be markedly under-counted, for the 31 (plus
2) listed in Boalch and in Mole’s table 501 have been cut essentially in half to 14 (plus 2) in
Mole’s tables 503 and 509. While at least two of those removed are spurious and still others
may have been double-counted, perhaps the bulk are still out there — somewhere. In my view,

most of the spinets that managed to survive to the late 19thC, were then respected and should
be with us today.

Mole has assigned date-estimates of c.1682 and €.1683-5 for the two spinets in his first
grouping. This seems reasonable. While the earlier of the two could have been experimental,
Boalch has listed two different spinets bearing dates of ‘1685’ Although not picked up by Mole,
these dated spinets appear certain — one confirming the dating- legitimacy of the other.
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C. Conclusions
The Tests:

Here is a simple procedure: Begin with two ‘givens’ or assumptions: each maker’s final year
and the number of his known surviving spinets. Then divide the number of these known spinets
by an estimated survival-rate percent to arrive at the estimated total number made. Record the
estimated number made per year. Then divide the calculated number made by this estimated
number made per year to give the number of years of production. Subtract this calculated
number of years of production from the final production year to give the estimated initial year for
each maker.

For the three makers: Haward, Player, and Keene, we have made an initial assumption of a 3-
percent survival rate and a 17/year production estimate for each:

HAWARD, PLAYER, AND KEENE SPINET STATISTICS

HAWARD PLAYER KEENE

Final Year | 1689 | 1707 | 1718
Known Spinets | 5 | 14 | 18
Survival Rate 3% | 3% | 3%
Number Made | 167 | 467 | 600
Production Rate | 17 | 17 | 17

| Years Produced | 10 | 27 | 35
Initial Year o 1679 | 1680 | 1683

Table 7.1. Haward, Player, and Keene Spinet Survival Rates.

These production starting dates look reasonable and they follow a tight, logical order: Haward
first, then Player, and finally Keene — all starting within a few years of each other.

1677 1674 1676
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y based on music publication evidence, and Haward

The resulting mid-'70’s beginning is too earl evi
: : ) the latest of the three — coming in a full three years

would, in this case, be mistakenly, | believe,
after Player.

If we went the other way and raised the rate to 3-1/2-percent, the three initial years would rise
to:
1681 1683 1688

This 3-1/2-percent rate would be uncomfortably close to Hitchcock’s, the spread in dates is
clearly excessive, but more important, the Keene starting date would fall three years after the

dates on two of his spinets.
A Conclusion:
The 3-percent survival rate we started with would appear to be optimal across the board.

Accepting 3-percent, if we were to lower the average yearly production from 17 to 16 for all
three, the starting years would become:

1680 1681 1685
While the order would appear to be satisfactory, the five-year spread would seem unreasonable.

Mole’s estimate for Keene's shop of a spinet every three weeks (17-1/3 a year) may be a little
on the high side, but plausible once production got underway. It should be pointed out that it
took Charles Haward over three months just to finish the unfamiliar, incomplete spinet seen by
Pepys in April 1668. The 17 per year production rate we assumed initially appears to be sound,
however, for commercial production.

A Final Test:

Assuming that both the 3-percent survival and the 17 per year production we began with are
approximately correct, let us move back Keene’s terminating date from 1718, the end of Mole’s
group 3, to 1712, the year of Keene'’s death, and remove the three spinets listed for these six
years. This change would result in no change to our initially-assumed starting dates. They
would remain:

1679 1680 1683

Chapter Conclusions
This exercise would seem to confirm:
A 10 - 15-year spinet-making hiatus from 1668.

A probable ¢.1680 beginning for Haward and Player and an early-‘80s beginning for
Keene.

An early spinet survival rate very close to 3-percent for the three makers.

The Mole production estimate of about 17 spinets a year for
essentially correct. y Keene would seem to be

This Keene rate would seem to be reasonably applicable to all three.
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SECTION Il THE HAWARD SPINETS

CHAPTER 8 COUNT AND DESIGNATION

Summary

MORRIS (1986) described five Charles Haward spinets — two of which were erroneously
attributed to Haward.

MOLE (2009) established the year of Charles Haward'’s death (1689), but had essentially
nothing to say about this maker or any of his spinets.

MARTIN (2003) Described the Haward spinet of 1687, the instrument with a wholly
reconstructed interior.

BOALCH (B2) in 1974, listed twelve Haward spinets and the 1683 harpsichord, but questioned
the virginal that he, nevertheless, included in his listing.

MORRIS cut the count of Haward spinets from twelve to nine; however, he accepted the
virginal.

BOALCH (BM3) in 1995, reassigned the virginal but added the recently-discovered 1689- dated
Haward spinet.

GROVES (online) claims “at least” eleven spinets left by Charles Haward and accepts the
virginal.

Currently, after deducting four spinets because of double-counting plus two more that are
specious, we are left with six known surviving spinets, four dated, that we will identify as 1683,
1684, 1687, 1689, plus, ¢.1685, and 16XX.

Count and Designation - Text

A. Prior Thesis Examination

MORRIS (1986). In four sections of his thesis devoted to the workshops of Haward, Player,
Keene and Hitchcock, Morris began with Charles Haward (1986: 1-20). His Haward section
contained brief descriptions of five spinets — two of which, however, were erroneously attributed
to Haward. He provided concise specification sheets for seven (which included the two that
were specious) and photographs of three. What little was known about Charles Haward at the
time was summed up in just over a page.

MOLE (2009). Mole’s thesis, written 23 years later, focused on the schools of Keene and
Hitchcock. Although he cogently established the year of Charles Haward’s death (2009: 10),
Mole had essentially nothing to say about Charles Haward or his spinets. He concluded his
thesis with three suggestions for future research which he termed “opportunities”. The last
reads, “In the choice of the scope for this research, which is the first comprehensive study of the
English spinet, one major maker, Charles Haward, did not receive any significant attention. A
research project directed to Haward’s instruments would be valuable, though there are some
practical difficulties inherent in this since the instruments are widely spread geographically”.
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sis, “The Decline of the Virginal”, Martin

s. The Haward spinet selected,
y reconstructed

MARTIN (2003). .In Chapter 6 of his English virginal the
described one splnet.from each of the three early maker:
however, was the Univ. of Leipzig spinet of 1687 (2003: 237-39) with a wholl

interior.
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Haward Spinets | Count and Designation

131 32 3N 13 Owner Location - BNS Desicnation
i . Hall -

L] e | e

2 2 1683 2 Earl of Haddington - Scotland 1683
3 3 1684 Met. Museum - NYC 1684
4 4 1687 « 1 Boddington Coll. - Manchester 1687
5 5 1687 2 Leipzig University - Germany 1687
6 6 ND - 1 GD (1940) Coventry (1946) 16XX
7 7 Virginal Warrington Museum Virginal
| e [ -
9 9 *12 :JAa)ward RNCM Manchester Watson Coll. RNCM
ol | x| Gl omme g
11 11 1685 (A) Partridge, NY (1951) C 1685

Cummer Museum - Jacksonville

12 12 =9

13 13 ND- 4 Formerly Wm Dale in DEF 16XX
- 14 Haward (A) RV Cooke - Dorset (1965) No. 14

1685 (A)
) ) 1689 Tony Bingham - NMM South 1689

Dakota
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B. Count

BOALCH, B1 and B2: In contrast with the major growth of discevered Player and Keene
spinets in the late 20t century, the count of known Hawards declined. In 1956, Boalch listed
eleven spinets plus the 1683 harpsichord (B1,#1) and a virginal that he, nevertheless,
questioned (B1,'%#77"). He listed as Hawards the RNCM-owned (from 1976) spinet (B1,#9) and
one other (B1,#12). In 1974, in B2, the entries for these instruments were repeated and another

spinet was added (B2 #14).

MORRIS: Based on duplications, Morris (1986) cut the number of Haward spinets down from
twelve to nine. However, he accepted the virginal, believing its maker, Thomas Bolton, who had
signed the bottom jack, had to have been a Haward apprentice. He recognized that B2 Nes: 6,
10, and 13 were the same spinet (the spinet pictured in Groves and B1, and owned at various
times by Dale, Brazil, Legg, Phillips, and the author). He also connected B2 Nos: 4 and 5 (the
1687-dated spinet at Leipzig Univ.). But he failed to combine B2 Nos: 8 and 11 (the undated
'c.1685" Haward now in Jacksonville, Florida). He accepted as Haward'’s the RNCM spinet and
connected its B2 Nos: 9 and 12, although he acknowledged it had been “seriously altered”
(1986:2). Finally, he also accepted B2: No 14, but pointed out that its design, “appears to be a
one off for Haward".

BOALCH, BM3: In BM3 (1995), the virginal was reassigned to Thomas Bolton on the basis of,
“research recently carried out by Martin”. The 1689-dated Haward spinet, owned then, by Tony
Bingham, was added. Left uncoupled, however, were B2 Nos: 4 and 5 as well as B2 Nos: 6,
10, and 13; but Nos: 9 and 12, the RNCM spinet, were combined.

GROVES (online): This music dictionary currently states, under the heading, “Haward”,
“Charles Haward left at least 11 bentside spinets”. This assertion is supported by the counts
found in all three Boalch editions. Four of these Boalch-listed spinets can be disregarded
because of double-counting, but this still leaves an apparent total of eight. Rather than
acceding to an unexplained reduction from eight down to six, we should examine a pair of
Haward-attributed spinets listed in all three Boalch editions and acknowledged by Morris. Also,
because the virginal, listed among the Haward instruments in B1 and B2 was accepted as a
Haward by Morris; this, too, warrants an examination. Since all three Boalch editions concluded
that Queen Anne’s Haward instrument was a virginal, this examination has particular
significance.

Three Non-Hawards

HAWARD No. 14: An unsigned, undated spinet, attributed to Charles Haward (B2: No.14) was
described by Morris (1986:4) and drawn by him to scale. Morris may have discovered what

Hawards, the short bass scale is not.

The RH side of the case directly relates to Keene's RCM-owned spinet with arose, a
compound-curved bentside, and a slightly-curved bridge in the bass. It also has a ,mitred nut
seen, also, on the RCM Keene. |ts interior is veneered in “oyster”, which is found, also. on th’e
Keene face board. Its LH side, however, seems to have been copied from Player:s Sizergh
Castle spinet - even the 22-1 /2-degree keyboard/spine angle corresponds. | believe this spinet
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was more-than-likely made by Keene, although possibly by Player. In any case, Haward can be
ruled out.

HAWARD No.9 and 12: This spinet, with a Haward attribution going back to the 1880s, is an
anonymous, marquetry-decorated instrument, located since 1976 at the Royal Northern College
of Music (RNCM). It is pictured and comprehensively described by Mole (2009: 399-405, App.
4), who wrote that its attribution to Haward “is almost certainly erroneous” (2009: 400). Unlike
No.14, there is nothing at all about this spinet that could suggest Charles Haward except for its
attributed mid-1680s date, which is possibly a few years too early. Like No.14, it has a hybrid
form. It has Keene-type short RH and LH faces and yet a standard Player-type LH tail. Like
Player and Keene and unlike Haward, it has vertical rear mouldings hiding the case-sides-to-
spine nail heads. As far back as 1885, A J Hipkins suggested Keene could have been the
maker. But as Mole wrote, “This could only be a tentative attribution” (2009: 405).

Currently its range is GG/BB-f3 (55 notes, short scale) and it has no key blocks. Its particularly
short 3-octave span of 468 mm (6-1/8" octave), which must be original, is substantially shorter
than any of Haward’s, but it is found on Keene’'s RCM and the anonymous Keene-attributed
‘1708’ also at RCM. It was reported in Boalch that it was formerly a part of the Henry Watson
collection in Manchester. Mole wrote that this provenance is erroneous: It was originally part of
the Boddington collection (2009: 400) and it appears in the Boddington & Pyne catalogue of
1888.

It was evidently examined by Bevan and Martin in 1992 (BM3: 380). They reported that “any
attribution to Haward was highly suspect and that it most closely resembled a Player spinet”.

Mole also inspected it and concluded, as did Hipkins many years before (1885: 94) that it tied
most closely to Keene, despite its Player-suggestive LH tail.

The Virginal

Although Boalch assigned No.7 to this virginal in B1 and B2, this number was combined with a
question mark. It was pointed out that the face board, which must have borne an inscription,
was missing. There was no mention in these editions of Thomas Bolton’s signature found on
the first jack. In his virginal thesis, Martin wrote, “Nothing biographical is known about Thomas
Bolton, but several characteristic working methods (discussed below) clearly show he did his
apprenticeship or worked as a journeyman, with Stephen Keene” (2004:134). He then
described two “particularly distinctive features” that “unquestionably show a relationship to
Keene” (2004:135). On the basis of Martin’s earlier research findings, BM3 omitted this virginal
from the Haward listing and transferred it to a new entry for Thomas Bolton.

With acceptance of Darryl Martin’s credible conclusion, we not only know the name of another
virginal maker, but have a new entry for this nascent maker in BM3. Except for what resembles
the initials ‘CH’ with a backwards ‘C’ seen in the instrument, there would appear to be nothing to
tie this Bolton virginal to Charles Haward. We can conclude there are no known surviving
virginals from any member of the Haward family and no 19t century reference to one has yet
been found.
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C. Haward Designations

ting four from the Boalch totals
dered spurious. Since Haward
1683, 1684, 1687, and 1689

We are left with six known surviving Haward spinets after deduc.
as a result of double counting plus two others that must be consi
has specifically dated four of the six spinets, we can use his dates:
when referring to these four.

John Watson has assigned a ‘c.1685' date to the undated Haward now in the Cummer Art
Gallery. While this is probably two years or so early, it is clear, unambiguous, and not
inaccurate when preceded with ‘C’ (circa).

Despite my determination of a 1668 date for the remaining spinet, it has had four ‘circa’ qates .
assigned to it in the past: ‘c.1650’, ‘c.1660’, ‘c.1668’, and ‘c.1680’. Therefore, | am referring to it

as ‘“16XX’ throughout.

D. Form

With the six Haward spinets identified and then designated, each can be posted to a common
form. Since similar forms have been used by all prior researchers and museums, such an
arrangement is expected. Here, | have chosen those traits that | consider to be the most
meaningful for spinets and placed them into three groups: First, identification; Second, critical
detail relevant to spinets; Third, known history of ownership. Since a discussion of each spinet’s
importance, unusual traits, originality, and past restoration work will differ with each spinet, |
have not included them on these forms.
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Type:

Inscription:

Found on:

No:
B1:

Case
Bentside:

LH Tail:
LH-RH Faces:

English Spinet - 17th C
Carolus Haward Fecit
Faceboard

6/10/2013

Serpentine
1-Pc rear-facing 32°
Both Broad

KB/Spine Angle: 17°

Major Dimenstions Inches (millimetres)
Spine Length: 53.25 (1353)
Case Depth: 22 (559)

Keys
Naturals: Snakewood
Keyfronts: Parchment Tre-foil
Key Span 3 Octave: 19.5 (495)

lJack Register: Divided
5/B Grain Parallel to: Spine

Notes Inches (millimetres)

Compass: GG/BB - C3
3 Length: 5.5 (141)

c2 Length: 10.75 (273)
MC Length: 19 7/8 (S06)
CC Length: 48.5(1231)

Lowest: GG.

CS: Short

Ownership Provenance:

Wm Dale - London
Edmund Legg - Cirencester
DR W, H. Brazil - Coventry
C. Allen Legg - Cirencester

Howard Phillips - London

Desig: 16XX

B2: 6/10/2013 BM3: ND=1,ND+3,ND+4

Max Length: 58.375 (1483)
Total Facewidth: 40 (1016)

Sharps: Ivory Block
1 Octave: 6.5 (165)

Rack Over-rail? Yes - Boxed ends
Bridge/Nut Wires: +MPR

Note Count: 50 1st Octave: Short

c2 Equivalent; 11 (282)
C2PP: 21.50%
c2 Equivalent: 10 (253)
c2 Equivalent: 6.1 (154)
Length: 49 3/8 [1255)
Fs, Gs: Long

C2 Equivalent: 4.6 (117)

Before 1882 - After 1904
After 1904 - ¢1925
€1925 - 1947
1947 - 1966
1966-2008
2008-

C. W. Wilson - Pennsylvania



Type: English Spinet 17thC. Desig: 1683

Inscription: Carolus Haward Fecit 1683
Found on: Faceboard

No:
B1: 2 B2: 2 BM3: 1683-2

Bentside: Serpentine
LH Tail: 1Pc Rear-facing 42°
LH-RH Faces: Both- Broad
KB/Spine Angle: 17°

Major Dimenstions Inches (millimetres)

Spine Length: 53 1/4 (1353} Max Length: 60 (1524)
Case Depth: 21 3/4 (552) Tetal Face width: 41 (1041)
Keys
Naturals: Ebony Sharps: Ivory Block
Keyfronts: Parchment - Tre-foil
Key Span 3 Octave: 19 5/8 (498) 1 Octave: 69/16 (167)
Jack Register: Divided Rack Over-rail?
S/B Grain Parallel to: Spine Bridge/Nut Wires: Both
Notes Inches (millimetres)
Compass: GG/BB - D3 Note Count: 52 1st Octave: Short
c3 Length: 53/4 (146) ¢2 Equivalent: 11 1/2{292)
c2 Length: 11 1/8 (282) C2PP: 25%
MC Length: 19 3/4 (502) ¢2 Equivalent: 9 7/3 (251)
CC Length: 46 3/4 (1187) ¢2 Equivalent: 5 7/3 (149)
Lowest: GG/BB - D3 Length: 48 1/4 (1226) C2 Equivalent: 4.5 (114)
CS: Short Fs, Gs: Long

Ownership Provenance:
Mellerstain House - Berwickshire
Thos. Wm Taphouse - Oxford
Mellerstain House

Before 1700 - c1886
c1886 - after 1890
Before 1505-
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Type: English Spinet 17th C,

Inscription: Carolus Haward 1684
Found on: Faceboard

No:
Bl: 3

Bentside: Serpentine
LH Tail: 1 Pc - Rearfacing 34*
LH-RH Faces: Both Broad
KB/Spine Angle: 17*

Major Dimenstions Inches (millimetres)
Spine Length: 54 5/8 (1387)
Case Depth: 22 7/8 (591)

Naturals: Ebony
Keyfronts:
KeySpan 3 Octave: 19 5/8 (458)

Jack Register: Divided
5/B Grain Parallel to: Spine

Notes Inches (millimetres)
Compass: GG/BB-D3
c3 Length: & 3/8 (162)
c2 Length: 11 1/4 (287)
MC Length: 18 3/4 (476)
CC Length: 48 3/8 (1228)
Lowest: GG
CS: Short

Ownership Provenance:

Jos. Wm Drexel - NYC
Lucy Wharton Drexel (Mrs. J.M. Drexel)

B2:

Metropolitan Museum of Art - NYC

Desig: 1684

BM3: 1684

Max Length: 60 3/8 (1534)
Total Face width: 41 1/2 (1054)

Sharps: Ivory Block
1 Octave: 69/16 (167)

Rack Over-rail? Yes
Bridge/Nut Wires: Both

Note Count: 52
c2 Equivalent: 12 3/4 (324)
C2PP: 25%
c2 Equivalent: 9 3/8(286)
c2 Equivalent: &. (152}
Length: 501/8 (1273)
Fs, Gs: Long
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C2 Equivalent: 4 3/4 (121)

After 1876 - (On Loan)
1889
1889-



Type:

Inscription:
Found on:

No:

B1:

Case

Bentside:

LH Tail:

LH-RH Faces:
KB/Spine Angle:

English Spinet - 17th C.

Carolus Haward
Jackrail

11

Serpentine

1 Pc - Rearfacing 25°
Both - Broad

20°

Major Dimenstions Inches (millimetres)

Spine Length:
Case Depth:

Naturals:
Keyfronts:

62 3/8(1584)
23 3/4 (603)

Ebony
Wood Semi-rounded

Key Span 3 Octave: 19 1/4 (489)

Jack Register:
5/B Grain Parallel to:

Divided
Spine

Notes Inches (millimetres)

Compass:
¢3 Length:
c2 Length:
MC Length:
CC Length:
Lowest:
Cs:

GG/BB-D3
6(152)

11 9/16 (294)
217/16 (545)
54 1/16 (1373)
GG/BB-D3
Shaort

Ownership Provenance:

B2: 11

Max Length: 65 3/4 (1670)
Total Face width: 41 3/4 {1060}

Desig: C1685

BM3: 1685 (A)

Sharps: Ivory Block

1Octave: 6 3/8 (162)

Rack Over-rail?
Bridge/Nut Wires: Bath

Note Count: 53
€2 Equivalent: 12 (305)
C2PP: 24%

€2 Equivalent: 10 3/4 (273)
c2 Equivalent: 63/4(171)

Length: 54 7/8 (1394)

Fs, Gs: Long

1st Octave: 1- Broken

C2 Equivalent: 51/8 (130)

Rev. L. K. Hiltan - Shaftsbury
Chash. St. John Hornby - Chelsea
Hurstmonceaux Castle - Sussex

A Dealer

Frank Partridge - NYC

Minah May Holden Cummer

Cummer Gallery of Art
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c1948 - 1949
1949 - 1950
1950-1958
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Type: English Spinet - 17th C.

Inscription: Carolus Haward Fecit 1687
Found on: Jackrail

No:
B1: 4.5 B2: 45

Case
Bentside: Serpentine
LHTail: 1 Pc - Rearfacing 32°
LH-RH Faces: Both - Broad
KB/Spine Angle: 20°

Major Dimenstions Inches (millimetres)
Spine Length: 57 1/4 (1454)

Desig: 1687

BM3: 1687-1, 1687-2

Max Length: 62 {1575)

Case Depth: 24 3/8 (619) Total Face width: 41 1/2 (1054)
Keys
Naturals: Ebony Sharps: Skunktail
Keyfronts: Wood - Semi jed
Key Span 3 Octave: 19 3/8 (492) 1 Octave: 6 3/8 (162)
Jack Register: Rack Over-rail? No
S/B Grain Parallel to: Bridge/Nut Wires:

Notes Inches (millimetres)

Compass: GG/BB - D3 Note Count: 53
c3 Length: c2 Equivalent:
c2 Length: C2pPP:
MC Length: c2 Equivalent:
CC Length: c2 Equivalent:
Lowest: Length:
cs: Fs, Gs:

Ownership Provenance:
). Kendrick Pyne - Manchester

Henry Slater Boddington - Cheshire
Unknown
Wilhelm Heyer - Cologne
WMHeyer Museum of Musical History
Leidsig Univ. Museum of Musical Instruments

1st Octave: 1-BR

C2 Equivalent:

Before 1885
Before 1885 - 1901
1901-1911
1911-1913
1913-1926
1926-
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Type: English Spinet - 17th C, Desig: 1689
Inscription: Carolus Haward Fecit 1689
Found on: Faceboard

B1: B2: BM3: 1683

Bentside: Serpentine
LH Tail: 1Pc - Rearfacing 37°
LH-RH Faces: Both - Broad
KB/Spine Angle: 16°

Major Dimenstions Inches (milli )

Spine Length: 50 1/2 (1283} Max Length: 57 1/2 (1461}
Case Depth: 22 (559) Total Face width: 40 1/8 (1019}

Keys
Naturals: Ebony Sharps: Ivory Block
Keyfronts: Parchment - Tre-foil
KeySpan 3 Octave: 19 1/4 (489) 10Octave: 6 3/8 (162)

Jack Register: Divided Rack Over-rail? No
S/B Grain Parallel to: Spine Bridge/Nut Wires: Yes

Notes Inches (millimetres)
— Compass: GG/BB-C3 Note Count: 51 1st Octave: Broken
¢3 Length: 51/2 (139) ¢2 Equivalent: 11
c2 Length: 11 3/8 (289) C2PP: 26%
MC Length: 21 (533) ¢2 Equivalent: 101/2 (267)
CC Length: 48 (1218) c2 Equivalent: 6 (152)
Lowest: GG/BB - C3 Length: 481/8 (1222) C2 Equivalent: 4 1/2 (114)
CS: Short Fs, Gs: Long

Ownership Provenance:
Auction in Either brighton or Hove Late 1980's
Tony Bingham - London Late 1980's-2004
National Music Museum - South Dakota 2004-
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E. The Five Following Chapters

The next chapter focuses on provenance. Then, the following chapters begin with an
examination of the salient points of all Hawards, followed by a more detailed breakdown of
each. From this, a major Haward design division and two minor divisions is described. Finally,
a Keene spinet is shown to be possibly copied from Haward's earlier design and, in turn,
appears to be responsible for his later design update.

Haward's spinet 16XX requires a separate and lengthy chapter. It will be shown to be dated
prior to the series from the 1680s. Both direct and circumstantial evidence will prove:

1. It was begun by a different and more skilled builder than Charles Haward can be seen
to have been.

2. It was finished by Charles Haward, whose name is on the face board. Much of his work
on it can be identified.

The initial builder can be shown to have been a 'J H-...." — marked in two places.
4. This ‘J H..."has to be John Haward-the-elder, who died in 1667.

This spinet was the incomplete instrument Samuel Pepys saw in Charles Haward's shop
in April 1668.

6. It was the spinet that was finished and sold to Pepys three months later. While it had
been speculatively built, it was a stand-alone spinet, probably experimental, and not one
of a series.

7. It was an unfamiliar instrument to Pepys and, undoubtedly to Charles Haward, its
finisher.

8. After he bought it, it can be shown to have been used by Pepys solely for its intended
purpose: his “finding out of chords”. Pepys was not a keyboard player.

9. The letters and numbers found on it can be shown to be in Pepys’ writing style.

Some of these observations are mutually supportive. Working backwards, if this is the spinet
owned by Pepys, then we know its date. Knowing its date, we can make a credible John
Haward-the-elder connection. With this connection, we can explain the surprisingly
accomplished work found on it — not found on the other five Hawards.

The subject of the final chapter of Section Il is Queen Anne's Haward spinet. Beginning with
eight accounts concerning this instrument, it will be shown to have been a spinet, and not a
virginal, and possible reasons for its apparent importance to her will be considered. It will be
argued that it is still with us — one of three of the six Hawards we are examining, and a case will
be made for each of the likely claimants.
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CHAPTER 9 PROVENANCE

Summary

Tony Bingham

1689 National Music Museum

Thomas Wm Taphouse
Mellerstain House

1683 ? 11t Earl of Haddington
? 12t Earl of Haddington
? 13th Earl of Haddington

Joseph Wm Drexel
1684 Mrs Lucy Wharton Drexel
Metropolitan Museum

Rev'd L K Hilton
Chas Henry St John Hornby
Herstmonceux Castle
? Col. Claude Lowther
? Reginald Lawson
? Sir Paul Latham
Unknown Dealer
Frank Partridge
Mrs Ninah May Holden Cummer
Cummer Museum

c.1685

James Kendrick Pyne
Henry Slater Boddington
(Unknown)
1687 Wm Heyer
Cologne Musical Instrument Museum
Leipzig Musical Museum (Grossi)

William Dale
Edmund C Legg
16XX W H Brazil, MD
C Allen Legg
Chas W Wilson

We can trace the ownership of five of the six Haward spinets back to the early 1880s - but not
contiguously before, with any certainty. Many of the past known owners were remarkably
accomplished in a variety of vocational fields. The majority seem to have considered their
spinets not as playing or even playable instruments but as important links to England'’s musical
past. They seem to have considered themselves as custodians of that tradition — which in the
1880s extended back 200 years. Just one of them, a late 20t century owner, may have viewed
his spinet (16XX) primarily as a playable musical instrument rather than an aﬁifact of aesthetic

curiosity. Today, while all five Haward spinets that were known in the 1880 i
! : s are
for, none of the six survivors remain in England today. stil acoounted
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Provenance - Text
1689

A very early spinet made by Charles Haward and restored by
him shortly before his death was auctioned either in Brighton
or Hove®? in the late 1980s. It was bought by Tony
Bingham, a dealer, who reportedly began to be involved in
musical instruments in the 1960s; 1689 was one of many
instruments he bought and sold.

ke /g;./dr lym/ 4, /:ﬂv/-ﬁd ,‘
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With a crack in its wrestplank, 1689 was taken to Miles Hellon
for a major restoration.53 Hellon made noteworthy scale
drawings of this instrument and because of them, at least one
accurate reproduction spinet has been made. By blowing up his transmitted drawings to half
and to full scale, | have been able to obtain more precise and reliable measurements from them
than if | had hastily taken these measurements from this spinet myself.

In 2004, 1689 was sold to the National Music Museum in South Dakota, where it has been
extensively photographed and comprehensively described by the organologist, John Koster.
Some of his valued photographs can be seen in Appendix A.

1683

Thomas William Taphouse (1838 — 1905) is the first verified owner of spinet 1683. His name,
as its restorer in 1886, appears on a label glued to the wrestplank. It is pictured in Appendix A.

At the age of four, Taphouse’s family moved from Hampshire to Oxford, where he would become
a life-long resident. Just a year before his death, he was unanimously elected Oxford's mayor.
He, his father, and then his son, were music dealers. Their music shop, located at 3 Magdalene
Street, remained in business at the same location until 1982.

Taphouse left school at age 14 to work with his father in cabinetmaking. Four years later, he
spent a year in London learning piano tuning, finally returning to Oxford in 1859 to assist his
father as a music seller. Over the years, he acquired a number of keyboard instruments in
addition to spinet 1683. The American publication, Music Trade Review, %4 in an article headed,
‘Ancient key-board instruments at Oxford University’ reported that A J Hipkins gave a lecture on
‘Old Claviers’ before the Oxford University Music Club. There, they reported, Hipkins played on
nine instruments, “most of them owned by Mr. T W Taphouse”. Spinet 1683 was briefly
described in the article. The Musical Times (1 Dec 1890 p.719) was more specific: The lecture
was held on 25 November 1890, and we learn that Hipkins performed works by Byrd, Bull, and
Gibbons on this Haward.

Taphouse’s first early instrument purchase was a 5-1/2-octave Shudi-Broadwood harpsichord
that he bought in London at auction in 1857 for £2/10s. He sold it to Henry Fowler Broadwood,

52 Miles Hellon - PC
53 Photographs taken of 1689 in Hellon’s shop can be seen in Appendix A

54 1890 — month unknown. p.334
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probably later that year, for £15, sextupling his investment. Earlier, in 1810, the son of that

harpsichord’s original owner had let it go for 13s at a country sale.®®

In 1886, when Taphouse restored 1683, it is likely he began his work s.hqutly after he bought it,
for he apparently did not own it the year before. At the 1885 Loan Exhlbltlon,_he shqwed r?‘
harpsichord — another Shudi-Broadwood that he had acquired, but nqt thg spinet. Since his
spinet was in Oxford in 1890, he had to have been its owner and not just its restorer, and he
probably still owned it till his death in 1905.

Spinet 1683 is currently at Mellerstain House in Berwickshire, Scotland, and it may ha.lve been
brought there as early as the turn of the 20t century. It was probably brought there by:

The 11t Earl of Haddington (1827 — 1911),
Or the 12t Earl of Haddington (1894 — 1986),
Or the 13t Earl of Haddington (1941 — 2012),

all of whom lived at Mellerstain in their later years. Photographs in Appgndix A show 1683 has
been consistently well cared for, and today, it is in close to playing condition.

Mellerstain House, built in 1627, has been in the same family, the Baillie family, since 1642. In
1725, it was reconstructed: Two wings were built by William Adam and 45 years later, they were
joined by a central block designed by Robert Adam, William's son. Today, it is a unique
surviving Adam family architectural achievement.

In 1691, a George Baillie married Grisell Hume and they came to live at Mellerstain House.
Lady Grisell (Grizel) kept a diary, or household book, for many years. We learn that there was a
spinet there in Mellerstain House around the turn of the 18thC. In an entry written in 1707, Lady
Grisell wrote that one of her daughters, age 14, played the spinet for perhaps an hour or so
each morning. Mole (2009:62) quotes a lengthy partial-sentence from her household book. It
would be tempting to suppose 1683 was that spinet. Its evidence of good care and yet, well-
used, cupped keys could suggest this. But its much later location as far away as Oxford
combined with its near-certain Taphouse ownership would seem to rule this out — unless it was,
somehow, re-acquired. | am suggesting that 1683 could be one of three surviving Haward
spinets that could have been the one owned by Queen Anne. If 1683, however, always had a
Mellerstain House connection, it would have to be ruled out.

1684

Joseph William Drexel (1833 — 1888) is the first known owner of 1684. An American banker,
he retired in 1876 and devoted his last twelve years to philanthropic activities. He is reported to
have been a passionate collector of music, and at some point, he was both the president of the

New York Philharmonic Orchestra and the director of the Metropolitan Opera, among a number
of other non-vocational activities.

After his death, his widow, Lucy Wharton Drexel (1841 — 1912), gave the Metropolitan
Museum, where her husband had been a trustee, six categories of collectables, the third of

% As the current owner of this harpsichord, | have investigated its fascinating ownership history; but

except for my citing its escalating values, because this reflects the 19thC upsurge of i i
keyboard instruments, this subject is irrelevant here. - nierest in early
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which was “ancient musical instruments”. Haward spinet 1684, one of 44 musical instruments,
had been on loan there for several years prior to its formal donation in January 1889, however.

Since its replaced trestle stylistically suggests a mid-century (c.1850 +/-) date, a wood
determination might suggest whether 1684 had been still in England shortly before Drexel’s
ownership.

1685

The Rev’d L K Hilton is the first known owner of the undated Haward spinet which | am
referring to as “c.1685”. The remains of a paper label attached to the spine attests to his
ownership.56 Hilton is known to have earned an MA degree from Magdalene College, Oxford,
and afterwards he was the rector of St Leonard’s church in Semley, Dorset.57

In the appendix to the 1st edition of Groves Dictionary (1888: 796), A J Hipkins wrote,
perceptively, “The Haward spinet belonging to the Rev. L K Hilton of Semley, Shaftsbury is
nearly like a Hitchcock, which proves that Haward did not remain with the model figured 655a”
(the spinet, 16XX). From this we know of Hilton’s ownership in c.1887 — the year prior to the
publication of the appendix. Since records show Hilton displayed his spinet at the 1885 Loan
Exhibition, we can back-date his known ownership another two years to 1885.

The Hilton label, a portion of a shipping label, confirms that this spinet was taken to the Loan
Exhibition held in Vienna in 1892. In the Musical Times of 1 Sept 1892, Hipkins wrote of the
Austro — Hungarian and German contributions documented in a catalogue installment.
Unfortunately, the British section, which was to come later, evidently never appeared. In an era
of growing nationalism, at this exhibition, English instruments were there, in part, to show-case
England’s organological past. But except for Haward's ¢.1685, we do not know, at this time, the
other English instruments that were exhibited there.

We know more about the next owner of €.1685 than we know about Hilton. Charles Harry St
John Hornby (1867 — 1946), the son of Rev'd Charles Edward Hornby, was educated at
Harrow and New College, Oxford, where he earned a BA degree in Classics. Choosing to enter
business, he became involved in book selling and publishing. In 1892, he became a founding
patron of W H Smith, booksellers, and three years later he founded the Ashendene Press, which
was in operation for 40 years. He collaborated with a couple of individuals in devising two new
type faces: A second label found on €.1685, showing a particularly interesting design (pictured
in Appendix A) probably shows one of these fonts. He had homes in Chelsea, London, and
Chantmarle, Dorset, where he probably met Hilton, and from whom he probably bought ¢.1685.

Herstmonceux Castle in Sussex is the next known site where ¢.1685 was taken, but the year it
was brought there is unknown. This mid-15th century castle had been gutted, de-roofed, and,
presumably, stripped for parts in 1777. For many decades, only the outside walls survived.
Beginning in 1912, however, a succession of three owners: Col. Claude Lowther (1870 -
1929), Reginald Lawson ( ? - 1932), and Sir Paul Latham (1905 - 55) all committed
themselves to the castle’s restoration along with the gradual acquisition of appropriate
furnishings as available space grew. ¢.1685 was clearly among those furnishings, but the time
of acquisition is uncertain. Lowther, who bought the castle ruin in 1911, began its restoration a

56 |t is pictured in Appendix A.

57 A village three miles from Shaftsbury, Dorset.
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year later. Before his death in 1929, he had allegedly stocked portions of it with works of art, but
at his death, his assembled collection was apparently sold off before the sale of the castle.

This, however, may have been limited to his art artifacts and not to his furnishings. Lawson, the
castle’s next owner, owned it for only three years and was presumably living there when he died
in 1932. Nevertheless, he could have been the one who brought ¢.1685 to the castle. Finally,
Latham, the third owner, completed its restoration in 1933, the year of his purchase. In the 13
years of Latham’s ownership, he too could have been the one who acquired ¢.1685 directly or
indirectly from Hornby and taken it to the castle.58

In 1946 the castle was sold to the Admiralty which relocated the Royal Observatory to its
grounds. Spinet ¢.1685 must have remained there for a couple of years before it was sold to an
unknown dealer. In 1949 it was sold to a second dealer, Frank Partridge of New York City, -
who, in 1950, sold it to Mrs Ninah May Holden Cummer (1877 — 1958) of Jacksonville, Florida,
who placed it in the oak-panelled “Tudor Room” of her half-timbered-design 1902 mansion.5®
She was the widow of Arthur Gerrish Cummer (1873 — 1943), a second-generation timber
merchant who harvested trees from central Florida and shipped this wood north from
Jacksonville. She and her husband conceived of a Cummer Gallery of Art, and in the 15 years
following her husband’s death, Mrs Cummer apparently acquired 60 items, including ¢.1685.
These items became the nucleus of the museum’s collection. After her death in 1958, the
mansion was torn down and a new museum building was erected on the same spot.
Reportedly, the only thing that was spared from the mansion was the Tudor room. It was
incorporated into the museum and the spinet continued to be displayed there before it was
placed in storage several years ago.

1687

A James Kendrick Pyne (three contiguous Pyne generations — all musicians — shared this
name) ¢ was the first recorded owner of 1687. At the 1885 Loan Exhibition in London, one of
the two Pynes then living, lent seven keyboard instruments — three of them English spinets: the
attributed Keene, dated ‘1708’, a Joseph Harris, and a Longman & Broderip. Since 1687 was
not included, it must have been sold before then.61

If the youngest Pyne was 1687's earliest recorded owner, he had to have acquired it after 1875,
for that year he returned to England from several years in Philadelphia to accept a position as
organist of Manchester Cathedral.?2 We know of the Pyne ownership because A J Hipkins
wrote, "Mr. Kendrick Pyne acquired a Haward spinet (now in Mr. Boddington’s collection) either
dated 1687 or number 1687, that has sharps like the Hitchcocks with a strip of the colour of the
naturals let in, in this instance black” (1888:796). In that same year in the appendix to the 1st

% The castle was pictured and described in Country Life 18 May 1929. This was four i
completion of its restoration. years prior to the

59 Jacksonville is in north-east Florida.

60(1788 — 1857), (1810 —1893), and (1852 — 1938)

61 An interesting account of this talented three-generation musical famil can i :
Oct 1908: 636-41). An obituary for the youngest Pyne appeared thirty )years It;?efro(ul\;l‘g In Musical Times (1
mentioned he had been given an honorary degree of Doctor of Music by London Unj Ot}t 1 938:787)_ It
pointed out, *his hobby was the collecting of rare instruments”. nIVersity in 1901 anq it

62 He won this appointment over 65 other applicants.
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edition of Groves Dictionary83 he failed to mention the Pyne ownership, but he again wrote, “In
Mr. Boddington’s collection there is a Haward spinet dated or numbered 1687”. He referred to
its keys once more, now describing, “White sharps, the latter with a strip of black in them. Even
the great London harpsichord maker Shudi showed his approval of this fashion by adopting it in
the harpsichords he made in 1766 for Frederick the Great's New Palaces at Potsdam....” (1888
GD App:72). These two Hipkins accounts must have been written in 1887, the year before
publication.

The timing of this pre-1888 ownership transfer is problematic, for in 1908, Musical Times noted,
“He (Pyne) formerly had a valuable collection of old instruments, of which an illustrated
catalogue was published in 1888. These, becoming too bulky for a private house passed into
the possession of Mr. Henry Boddington of Pownall Hall, Winslow, Cheshire, but they were
disbursed when sold in 1903 (actually, 1901) (MT 1 Oct 1908:640). Two conclusions might be
drawn. First 1687 was probably acquired by the youngest Pyne and not his elderly father
(although the latter was still active after more than 50 years as a church organist in the Bath
Abbey Church). Second, it was owned by one of these Pynes perhaps from as early as the late
1870s to 1888 or shortly before when it was sold to Henry Boddington.

Henry Slater Boddington (1849 — 1925)84 was the son of another Henry Boddington, who had
moved from Oxford to Manchester and there, established a brewery. At the age of 23, in 1872,
the son began to manage the business. He was successful — evidently increasing the family's
share of his father’s brewery enterprise six-fold over two decades. In this same era, he was the
director of the Manchester Ship Canal, served as a Manchester city councilor, participated in
local politics, and was chairman of an art committee which commissioned the painting of murals
in the Manchester town hall.

In 1886, the year of his father’s death, he purchased an estate, Pownall Hall, outside the city.
Leaving its 1830 exterior unaltered, he, nevertheless, spent a considerable sum of money
furnishing and redesigning its interior. Whether it is from these extravagances or from business
set-backs, in 1891, the bank foreclosed on some of his assets; although, evidently excepting the
Hall.

63 Under ‘Pianoforte’.

64 Not to be confused with Henry John Boddington, a painter (1811 - 65) or his son, Edwin Henry
Boddington, also a painter (1836 — 1905).
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In Sept 1901, Connoisseur wrote of an auction of “Interesting old musical instruments from the

collection of Mr. Henry Boddington of Pownall Hall, Winslow” that was held 21:] Jﬂlééza\jv)llweitaer by
Puttick & Simpson. Of the seven auctioned instruments, two were English: the oot "
virginal and Haward spinet 1687. The Haward sold for just £8/5s whereas the other six sold for

between £15/10 and £40.65

Whoever bought 1687 at the 1901 auction is unknown and its owner'shlp over the follqwmg
decade or so is uncertain. At some point its interior was gutted and it is probat_)le thgt it was
done in this period and not before. It may have been carried out by a pon-musmologncal local
buyer — perhaps by a local dealer to enhance its salability by making it more useful.%®

At some point, 1687 was taken to Germany and according to the information Sl‘J‘p.pIied by its .
current owner, the Leipzig University Musical Instrument Museum, it had been “since 1910/12 in

the Heyer Collection, Cologne” (trans.).

William Heyer (1849 — 1913), founded a paper company in Cologne in 1885. In 1904, his
collecting interest turned from coins and stamps to musical instruments, when, in that year, he
bought the instrument collection of Baron Alessandro Kraus of Florence. Two years later, he
bought the collection of the Dutch cellist, Paul De Wit, and at some point, he acquired pianos
and organs from the firm of Ibach. Spinet 1687 was evidently a separate purchase and not a
part of any of these three collections.

In 1906, Heyer established a music history museum in Cologne that survived past his death in
1913; it grew to include a reported 2600 instruments. In 19286, his collection was acquired by
Leipzig University which established a music history museum. From 1929, that music history
museum has been one of three museums under the umbrella organization, The Grossi
Museum.

The replaced interior of 1687 must have been carried out in Germany — possibly by Heyer, but
probably by the Leipzig University Museum at an unknown date.

16XX

William Dale (c.1858 — 1925) is the earliest known, certain, recent owner of spinet 16XX.
Given his substantial musical activity for more than a third of a century and a very active
avocational life, it is surprising that so little has been recorded about him. His parentage,

8 The £40 instrument was a 1614 Ruckers Flemish double, one of two known today with an English
‘ravalement’. lIts lid painting was attributed until recently to Van Der Meulen. The keyboards had been
remade, aligned, and extended, but the decorated soundboard had been left intact. This work was
probably done in the second quarter of the 18thC. In ¢.1790, Broadwood's records show they were the
ones that elegantly veneered the outer case and added the brass drop-rings. | am personally familiar
with this harpsuchord. In 1952 | cycled down from Exeter to Dartington Hall to see and hear it. Its
‘pergonallty’, its bright treble, its sonorous bass, were unforgettable. Then, in late 2004 just Before it was
auctioned at Sothebys, | flew to London just to see it again. Although it had probably béen restored more
recently, probably on the Continent, | was not disappointed. The restorer’s cross-ribbin would have
served to protect the valued soundboard from checking and it hardly compromised the gass (John
Challis (PC) once observed that the Germans tend to carry their cross-ribbing too far down in the bass -
stiffening the soundboard and dampening its bass potential at the lower frequencies). At the sale (10 Nov
2004), it brought £98,560. Disregarding inflation, this is a gain of close to 2500 times over 103 years
The buyer, however, now owns one of the most exceptional musical instruments of any type T?Ifsa |

harpsichord may have always remained in playable condition. In 18 ipki i
two works of Purcell on it. It was then owned by a General prkinsgl'?‘ A4 Hipkins publicly performed

8 My first keyboard instrument was a Longman & Broderi

antique dealer, who had intended to turn it into a desk. P Square piano. bought in 1953 from an Exeter
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education, and even his birth year or location are all unknown. Most important, we have no
knowledge about how or when he was first drawn to early keyboard instruments or how or when
he first met his friend and collaborator, A J Hipkins. We do have a probable insight into his
musical background, however.

AW Dale" is listed among the names of past children of the Chapel Royal. This is almost
certainly William Dale. While more than one name can be assumed for, say, ‘J’ or ‘R’, William is
the only name ordinarily associated with ‘W’. He was listed as a chorister in 1872. Assuming
he was between the ages of 11 and 16 that year, his birth year would have been between 1856
and 1861, or c.1858. This means he was in his early 20s when Groves first pictured his spinet.

Today, Dale is best remembered as the author of the book, Tshudi, the Harpsichord Maker,
written in 1913. In a lengthy and laudatory review of his book (MT 1Aug1913:523-24) the
Musical Times wrote, “This is a delightful book to see and still more to read”. It then mentioned
its “attractive style”. But there is nothing in this review about its author.

In 1887, club records show he became a member of the Hampshire Field Club and in the
following year, he became its honorary secretary — a position he held for 37 years. According to
Beth Taylor, author of 700 Years of the Hampshire Field Club6?, Dale had contributed 29 papers
to the Proceedings over the years. She wrote, he had been a Fellow of the Geological Society
as well, and the Society of Antiquities. He had been a member of the Council of British
Numismatic Society, an official lecturer at the British Museum, and had been a ‘non-
conformist’ (i.e.: non- Anglican) deacon. He died 18 April 1925.

At the Society of Antiquarians in 1904,58 Dale claimed, “In 1885 | arranged a large Loan
Collection of old keyboard instruments at the Albert Hall, and compiled the catalogue. | have
also spent a good deal of time in collecting particulars of such instruments from every available
source”. Before 1884, the year Dale moved to Hampshire,% he lived in Shudi's old premises
(dating from 1742) at 33 Great Pulteney Street, London.70

This will explain a portion of his expanded autobiographical account found in the preface of his
book: “The author claims no special fitness for this task save that the early years of his life were
spent in the house in which Burkat Shudi lived and carried on his trade more than a hundred
years earlier. At the time also of the compilation of Grove’s Dictionary of Music and Musicians
he was associated with the late A J Hipkins, F.S.A. in the preparation of some of the articles,
and gathered together a good deal of the material supplied by that writer. To obtain this he
made careful search for old business books of the eighteenth century in Shudi’s house, and
collected a mass of information, some of which is published for the first time in the following
pages. The author also did much honorary work in the Exhibition of Ancient Musical
Instruments held at Albert Hall in connection with the Music and Inventions Exhibition of the year
1885. He arranged all the keyboard instruments and wrote a descriptive catalogue of the same,
receiving the award of a silver medal for his services.”

67 Proceeds of the Hampshire Field Club and Archaeological Society 41, 1985, pp 5-20.
68 Proceedings of the Society of Antiquarians 16 June 1904:148.
69 His address there from 1884 to 1911 or after was, The Lawn, Archer Road, Southampton.

70 In 1884, A J Hipkins moved there and lived there at least until 1901. He died in 1903 at his daughter’s
house in Kensington, however.

71 Hipkins received the gold medal.
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Dale was perhaps too young to have been a participant in the 1872 Musical mstrurrtuir;ts cors
Exhibition, but based on his claims, he certainly had come a long way over the next 13 y e
At the 1885 Loan Exhibition, where he was so active, he lent eight keyb_oard mstrumgnts of his
own: a Shudi-Broadwood harpsichord, an Antwerp virginal, and five spinets. In adC_i{IZtIOI'l to
16XX, his other spinets on loan were a Keene, a Haxby, a Barton, and a Hitchcock.

Of Dale’s many keyboard instruments, 16XX may have been his favourite. Hg appeared to
have owned it till shortly before his death. He managed to have.woodcut’s Of.l'[ made (see
Appendix A), and he was able to have it pictured and described in Grove’s D_/ct/onafy, thg
Encyclopaedia Britannica, Rockstro's History, and it was he who arranged wnth.MacQualq and
Edwards to have it pictured in their Dictionary of English Furniture. He played it publicly in 1888
and 1904, and at about the time of its sale, it was on loan to the V&A Museum.

Thanks to William Dale, beginning in 1883,73 16XX abruptly shifted from closeted obscurity to
sweeping recognition.

PLCIURED

Grove's Dictionar 1883 - 1980 (97 years)
Enz;§7:paedia Bri{tenica .880s - ¢..920s5 {perraps 40 years)
Rocksirc's "Gemeral #History of Music' 1886 . e, .
Uictionary of English furniture {the "DEF') 1924 - 927 - 1954 (rev.;
Antigues Megazine {art packers/movers ed} Sept 1927 - Jén 1928

The Antiquariar {ert packers/movers ad! Sept - Oct 1927
Connoisseur 87 [op 39-40) Jan 1531

ing Antique Co:lector 1637

boalst's “Maxers of the K'chd & Clavicnorg™ 1956

Shorter Jictionery o English Furnizure 1964

PLACES_Shoun

18ad, Oct 21 & 22 Historic Loan Collection, Int'! Inventions takribition, London

1888, April 18 Hampshire titerary & Pkilosphical Society PLAYFD

1304, June ie Society of Antiquities, London PLAYED
€.153z, *Same years™ V & A Wuseur, Lonaon

1951, August 7-30 Lent to the Galpir Socieiy

1951, August 23 Shown on Ketiona. Televisior (BBC)

¢.1396Z, “Short perioc* Museum in Bath.

spinet by Charles Haward (circa 1650) similar to that described by Samuel Pepys in his diary”.7s
Dale’s account then disclosed that “Haward’s spinet was being carted away from an old hall in
Suffolk as almost worthless, but was rescued by a dealer”. Sixteen years later, before the
Society of Antiquaries of London, on 16 June 1904, he was more specific: “The musical
instrument | exhibit this evening is a spinet of English manufacture and, as far as | know, is one

2 From sometime before 1913 to the time of his death in 1925, he also own

piano - in 1971, owned by F H Miller, Dorking, Surrey. There may have be
owned as well.

ed a 1793 Broadwood grand
en other instruments he had

3 Grove's was released over several years. S through Z was issued in 1883.
74 Reported in ‘The Actuary’ vol. xvii, Jan — June 1888.
"> He based his remark on a misreading of “triangle virginal” (

“triangles” and, then erroneously concluded, “He meant a 3-|
found on his Haward.

a term Pepys had used in 1661) as
€gged stand to put the instrument on”, as
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of the earliest made in this country”. Then he went on, “The Haward spinet | show tonight came
from Bildeston Hall in Suffolk. It has had as little restoration as possible. One or two pieces of
ironwork ornamentation have been supplied and a new jack rail. The wire is the same gauge as
that originally used, and it is quilled from bundles of crow quills 120 years old found by me in the
loft of a harpsichord maker's house in Soho. It is very English in its extreme plainness, but the
sounding board shows that Haward had an Italian model before him. In it is a beautiful rose-
hole and there is also a simple decoration in India ink. The rose-hole was afterwards
abandoned by spinet makers, and retained only by Kirckmann, a harpsichord maker who was
an apprentice to the famous house of Ruckers. The decoration is a survival of the more
elaborate forms of ornament which characterized the instruments made in Italy and the
Netherlands. It was the painting and decoration of these instruments which gave the Ruckers of
Antwerp an entry into the Guild of St Luke, the painters’ guild. Near the tuning pins is put the
sacred monogram, I.H.S., a custom adopted by the Italian violin makers. The name board
bears the inscription, ‘Carolus Haward Fecit’ and over each key the name of the note is
written...”.76

Before this paragraph, Dale said, “...1 should like to say how much the nation is indebted to the
late Carl Engel, who rescued this interesting instrument from oblivion, spending his summer
holidays in hunting up specimens as well as enriching the collection in other ways...”. Taken in
isolation, “this interesting instrument”, “rescued...from oblivion”, would appear to be his Haward,
and Engel had to be either the "dealer” or at least the middle-man — and there almost certainly
was a middle-man. If, indeed, Engel was spending his summers roaming the countryside, we
would have a ready explanation of how he stumbled upon this spinet. But Engel’s “specimens’
were largely ethnological instruments, found in Continental Europe or beyond — not in rural
England. Between his two quoted statements were two paragraphs. The first dealt with jacks
and plectra instruments generally; spinets, in particular. The second dealt with clavichords. The
passage above was the end of the last sentence of a three-sentence paragraph about
clavichords that | believe is important for me to quote here in full:

“The spinet is not the oldest stringed instrument to which the keyboard was applied.
That honour belongs to the clavichord, the earliest instrument with strings in which the
sound was unlocked by a clavis or key. Clavichords have but little in common with
spinets, and it is not my business to speak of them now; but as | have occasion to refer
to the collection at South Kensington (he didn’t — at least, here) | should like to say how
much...".

Despite his early years as a pianist, piano composer, and piano instructor, Carl Engel left few
keyboard instruments. Nevertheless, he did own four clavichords - three of which he sold to the
V&A Museum.”” These three are what Dale may have had in mind and | will assume, “this
interesting instrument” is not Dale’s Haward - singular, but clavichords — plural. Without other
evidence, | cannot consider Carl Engel to be a one-time owner of Haward'’s 16 XX.

76 Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of London — Second series vol. xx 26 Nov 1903 to 29 June
1905.

77 These were among the 201 instruments he sold then, probably in 1881 — 82.
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From Dale’s accounts:

16XX was being “carted away”. It was seen as “almost worthless”.
It was being removed from “an old hall in Suffolk”.

This old hall in Suffolk was “Bildeston Hall”.

It was given “as little restoration as possible”.

It was given “one or two pieces of iron-work”.

It was given “a new jack rail”.

It was assigned (in 1888) the date-estimate of “c.1650".

However, Dale never appeared to name the person he bought it from a_lnd never mentiongd
where or when he bought it. Except for No. 5, all of his other observations are problematic.

His account of 16XX’s restoration is puzzling. Appendix A shows that his spinet had been
restored in an unusually careful and costly manner — possibly in the 2d quarter of the 19thC, but
most likely in the 3d quarter, shortly before he acquired it. Dale was correct about the replaced
iron-work, but he either had been misinformed or had mis-perceived its then, two-century-old,
burl-elm veneered jack rail.

NOoO oA 0N

For some reason he seems to have overlooked the nearly new, specially-made, atypical-quality
jacks (although he quilled them). Also, the 19th century lock, the appropriately-aged lock batten,
the similarly-patinated 3-inch top wood of the spine, and a new trestle foot. These were major

instruments were listed. |If one of the Beale daughters had played the spij

! : pinet and had taken her
Instrument with her when she moved away, this would not explain how 16XX could have then
returned and been “rescued” from the hall about 140 years later,

In 1762 the next owners offered to strip and sell the now-empty hall’s salea

: ) ble parts: Flooring,
wainscot, doors, marble hear_ths, sashes, timber, brick, and tile were mentionedpin their ad; bSt



Given the 1726 inventory, the nearly century-and-a-half time-lag, the date-range of the final
demolition, and the unlikelihood of its ever have been transported there, we can eliminate the
manor house as being “Bildeston Hall”, the “old hall in Suffolk”.

In the village of Bildeston, there were two farmhouses, each of which were referred to as
Bildeston Hall at various times — at least from the mid-1880s or so. One, formerly the ‘Newbury
Farm, farmhouse’ at 22 High Street, is, today, split into two private residences and is now known
as “Bildeston House".78 Another, formerly “The Farm House to Street Farm” at the western end
of Duke Street, has been consistently known as “Bildeston Hall” since the 1880s and, perhaps,
earlier. While this half-timbered dwelling is believed to date from the 16t or 17t century, it was
reportedly enlarged in the 19th century — probably with bits and pieces salvaged from the manor
house at the time of its final demolition, or perhaps before.

Could either of these farmhouses have been described as “an old hall in Suffolk” by Dale? If
so, how can we account for 16XX's expensive transport, by land, from London 63 miles away to
a farmhouse at an earlier unknown period — and why? In any farmhouse, space would be
limited, and therefore, actively employed. Because of this, how can we account for 16XX’s past,
gentle care?

The Dale Concerns: Dale evidently owned 16XX for more than 40 years. In that time, he
gave this spinet particular acclaim, and it repaid him with organological recognition. What is
incomprehensible is how little scrutiny it received from him over those years. Dale claimed on
specious grounds a Pepys relationship, and yet, he overlooked evidence signaling a connection.
He seems to have accepted what he was told about its restoration without even superficial
examination conformation. He seems to have accepted what he was told about its discovery
and its presumed worth at the time, although this was at variance with the well-preserved,
expensively-restored spinet that he bought. Finally, he remained strangely silent about the
seller and the circumstances and the date of his acquisition.

Edmund C Legg of Cirencester, an antique dealer, appears to have been this spinet’s next
owner, probably dating from shortly before Dale’s death in 1925. 16XX had been on loan to the
V&A Museum when Legg bought it. He sold it a short time later to Dr Brazil.

W H Brazil, M.D. of Coventry (? — 1947) was listed as its owner in the Dictionary of English
Furniture (DEF) in 1924.7¢ Brazil must have bought it soon after Legg acquired it. We know
the year of Brazil's death because of an auction where 16XX was sold, perhaps about 25 years
after he bought it. Brazil, a medical doctor, was a member of a masonic lodge: St Michaels,
No.163 and was lodge master in 1918. Perhaps, owing to its possible location away from the
centre of town, 16XX was spared in the Coventry blitz of November 1940.

C Allen Legg, the son of Edmund Legg, bought 16XX at the London auction in 1947 and kept it
for 19 years.

78 |t had earlier been referred to as “Bildeston Hall at some point.

79 Like Groves Dictionary, the DEF was released alphabetically: the first two volumes came out in 1924
and the third (M — Z) was published in 1927. 16XX can be found under 'Haward’ in vol.ii:374.
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g recersdd 5 ,@ & %n,
Miiigucs
99 Costle Shroot, Cironcester:
Felyphons 7572

31st Mzy 1966

Dear Mr. & Mre. Fhillips,

I have pleasure in giving you the history of the Charles
Haward Spinet as far &s I know it.

It came to my Fathers notice Pirst in the early nineteen
thirties througkh the good offices of G.J. Morley when it wae
4n loan to the V and A. I dont know quite how long we had it,
not long I think, when we sold it to Dr. Brazil. The doctor
died soon after the war and I bought it in an auction of his
effects keld in London - 1948 1 believe. The ingtrument is not
dated but I believe it to be 1668. It ie i1lustrated in Groves
Dictionary of Music and Musicians, 1898 editiony (and possibly
other editions)and described et fair length, and there is a fine
illustration, with comments under the makers name, in Donald
Boalch's 'Makers of the Harpsichord and Clavichord' 1440-1840
wbich wae publishe@ in 1956. In 1951 I lent it to the Galpin
Society for their exhibition by arrangement with the Aris
Council of Great Britian Aug. 7 = 30 and it was shewn on tele-
vigion and described on the radio about ithe 23rd Aug. Again
I lent it to a Museum in Bath for & short period ebout four
years ago.

This is about all I can think of, but there may be cther
details I couid supply should there be anything that puzzles.

Thanking you for your Saturday visit.

Yours sincerely,

Legg‘ appegred to have resumed the Dale practice of giving it national exposure, lending it to the
Galpin Society in 1951 and to an unnamed museum in Bath in c.1962. It was also shown on
television and described on the radio in 1951 according to the Legg letter.

Figure 9.1. Legg letter to the Phillips.
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Howard Phillips of London (? — 2008) was the penultimate owner of 16XX. He owned it 42
years from 1966, when he bought it from Legg, to the time of his death in 2008, after which it
was auctioned at Bonhams.& Phillips, “The leading London-based dealer in fine antique glass™"
dismantled a medieval hall and reassembled it by his home to be used as a concert hall.
According to Ferguson Hoey of Norwich, 16XX was the only keyboard instrument regularly
there, although a modern piano was sometimes brought in. In 1975, Hoey voiced 16XX and
“did it up” for Phillips to use in his concerts.

It is interesting that out of all the many owners of the six Haward spinets, Phillips is, perhaps,
the only one who valued his Haward as a playing instrument. Perhaps this is a reflection of the
change in musical taste — away from yesterday'’s viscid, thick-textures in favour of today’s lucid
clarity of line. But Hipkins and Dale, both at the early instrument forefront, found early keyboard
instruments, although visually exciting, aurally unfulfilling. Hipkins in 1885, at a lecture held at
the International Inventions Exhibition said, “obsolete keyboard instruments at their best have
little fetching power...their evanescent tone and its small energy tell against them”. Dale, at his
1888 Hampshire Literary and Philosophical Society presentation played three of his instruments
only after “warning” his audience that “the tone of these instruments was rather weak and
feeble” and “the people who heard them would be able to form an exact idea of what sort of
instrument Pepys had in 1668 to help and confirm him in his musical notions which he hoped
would come to some good. Any feeling of commiseration they might have with their ancestors
who played these instruments would be entirely thrown away as they were satisfied with what
they had to play upon for the same reason that they did not want to send messages by
telephone nor to ride in express trains”.

The order, here, of the five Haward spinets of the 1680s is, essentially, chronological. 1689,
prior to its rebuilding and redating is clearly the earliest and ¢.1685 and 1687, exemplify an
updated design. Because it falls out of the series and because it is being given inordinate
attention, 16XX is last.

80 The sale date was 10 March 2008. The auction was described and the instrument discussed in an
article, “Bonhams sells earliest surviving English spinet” in The Gramophone 11 March 2008.

81 Bonhams — 2009 (Google).
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CHAPTER 10 THE HAWARD SPINETS

Summary

Salient traits of all six Haward spinets are shown under thrqe headings: the case(,jthe interior,
and the keyboard. Two tables list the most important descriptive observations an
measurement data found in Appendix B.

The six can be divided into two major groups: four ‘Preliminary’ and two ‘Suc‘ces_sive’_. Th’e |
preliminary can be further sub-divided: the ‘Cognate’ pair: 1683 — 1684, the Relnscr{bed 1689,
and the ‘Progenitor’ 16XX. Characteristics of both major groups are separately described.

Major singularities of each of the six are described, each one adding to our understanding of the
entire group.

Two fundamental considerations are described that have bearing on the Haward spinets'— .
particularly spinet 16XX: plucking points and C2-equivalent string lengths. String graphlpg is
shown on semi-log plus c2-equivalent grids for five of the Hawards. C2-equivalent graphing is
described in greater detail in a later chapter in section 3.

A very early Keene spinet with a particularly important relationship to Charles Haward'’s spiqets
is pictured and described. Its linkage to both Haward's preliminary and successive spinets is
examined in detail.

The Haward Spinets — Text

A. Haward Salient Points

Salient traits for all six Haward spinets are listed here under three headings: the case, the
interior, and the keyboard. These three listings should be regarded as a selective extraction
from the material found in Appendixes A and B. Appendix A contains 150 pictures along with
explanatory notes for each of the Haward spinets and Appendix B consists of detailed
measurement data. In the three listings, design attributes (visible characteristics derived from
Appendix A) head each listing and numerical attributes (measurements abstracted from
Appendix B) follow.

Similar but more abbreviated examinations of Player and Keene spinets of a standard design
can be found in Section 3. It is important to keep in mind that there is a chronological disparity:
The surviving Player and Keene spinets are predominantly those of their mature, standardized
design years beginning about 1690 and continuing for close to two decades. In contrast, all of
the six Hawards were made before 1690, and four were made in the short four-year span, 1683
— 87.82 |n addition, only two late Hawards can be regarded as spinets of a mature design that
can be related to the standard Players and Keenes described in Section 3.

Since these listed Haward characteristics are shared by all, or nearly all, of the six, they could

prove useful in the future for possible identification of any newly discovered unlabelled spinet
thought to be by Haward.

82 |In Section 1, Chapter 7, | assigned introductory spinet-making dates: Haward 1679-80 Player
1680-81, Keene 1683-85. Given the low survival rates of all spinets of these makers (seé Chapter 6) the
earliest surviving spinets of Player and Keene could be expected to be even lower than their overall low
survival averages. This was not only because of their experimental designs, but more specifically
because their more limited ranges would have lessened their later desirability. '
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THE CASE - Design Attributions:

1.

©® N O R Db

9.

10.
1.
12.
13.
14.
15.

Bentside: 1-piece, ogival (compound) curved.

LH Tail: Truncated, rear-facing.

Maximum length greater than spine length.

LH / RH faces: both broad, asymmetrical in breadth.

Lid: three boards pieced.

Keyboard cover: 1-piece.

Case wood: European walnut - thin, but solid, not veneered.
Case sides: horizontal grain.

Exposed nail-heads on all vertical butt-joints.

No vertical nail-hiding moulding at rear of sides.

‘Bottom-first’ construction.

Visible cross-grain plane marks — case and lid (one exception).
Long, straight total face length (LH face, face board, RH face).
Case height: moderately tall.

Spine: A single, unpieced board.

THE CASE — Numerical Attributions:

1.

N

TH

H> w2 Mg s w

LH Faces: 5-5/8" — 6-1/2" (137-165).

RH Faces: 3-5/8" — 4-1/8" (92-105).

Total face widths: 40"- 41-3/4" (1016-1060).

Case heights: 7-3/16" — 7-1/2” (183-191) (one exception).
Spine lengths to max. lengths: 88% to 95%.

INTERIOR - Design Attributions:

Inscription: ‘Carolus’ (Latin for Charles) always used.
Inscription: dates on four, ‘Fecit’ on four, ‘Londini’ found only on the 1683 harpsichord.
Soundboard: grain is parallel to the spine in the usual harpsichord manner.

Soundboard: two pieced boards - close-grained in the treble, wide-grained towards the
spine.

Soundboard: continuous, unpieced — continues past the jacks and wrestpins.

Soundboard: four to five ribs slightly fanned, all parallel to, and to the left of the bridge.
The second visible through the rose.

Rose: centred in soundboard, Gothic design, two tan colours: parchment and wood.
Never gilded. Supported by the second soundboard rib.

Bridge: cane shaped. Always straight towards the bass. never curved (one is mitred).
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9. Bridge and nut: always crested with a brass wire at the top — dulcimer-fashion. Wire
held in place with strings — no staples.
10. Nut: mitred for the last three bass notes, parallel to the LH tail.

11. Registers: divided, 2-piece. Leather-covered, suggestive of 18thC French harpsichords.
Upper, a soundboard extension.

12. Interior woods: veneered.
13. Wrestpins: arrayed in a straight line — not staggered. Lower four parallel to the LH tail.
14 Jackrail: horizontally removeable to the rear on the left side.
15. Key blocks: width of a natural key. Flat-topped (one exception).
16. No decorative ltalian-type cheek pieces.
17. Wrestplanks: beech, or a beech-like wood.
18. Key lever pivot rails: oak.
THE INTERIOR — Numerical Attributions:
1. Bass strings at a slight angle (c.1-3 degrees) to the spine (2 exceptions).
2. C2 string length: 11-1/8" — 11-1/2" (282-294)) (one exception).
3. Maximum c2-equivalent length: 11.8" - 12.9" (300-343) (one exception).
4. C2 plucking point: 22% — 26% (one exception).
5. Wrestplank height: 1-3/4" — 1-7/8" (44-48).
THE KEYBOARD - Design Attributions:
1. Key Levers: unequal width, wide ‘D’s, narrow sharps.
2. Key lever distal ends: wooden tongues for slitted wood-rack insertion.
3. Key lever marking: numbered. No Keene-type diagonal scribed top line.
4. Bass note: one key below C: GG/BB.

5. Broken bass octave: used by 1687. A single split sharp as on the 1700 Tisseran
harpsichord.

Top note: raised from c3 to d3 by 1683.
Naturals: ebony (1 exception). Never pieced.
Naturals: two scribed lines plus the break.
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Naturals: unfinished, saw-cut fronts (1 exception).
10. Sharps: tapered. Never ivory-topped.
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THE KEYBOARD - Numerical Attributions:
1. Octave spans: wide (early) ¢.6-1/2" (c.495+)
Key lever widths: ‘D’s 5/8” (16), ‘C's 9/16” (14), Sharps 7/16" (11).
Key lever lengths: middle ‘c’: 11-3/4" — 12" (298-305).
Sharps: tapered (front to back) 1/8" (3).
Natural touch plates: 7/8” across x 1-1/4" deep (22x32).
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B. Haward Spinets: Four Early - Two Late

Haward’s spinets fall into two distinct groups. The first might well be described as ‘Preliminary’:
Spinets 1683, 1684, 1689, and 16XX. The second might best be described as ‘Successive’:
Spinets ¢.1685 and 1687.

As noted, since Player and Keene (together with Keene's apprentices) made spinets well into
the first decade of the 18t century, almost all of their surviving instruments can be described as
standard in their design. In the case of Charles Haward, who died in 1689, however, there are
just the two late extant spinets — too few to be classed as ‘standard’, or even ‘mature’ — terms
that would be appropriate if more had survived.8> Consequently, characteristics of the standard
Player and Keene spinets found in section 3 should fairly be compared only with these two
successive Hawards and not with his preliminary group.

Haward's preliminary group of four spinets can be further divided into three with the cognate
pair: 1683 and 1684 forming one sub-division, spinet 1689 another, and 16XX a third. The table
in this chapter listing twelve characteristics of each of the spinets, shows the rationale for this
second breakdown. Note the similarity of spinets 1683 and 1684 as well as ¢.1685 and 1687.

There are major case-length differences between spinets in the two major groups. Design
differences, however, although tonally of small importance, are visually prominent. Some of the
most noteworthy are:

83 As noted elsewhere, there is no evidence that Haward’s successive design predated 1687 and it would
have terminated at his death in 1689.
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THE FOUR PRELIMINARY SPINETS:
1. Lid and keyboard cover: flush with sides — arcuate edge.
Vertical case joints — all four joints butted.
Exterior wood - entirely walnut.
Square decorative washers — found.
Hinges — solid. Unpieced, pointed ends.
Faceboard - cedar, inscribed, no marquetry.

Case cap moulding — flat, moulded edge.
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Jackrail — two moulded edges, no inscription.

9. Jackrail LH support — plain, minimal size.

10. Sharps — solid ivory blocks.

11. Keyfronts — parchment, triple-arcade design.

12. Soundboard - ink decorated (1 exception).

13. Soundboard rose surround — bevelled (1 exception).
THE TWO SUCCESSIVE SPINETS:

1. Lid and KB cover — overhanging with applied moulding.
Vertical case joints — two front, mitred.
Exterior wood — walnut, rosewood trim.
Square decorative washers — not found.
Hinges — pierced, square outline.
Faceboard — rosewood, marquetry panel, no inscription.
Case cap moulding — arcuate shape.
Jackrail — no moulded edges, boxwood inscribed panel.
Jackrail LH support — wide, elaborate shape.
Sharps - skunktail, white-black-white.
Key fronts — wood, semi-circle design.
Soundboard - no ink decoration.
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Soundboard rose surround — arcuate rim, incised line.

C. Major Singularities of Each Haward Spinet

Two charts list some of the most significant features and measurements of ea -
ch H
abstracted from Appendixes A and B. award spinet,

1683 1684 1685 1687 1689 16XX
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| Key Count 52 | 52
Bass Octave | Short | Short
TopNote ' ©=~ D D
Rack Rail -
Front Rail X
Sharps | fvory | Ivory
Naturals | Ebony | Ebony

| Key Fronts Parchment |

Dated . T
“Fecit” ‘ X | X
Marquetry | X | X
Inscription Face Board | Face

Board
KeyBlock  Flat  Flat
Square 3 3
Decor
Washers
Hardware Brass Brass
Bridge-Nut Both Both
Wires
Hitch Pin X X
Rail Wire
Bridge-Nut Walnut Walnut
Wood
Pivot Rail Oak Oak
Wood
Nut Shape Mitered Mitered
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53 53 51 50
Broken Broken Broken Short
D D C C

X ]
[ . [ ]
| Skunk Tail | Skunk Tail | Ivory | Ivory
Ebony Ebony Ebony Snake
Wood
Wood Wood Parchment Parchment
X [ ] ] X
X [ [ [
[ ] X X
" SideRail  Side Rail Face Board Face Board
Flat Flat  Corbel  Flat
X X 0(1) 5(3?)
Brass Brass Brass | Iron
Both Both Both
X X .
Walnut Walnut Walnut
Oak Oak  Oak  Oak
Straight Straight Mitered



GG/BB 482 501
Length
Case Height 7.5
KB/Spine 17° 17°
Angle
Bass String/
Spine Angle

| Key Lever | | Top
Numbers
C2 Length 11.18 1128
(L/S)
C2PP % 24% 25%

54.1

7.2
20°

Side

1.6 S

Table 10.1 Features of the Haward Spinets.
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Top
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HAWARD SPINET MEASUREMENTS
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1687  20° 53 p N 6.45 492

1575 1454

Table 10.2. Haward Spinet Measurements.

The descriptions that follow have a two-fold intent: first, to describe some of each spinet's
singularities — the traits that characterize each one; and second, to allow us to _focus' on (hose
traits that contribute to our understanding of the group. The order of the six spinets in this §ub-
chapter is based, broadly, on their increasing descriptive complexity. The early cognate pair,
1693 and 1694, then the early restored, reinscribed, and re-dated 1689; and finally, the non-
dated 16XX, the Haward progenitor.

In many ways 16XX is the most unusual of the Hawards. A large number of its singularities
point to both an exceptionally early date and a level of craftsmanship not found on any of the
others. Evidence for these two conclusions is presented in the following chapter, which is
devoted to this spinet. There are three aberrant traits about 16 XX, however, neither time nor
skill related, that are described here: The hitchpin rail (HPR) crest wire, the jackrail, and the
keyfront-to-fulcrum distance. These three anomalies follow a brief description of this spinet that
corresponds to the descriptions for each of the other five.

Three considerations fundamental to the overall design of a spinet are included here. They are
plucking points, c2 treble string lengths, and design notes — together, forming a sub-chapter.

An examination of an important Keene spinet that would appear to be a link to Haward'’s two
major periods follows and concludes this chapter.

CAROLUS HAWARD Fecit 1683

Inscribed in black ink on the cedar-veneered faceboard, the 'C’, ‘H’, and ‘F’ are highly
decorated. The date is highly stylized: the ‘6’ with a gigantic circle, the ‘8’ and ‘3’, both flat-
crested. The inscription resembles that on 16XX but with less careful letter spacing.

This 52-note spinet is, | believe, England’s earliest dated, extent spinet. It is the earliest Haward
with a d3 top note and confirms Charles Haward was terminating at least some of his spinets
with this note at, or perhaps even before, this year. Its original trestle is, likewise, important
because it is a specifically dated example of a spiral-turned form with a box-like top and a low-
mounted decorative double-Y stretcher that can be tied to other undated pieces of period
English furniture. Spinet 1683 is one of just two Hawards with original trestles. Its brass,
chrysanthemum-shaped lockplate may be an early spinet form. Today, there may be no other
surviving examples — at least, on spinets. lts parchment key fronts are more elaborate than
those on 16XX and 1689 with decorated spandrels and blackened raised borders on their gold
grounds. lts fixed lock batten is original and its brass nut and bridge crest wires may be original,
as those on 16XX are believed to be.

Although the rose has been replaced, the remains of the original should be inside its case,
assuming the soundboard was never removed. Its replacement was evidently attached from
below, but above the second soundboard rib, which could imply a soundboard removal at some
point, however. An 1886 restoration by a pioneer collector and organologist, T W Taphouse, is
documented on the wrestplank. This spinet shows evidence of substantial, yet careful, past

use. lItis the most original of the six Hawards. Today, it is in playing — or, near-playing —
condition.
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Spinet 1683 is unique among the six in having a highly unusual three-ribbed design moulding
profile that is used exclusively in this case. This particular design can be found on a short,
surviving fragment of moulding at the right of the wrestplank of the 1622 Knole harpsichord.

CAROLUS HAWARD 1684

Inscribed in gold on the cedar-veneered faceboard. ‘Fecit’ is omitted, leaving an unexplained
gap between ‘Haward’ and the date. The inscribed letters resemble those on 16XX and 1683
but are severely worn.

This 52-note spinet, closely related to 1683, is, today, in very dissimilar condition. This is
surprising. It was presumably never out of the Metropolitan Museum, where it is today, for close
to 150 years except, perhaps, for a reported restoration in New York City in 1909. The extent of
that restoration is conjectural. Given the condition of the jacks, it cannot have then been
restored to playing condition.

Eight of the jacks had to have been made by Charles Haward. The evidence for this is the style
of numbering found on these jacks which corresponds to the numbering style found on Charles
Haward’s key levers. The survival of these jacks is valuable: Their inconsistent, crude
workmanship explains why five of the six Hawards now have replacement jacks. Nevertheless,
when new, they had to have functioned — somehow. There are photographs of some of these
jacks in Appendix A.

Several individuals have measured the lengths and angles of this spinet in the past and they
have all come up with slightly different results. In testing them, | have found that none have
closed. By blowing up top-down photographs to a half scale, measuring a keyboard / spine
angle of 17 degrees, a spine length of 54-5/8” (1387) and ten other lengths and angles, | have
been able to close the case. If | had personally measured this spinet, my measurements would
have added an additional set with a result that was no more accurate than those that went
before. | have found that more careful measurement can be done on paper than by using a
tape measure on the instruments, themselves.

Since 1684 was made just a year later than 1683, it would be expected to share many
measurements. However, it does not. There is no lineal dimension that agrees and only a
minority of angles correspond. One wonders how Charles Haward laid out spinet 1683 before
he began to make it and then, why he would alter his template when he made 1684 the
following year. These two spinets, as expected, however, are visually and dimensionally more
alike than either is to spinet 1689.

Since the rose on this spinet is identical to the rose in 1689, the original rose in 1683 would,
more than likely, have shared this design. The soundboard embellishment, reported to be in
blue ink, was clearly decorated by the same artist as 16XX and 1683. Unlike those, however, it
is nearly invisible owing to the soundboard’s surface condition. Although there is no lock on this
spinet, an apparent economy measure, the spine is reported to be veneered in walnut (probably
original) and the faceboard inscription is lettered in gold. As mentioned, the clear key lever
numbers, which had to be inscribed by Charles Haward, tie eight of the surviving jacks to him
owing to their identical writing style. They confirm that the key levers, although not made by
him, were, nevertheless, numbered by him before he finished that instrument.

Carolus : : Haward : : (Spinet ¢.1685)

Inscribed without ‘Fecit’ and without a date, the name only is inscribed in black ink on a vertical-
sided boxwood plaque set into the front side of the jackrail. This is the simplest of the six
Haward inscriptions. The ‘C’ and ‘H’ are moderately decorated. The remaining letters are large,
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but lower case. Two curious sets of double-dots are within and foII.ow thg inscripted name. This
plague has been trimmed at the top to fit the vertical space on the jackrail.

This undated 53-note spinet is one of an extant pair | refer to as ‘successive’. There is no ]
reason to believe it pre-dates the similar, but dated, spinet 1687, however. In fact, owing to i fs
greater length and less-acutely-angled LH tail, it could be the later of the two. But becauge 0]
Charles Haward’s dimensional inconsistencies, found on his earlier spinets, no exact dating
determinations should be drawn. We can only conclude; it is unlikely to be as early as 1684 and
it cannot post-date 1689. | am referring to it as ¢.1685 because this is the date-estimate
assigned to it by a restorer, but | would lean towards an estimated date a couple of years later.

Spinet ¢.1685 is particularly opulent. It shows an extensive use of rosewood, not only for its
case-capping and interior moulding, but on its uninscribed, marquetried faceboard. Together‘
with 1687, it has a number of features that, based on surviving Keenes, we would expect to find
15 or 20 years later. Some of these are: a marque ‘faceboard plaque with astragal (_1.e.,
Palladian-shaped) sides suggestive of those on coeval clock trunks: square profile hinges and
lockplates — the hinges pierced; the lockplates scallop-edged; lids and keyboard-covers that
overhang the case edges with applied mouldings on the lids; skunktail sharp keys rather than
ivory blocks; wood, not parchment, key fronts with semi-circular cut-outs. This style of a sharp
and keyfront became popular a generation later.

Its original trestle, replaced in the 20th century, would have been spiral-turned as on 1683, but
probably with a higher, more centrally located stretcher.84 While not currently in playing order, it
was restored in the 1970s and, like 1683, it is in clean condition and it is markedly original.

Carolus : : Haward : : Fecit: : 1687 : :

Inscribed in brown ink on a boxwood plague with pointed sides set into the front of the jackrail
as on ¢.1685, the letters on the name are identical to those on €.1685, but the lower- case
letters in ‘fecit’ are small. The date numbers are conventional. The curious dotting conforms to
that on ¢.1685. The plaque appears to have been trimmed along the bottom to enable it to fit
the height of the jackrail.

Although this 53-note spinet has been entirely reconstructed internally, it is, nevertheless,
indispensable to our understanding of Charles Haward'’s ‘successive’ instrument design-style.
Spinet 1687 authenticates c.1685 in every important way and it assigns a specific date to all of
its advanced features. In the absence of this spinet, many of ¢.1685's characteristics could be

rose, and its aligned wrestpins, ¢.1685's Haward origin might even be questioned, based on its
dissimilarity to his earlier four.

This instrument was gutted and then internally rebuilt - probably in the beginning of the 20t
century. According to university records, it was also damaged in a storage warehouse in 1967.
Its restoration, then, is reported to have included a part of the lid, the “decorative board”, and the
soundboard. University records also claim that the wrestplank was replaced and its
replacement was oak. |If so, its replacement was probably correct, although this would have
required a total disassembly of the instrument. | believe parts of this report are less than totally
reliable, however, particularly with regards to its wood identification.

8 The replacement composite trestle with its original finish has to have been substitut igi
after the time the case was refinished — perhaps a century ago. od for the original
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Carolus Haward fecit 1689

Inscribed (almost illegibly) in black ink on the cedar-veneered faceboard, the inscription style is
identical to that on ¢.1685 and 1687, Haward'’s ‘successive’ pair, but without the dotting. The
four inscripted blocks are tightly bunched creating broad LH and RH margins.

The 1689 date on the faceboard of this, evidently early, 51-note spinet would be the date of its
restoration. This date is the year of Charles Haward’s death. Because of its short case length,
its particularly crude construction, and its terminal note of ¢3, it would seem at first glance to be
a very early Charles Haward spinet — made, perhaps, as early as 1679-80 and conceivably
even before. Alone of all early surviving spinets, it lacks a lower moulding to hide the nails
attaching the sides to the base board. It has no lock. There is evidence of only a single square
decorative washer (now missing). Its parchment key fronts share the simple, unembellished
design of spinet 16XX. Its prominent cross-grain plane marks suggest that no attempt was
made to dress these on any of its boards. The sole early-origin caveat is its broken lower
octave — Haward's single split D-sharp — not found on the far grander spinets, 1683 and 1684 .85

If the reason for the activity in 1689 was to add this key, then everything would fall neatly into
place: This spinet, in an original 50-note form would then clearly pre-date all other Charles
Haward'’s in his spinet-production period of the 1680s, and it could, perhaps, be accepted as
England’s earliest surviving production-period spinet. The problem is this: Evidence shows that
this spinet always had this additional key. Since close inspection of the key lever tops shows
wood in the D-sharp area is identical to wood in the other keys, the entire keyboard would have
had to have taken place, the simple, early key fronts notwithstanding. The Keene-type corbel
keyboard blocks suggest this as does the narrower octave span, shared with spinets ¢.1685
and 1687. Finally, there is no evidence of any later work to expand the rack or the pivot rail.
However, when restoring this spinet, Miles Hellon found two sets of holes — an identical number
of 51 for each set. He has shown the locations of every one in his drawing.86

Extending the treble from c3 to d3 would have been difficult on any Keene or Haward®” and this
extension was not attempted here. However, by 1689, every new spinet would be expected to
have the two additional treble notes for some of the music being composed then would have
required it, and all other Haward spinets, from 1683 on, ascend to d3.

Despite the date now on this spinet, it appears it was repaired, and not really updated in 1689.
The following two lists record what | believe was replaced and retained that year:

85 The 1700-date Tisseran harpsichord also has this curious single-key split. Why the D# rather than the
marginally more useful C#.

8 When Haward removed his 1-piece soundboard cover plate and replaced it with another, he had to
create a new set of holes, drilling through the unmarked board. His second set was located perilously
close to his original set and came close to creating ‘figure-8’ hole problems. Why did he not use his
discarded board as a template or split his new board as the restorer of 1687 did, or at least, plug the
original holes? Hellon had to repair a crack in the wrestplank; these un-staggered, aligned holes could
possibly explain why.

87 But not on a Player, owing to Player’s wide key blocks.
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Replaced in 1689:

1. The entire soundboard / coverboard — the new board u;\ggs
rim with an incised line surrounding the rose — as on c. .

corated and an arcuate

2. Re-drilled holes in the wrestplank.

3. Keene-style, corbel-shaped key blocks.

4. An arcuate case-top moulding (like ¢.1685 and 1687).

5. A straight, un-mitred nut (like ¢.1685).

6. Are-engraved faceboard (same style as c.1685 and 1687).
Retained — Although somewhat outdated:

1. The soundboard barring (probably).

2. The 51-note keyboard (to c3).

3. The lid edge flush with the case sides.

4. An absence of a lock (like 1684).

5. The plain cedar faceboard.

6. The rose (identical to 1684).

7. The simple parchment key fronts.

This spinet, only discovered in the late 20t century, has been examined thoroughly. When it
was apart, it was photographed (see the photographs in Appendix A). Miles Hellon made
accurate, detailed drawings of all parts of this spinet and, using these drawings as templates, at
least one copy has been made of it.

CAROLVS HAWARD Fecit (spinet 16XX)

Inscribed in black ink on the cedar-veneered faceboard, the three blocks are widely and evenly
spaced. The lettering style resembles that on the cognate pair, but the letters are more evenly

spaced. The faceboard shows two very visible guidelines 5/8 inches (16) apart as on 1683 and
1684.

Superficially, this 50-note spinet has much in common with the two cognate spinets. These are
some of their shared attributes:

1. The lid, flush with the case sides.

A cedar inscribed faceboard.

The inscription executed by the same artist.
Square, decorative case-side washers.

A cedar interior.

o a0k wnN

A two-piece soundboard with narrower growth rings in the '
greater stiffness). g treble than in the bass (for

7. The soundboard decorated by the same artist.
8. The nut, mitred in the bass.

9. The bridge, straight, unmitred and cane-shaped.
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10. Black walnut bridge, nut, HPR, and internal moulding.
11. A wire-crested bridge and nut.
12. A ‘short’ (unbroken) bass octave.

Many of these characteristics are shared, also, with spinet 1689. In addition, we could add the
gold parchment key fronts of a simple design found just on these two Hawards. Nevertheless,
as it will be shown in the next chapter, 16XX is not coeval with any other Haward spinet.

Three relatively minor features of this spinet, not time-related, follow:

Hitchpin Rail Wire: On all Haward instruments, there is a brass crest wire, or a groove
for one, on the tops of both the bridges and nuts.88 In common only with the 1683
Haward harpsichord, though, there is a similar wire made of iron on 16XX, secured with
iron staples, on the HPR, as well. Since it runs slightly below the end-wrapping of the
wires, it would seem to perform no obvious function. On the bridge and nut, there might
be justification for crest-wires, if they were to assure clean and precise termination points
at both vibratory ends. But since these wires on Hawards have been found to be located
on the over-draught portion of the strings, this function would have to be ruled out.
Although undoubtedly not originally intended, a crest wire could straddle a later break in
the bridge, postponing the date of its repair.

The Jackrail in 16XX, richly decorated in burl (burr) elm (ulmus hollandica), is the only
one of the Haward four surviving jackrails to have been embellished in any manner.
Although William Dale, the spinet's first known recent owner, believed it had been
replaced, it is clearly original. The elm veneer is particularly thick, shows expected early
patination as well as several large shrinkage cracks. It also has edge moulding such as
found on Haward's other jackrails.8°

Pivot Point location: In spinet 16XX, there is an unexplained greater distance between
the key fronts and the pivot points in the treble than in the bass.®¢ This may seem like a
very minor point, but it is not only contrary to the other Hawards but to all other spinets |
am aware of. The expected front-to-fulcrum lengths of spinets, generally, is sometimes
equal, but more commonly, a little less in the treble than in the bass.

D. Three Fundamental Considerations

PLUCKING POINTS: On a plucked string instrument, the plucking point percentage is,
perhaps, the most important determinant of its tonal character. This is particularly the case in
the instrument’s octave-and-a-half above middle-C (MC). The closer the plucking point is to a
string’s mid-point, the greater the suppression of its overtones, generally. At the top ¢3 of any
treble, however, the plucking point has little audible effect. But at an octave down, at c2, the
plucking point’s position can define an instrument'’s distinctive ethos. The guitar-like overtone-
suppressing trebles of so many late spinets, results from this convergence of their plucking

8 Such a wire can also be found on the bridges and nuts of 19t century dulcimers.

8 One could argue this jackrail performs an interesting visual function. If the heart of a Haward spinet
could be considered to be its soundboard rose, this fulgent jackrail, nevertheless, assigns a subsidiary
role to the location where its sound has its origin — the actuation points of its string vibrations.

% Treble — 4 inches. Bass — 3-3/4 inches.
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points towards the string’s mid-point at about c2.81 The earliest spinets, however, tend to have
treble plucking points closer to the nut.92

The chart, listing plucking points of four Haward spinets shovys 'an'int.erestlng contrast bettvf:een
three dated spinets and 16XX. While there is a four-spinet smﬂanty in the tenor range _h e
octave and a half just below MC, 16XX’s plucking point is noticeably closer to the nut in the top
half of the instrument and at the bottom C. The expected effect might be a low bass with less
fundamental but a slightly brighter, although possibly thinner, treble.®3 We can conclude that in
its plucking points, as in other characteristics described in this and the followmg chapter, 16 XX
stands apart from the group of Charles Haward spinets made in the 1680s. Differences,
particularly in the high treble and the low bass, are noteworthy.

In addition to a plucking point's tonal consideration, there is a tactile one: There should beia
degree of consistency across the keyboard when the plectra is pulled and ﬁhen re]eased with
strings of varying lengths and diameters. This is one reason for a bass string .typlcglly p'lucked
at about an eighth of its length whereas the top string will be plucked close to its mid-point. In
the case of spinet 16XX, the overall length of its low C is about nine times the length of its top
c3; yet, its actual nut-to-plectra distance is only about four times as great. With a spinet’s, or
harpsichord’s relatively uniform keyfront-to-pivot distance and the need for key-depth uniformity,
tactile consistency has to come almost entirely from the plucking position.

On this chart, the Grove — RCM spinet, described in this chapter, has a markedly close plucking
point throughout the instrument. It is undoubtedly the closest of any extant Keene, and,
perhaps, any other known spinet. Its plucking point of eleven percent at c2 can be compared to
a Shudi and later, Shudi-Broadwood harpsichord lute plucking point of 8 — 11 percent at the c2
pitch.%4 On a harpsichord, a lute stop has an oboe-like overtone-rich sound quality that this
Keene could share, albeit at the expense of a rounder, more resonant treble.

PLUCKING POINT PERCENTS

GGBB C F C F MC H 2 f o3 g

1683 93 109 146 143 160 159 207 243 330 340 346
1684 104 110 120 122 147 160 204 247 326 393 410
1889 120 123 172 260 410 -
16XX 122 135 130 1305 141 150 187 215 279 o265 -

91 The ¢2 plucking point of a 1785 Longman & Broderip (Culliford make) s inet of th 's wi
clarinet-like treble sound is 49% at c2. A c.1795 Rouchead spinet of his) isp44% at Cgiauthor swih

%2 A particularly interesting graph showing the plucking points of five ea I i irgi
seen in Mole (2009.310) ap rly spinets and a virginal can be

% With Kirkmans, the Iute at ¢2 is 7 percent.
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Grove-

RCM 9.0 10.2 8.7 7.0 8.1 9.8 130 113 225 283 282
Keene

1750
Kikman 125 123 122 126 136 156 201 256 303 383 410
Spinet

Table 10.3. The Haward, Grove-RCM , and/ Kirkman Plucking Point Percents.
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The Kirkman spinet of the author’s is included here as a possmlg standard. T?twhe gfrri[;:\_ Sa':l%WS
that its various plucking points were found to be located, essentlglly, 'betwee.n e e thom i
back-8’s of harpsichords by Kirkman (and earlier Shudis}, and this Kirkman is muccj: o 1
its tonal quality. Up to MC, its plucking positions, surprisingly, seem to correspon wi oS
16XX, but above this point they just as surprisingly seem to correspond with those on the three
dated Hawards.

Haward Design Note:

In laying out an instrument, a maker must start somewhere with his initial design note - his
string-length starting point. It should be possible, using these graphs, or a table of lengths, to
determine this note for each Haward spinet. Unfortunately, the evidence for each of the
Hawards is unclear. Since 16XX and 1689 share a length measurement near the top of t.hg
treble, we might infer a common design note. But it is at b2 and not the adja_ce_nt c3 and it is
fractionally greater than six inches (156). The actual length of c3 on ¢.1685 is just under’SIx
inches (152), but this is the same length as d3, two notes higher, on 1684. These two splngts
have radically different string progressions. Logically, each spinet should have not only a single,
recognizable design note, but also a paired note at an octave, exactly half or double its length.
But this is seldom found on spinets and not seen on any of these Hawards.

Haward C2 - Equivalent String Lengths:

JUSTIFICATION: Section 3, Chapter 14, introduces and describes a new method of string
graphing. By substituting comparative or equivalent string lengths for actual length
measurements, this chapter explains how data can be graphed arithmetically along broadly and
evenly-spaced horizontal lines rather than on the narrow, diagonal lines, unevenly spaced, of
conventional semi-log graphing. This substitution is particularly important for spinets. Because
of their acutely-angled high trebles, spinets are difficult for their makers to lay out accurately,
typically creating unexpected, anomalous treble string lengths. Spinets also have length-
alternating strings and their important ‘C’s can be either one of the short or the long strings.
None of these two potential problems may be apparent on semi-log graphing, but they will
clearly show up on an arithmetic equivalent-length grid.

THE GRAPHS: On the c2 - equivalent graphs, if it were not for 1684, the string length pattern
could be explained: 1683, 1689, and c.1685 form a group and the stringing on 16XX is,
essentially, parallel with them, but with shorter lengths (except for its ¢3). The disparity of 1684,
though, is hard to explain: this spinet has its original soundboard and bridge. Stringing swelling
is as great on 16XX as on 1683, 1689 and c.1685, but there is a noticeably less note-to-note
irregularity. This suggests a similar method of forming and positioning of the bridge, but a more
precise placement of the pins. Since ten of its strings are equal to or above eleven inches
(279), it cannot be strung entirely in yellow (70/30) brass and tuned to A=440c/s. At 11.6 inches
(295), the top b2 would break, even if tuned to A=415cls. Also, since six notes are at or close to
11-1/4 inches (286), tuning even to A=415¢/s would be precarious on any of these notes.

Stringing graph; for the five Haward spinets with their original layouts follow. Five graphs show
all measured strings for each of the five with conventional semi-log formats. By this method

actual lengths can be read off. Five comparative graphs show the calculat ’

ed c2-
lengths for the treble strings of each spinet. Long and short strin e squivalent
lines. Note that all Haward ‘C’s are among the short strings of th
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irregularity and such swelling (although with less irregularity) can typically be found on
harpsichords and pianos.

A single graph shows the bass-half of spinet 16XX. Notice that as string lengths increase, the
differences between adjacent long and short strings become less significant. Also, note the

short equivalent lengths of the lowest string. On spinet 16XX, for example, if tuned to BB, it
would be 5.83 inches (14.8); whereas, if tuned correctly to GG, it is reduced to just 4.62 inches

(11.7).

The final two graphs show an overlay of all the five Hawards — the long and short strings on
separate graphs.

Figure 10.1 Treble Short Strings of the Haward Spinets.
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Figure 10.2 Treble Long Strings of the Haward Spinets.

E. The Grove - RCM Keene - Its Connection to Haward

This historically important Keene spinet was bought about 1842 by Sir George Grove, who had

it restored by “Old Edwards, the Tuner”. It was an early purchase and restoration in England of
an antique plucked keyboard instrument. This spinet was restored again by A J Hipkins in 1882
and more recently by John Barnes. The drawing shown, appearing in the first edition of Grove's
Music Dictionary under ‘Virginal’ (v.4 pPp304-305), with its located ribbing must have been made

by “Old Edwards The Tuner” owing to its well-delineated soundboard barring. According to Sir

, Editor). In BM3, it was assigned the number

)0A . : museum catalogue referg to it more
realistically, though less conservatively as ‘late 17th century’. The initials ‘JH’ appear on its top

key lever. This is undoubtedly John Harris, who was bound to Keene in 1675 and was freed in
1685. Because of this, Mole has assigned an early date-estimate for this spinet of ¢.1682.

Barnes had earlier assigned a c.1685 date (restoration report), but on the bagis of several
overly-broad and unrelated reasons.
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Figure 10.3 Grove's Spinet.

Based on several Haward characteristics found on this Keene and no other Keene, | believe this
is the earliest surviving Keene spinet. Because of its 52-note GG/BB — d3 range with a short
octave, | believe Keene used Haward'’s cognate 1683 and 1684 spinets to guide him in making
this particular spinet (or, perhaps, this spinet-model). Consequently, | would assign, albeit for
different reasons, Barnes’ ‘c.1685’ date estimate for it. | also believe this particular spinet (or
spinet-model) is very likely to have been responsible for Haward's successive design update as
shown on ¢.1685 and 1687.

It is interesting that although Keene must have inspected a cognate Haward, he never
measured it, as all reported measurements on the Grove — RCM Keene are at variance with
those on any Haward.

The following three tables list first, those traits found on this Keene found to be in common with
Haward's cognate pair; second, the points of disparity of this Keene with Haward spinets,
generally; and third, the features found on this Keene that are tied to Haward's successive pair
and may have been the influence for Haward’s revised design.
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1 ir 1684
Shared Traits: The Grove — RCM Keene and Haward’s Cognate Pair: 1683 and

1.

N o ok~ wN

> © ®

0.
1.
12.
13.
14.
18.

Bentside: one-piece — ogival (compound curved).
Soundboard rose.

LH Tail: rear facing.

Faceboard: no marquetry panel.

LH/ RH Faceboards: both broad, asymmetric.
Soundboard growth rings: paralliel to spine.

Soundboard: continuous past jacks and wrestpins.

Jack Register: divided, leather topped.
Bridge Crest: dulcimer-like wire insert.
Bass Octave: short (unbroken).

Treble terminal note: d3.

Top two jacks: between top two strings.
Sharps: vertically tapered.

Nut: mitred in bass.

Spine: walnut (veneered ?) (as on 1684).

Some Points of Disparity — The Grove — RCM Keene and Haward'’s Cognate Pair

1.

©® N o g s~ N

9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
185.

1.

Keene: vertical nail-hiding moulding at side — rear.
Keene: shorter case height: 6-3/4 inches (172).
Keene: shorter LH tail: 4-1/2 inches (114).

Keene: ‘Londini’ on faceboard.

Keene: undecorated soundboard.

Keene: staggered wrestpins.

Keene: bridge slightly curved towards the bass.
Keene: nut slightly curved towards the bass.

Keene: RH (not second) major soundboard rib crosses the bridge in two places.

Keene: short soundboard rib just under the rose.

Keene: unusually close plucking points throughout (16% at c2).
Keene: 3 scored lines (plus the break) on ebony keypads (Haward, two).

Keene: some pieced keypads.

Keene: shorter octave span (6.3 inches (480).

Keene: natural key levers, front-to-pivot ¥ inches (13)
Shared Traits — The Grove — RCM Keene and Haward's Successiv

Greater Spine length.
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Lid: overhanging the case with applied moulding.
Case edge top moulding — arcuate.

LH Tail: less pronounced rearward tilt.

Front two corners: mitre-joints — no exposed nails.
Jackrail inscription (only this Keene).

Hinge design: square form — pierced.

Skunktail (white-black-white) sharps (only this Keene).
Rose surround: beaded (arcuate) edge.

S Y ©® N o o b~ w

0. Soundboard: undecorated.

CHAPTER 11 HAWARD SPINET 16XX

Summary

A. Late 1660s (c.1668) Determination:
c.1660, ¢.1650, ¢.1680, refuted
Iron hardware of a particular design
Snakewood keys
The trestle examined:
Evidence of originality
Oak
Bobbin turning — pole lathe
Three-legged
The major stretcher turned
B. Unexpected Craftsmanship:
Absence of plane marks
Carved scroll at bridge end
Major keyboard assembly differences
Integer measurements
C. Charles Haward's Probable Work:
Parchment key fronts — key numbering
The lid
The jackrail
D. John Haward Evidence:
Two markings — wrestplank and key #12
John Haward - died 1667
John Haward — inventive builder
Evidence for John Haward-the-Elder
E. The Layout — Probable Starting Points
Layout assumptions
16XX layout explainable
The other five — not explainable
The other five — fail to agree
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16 XX layout: step-by-step
A caveat
The 16XX keyboard uniquely laid out

Haward Spinet 16XX - Text
A. A Late-1660s Date Determination

Is the Haward spinet, referred to as 16XX throughout this thesis an isc_JIated instrument made
just prior to a hiatus, or an early survivor connected to an ongoing series? There have been
four ‘circa’ dates assigned to this spinet in the past: ¢.1650, c.1660, c.1668, and c.1680. The
reasons for each of these dates are problematic, but problematic in different ways.

c.1660

The ¢.1660 date estimate may have originated in 1885, when 16XX was exhibited at the London
Inventions Exhibition that year. Although 16XX was pictured but not dated in the first two
editions of Grove's Dictionary (1882-1927), it was assigned the same estimated date of ¢.1660
in the third edition (1927-28 on). This date continued until the ‘New Grove’ of 1980, when, for
the first time in close to a century, it was no longer pictured or mentioned. In his Dictionary of
English Furniture (the ‘DEF’),% Ralph Edwards also used the c.1660 date and made mention of
its “3-legged stand of turned oak”. He recognized that the stand was original.%6

c.1650

William Dale, who had to have been responsible for the ‘c.1660’ dating of his Haward at the
London Inventions Exhibition, moved back this date by ten years in 1888. At a meeting of the
Hampshire Literary & Philosophical Society and the Hampshire Field Club held 18 April 1888,
Dale showed four of his instruments: a Shudi-Broadwood harpsichord, a spinet “of 1630” by
John Hitchcock, “a spinet, by Charles Haward (c.1650) similar to that described by Samuel
Pepys in his diary”, and a Beck piano of 1776. Clearly, he mistook Hitchcock’s serial number for
2 date, and must have reasoned his Haward, of an earlier design, should, therefore, be back-
ated.

c.1680

In 1956, in the first edition of his, Makers of the Harpsichord and Clavichord, Donald Boalch
pictured 16XX and advanced its date to c.1680. €.1680 would place 16XX at the beginning of
England’s spinet production period. At first glance, this would appear to be reasonabie, for
superficially, 16XX shares many of the traits of Haward’s dated cognate pair (1683 and ,1684).

Today, by accepting Boalch’s estimated date, we would be accepting continuity; we would be
spared the difficult explanation of a spinet-making lacuna. ’

95 1924-27 and 1954 (Rev.).

%6 From 1937 to 1954, Edwards was th

e Kee L
Museum (the ‘V&A). per of the Dept. of Woodwork at the Victoria and Albert
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c.1668

Beginning in ¢.1888, the Encyclopaedia Britannica pictured spinet 16XX for about 40 years
together with an estimated date of “about 1668”. In his General History of Music from the
Infancy of the Greek Drama to the Present Period, Rockstro also pictured 16XX (1886:143), and
dated it, “c.1668".97 In several ads appearing on Antiques Magazine and The Antiquarian in
1927-28, an art packer pictured 16XX in a woodcut with the same estimated date, “About 1668".
This ad is pictured in Appendix A.

Assigning a ¢.1668 date to spinet 16XX is not unreasonable. But 1668 happens to be the year
Pepys acquired his spinet from Charles Haward. Citing this odd year and preceding it with ‘C’,
would seem to be an attempt to coyly approach the Pepysian ownership line without quite
contacting it.

In 1888, at the lecture to the Hampshire Literary & Philosophical Society, William Dale, this
spinet’s then-owner, after assigning it an improbable date, said, erroneously, “Pepys’ reference
to his ‘Triangles’ meant the 3-legged stand to put the instrument on”.

In 1896, A J Hipkins wrote in his book, A Description and History of the Pianoforte, “To Haward
belongs the distinction of having supplied a spinet, on a triangular stand, to the very musical
Samuel Pepys” (1896:71). While factual, the statement was misleading: There is nothing about
this trestle that ties it specifically to Pepys and there is no evidence that Pepys’ spinet
specifically had a ‘triangular’ trestle. Nevertheless, the trestle on 16XX makes a particularly
compelling case for a ¢.1668 date for this spinet. It is one of three of 1668’s components whose
irregularities point to a late-1660s date; the other two being its hardware and its snakewood
keys. These three pieces of evidence are discussed next.

The Hardware:

16XX is the sole surviving spinet with iron, rather than brass hardware. It is also the sole
surviving spinet with a virginal-style ‘angry lady’ (a Morris term) hinge profile. Because iron
hardware with this hinge design can be seen on all extant virginals, including those of a later
date, it could be argued that the presence of such hardware on this spinet; even though unique,
is, at best, a weak indicator of age.

However, in his thesis on English virginals, Darryl Martin has pictured three iron virginal hinges
(2003:195). One from the late 16t century is similar; another, dated 1684, is also similar; a third
by Stephen Keene, dated 1668, though, is identical to the hinges on this spinet. This has to
denote the same blacksmith as well as the same era, and suggests, perhaps, even the same
year. The hinge and other hardware, including the square washers on the case and trestle of
16XX can be seen in Appendix A.

During the second Dutch war of 1665-67,9 brass, needed for ordnance, was reported to have
been in particularly short supply. This shortage affected clock makers. In addition to the war,
there were multiple problems limiting domestic brass founding at this time.°

97 William Smythe (Rackstraw) Rockstro (1823-1895). Born in Surrey, he studied in Leipzig under
Mendelssohn. He contributed 240 articles to the first edition of Groves — two of which survive. A
musicologist, teacher, pianist, composer, and a proponent of early music, he is best known today as the
author of a number of books on musical practice. In his A General History of Music, he pictured this
spinet in his Chapter 13.

9 There were three Dutch wars over a twelve-year period: 1652-54, 1665-67, 1672-74.

99 For a detailed account see: Domestic Metalwork 1640-1820 by Rupert Gentle and Rachael Field
(Antique Collector Club 1975 (1994) p57.
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The hardware, uniquely of iron on spinet 16XX, has to be an indicator of its pre—p;oq;Jc(:lon
period manufacture and its particular iron hinge profile strongly suggests a more limite
temporal span of the late-1660s.

The Snakewood Keys

16XX is the sole surviving spinet with snakewood keys. It may also be. the only extept English
keyboard instrument with such keys. Snakewood (pitatinera guianensis — also, pros:mum
guianense) is found only in a tiny area on the north coast of South America: Surinam (today,
Suriname) and Guiana, just to the west. After England had established a colony there,
snakewood was shipped to London. This highly coveted wood was imported for just over a
decade, for, in 1667, the Dutch seized the colony (England having taken New Amst'erdam from
the Dutch three years before). In 1667, under the terms of the Treaty of Breda, which was _
signed at the end of the war, the Dutch kept Surinam in exchange for New Amsterdam. English
shipping at the time was governed by the Cromwellian Naval Act of 1651 which allowed goods
from outside Europe to be transported to England only on English vessels. This restriction
affected imports from non-English colonies in the Western Hemisphere.'®

Because of amber striations, some ebony has been confused with snakewood. But ebony’s
colouration will follow the grain — not cross it or show it in spots as it does on snakewood. Two
people have erroneously reported that Haward spinet 1689 has snakewood keys and Martin
reported seeing snakewood on three virginal keyboards — one as late as 1685. His identification
may not be mistaken, for a supply of pre-1668 snakewood might have been still available to
instrument makers several years later. But the cost would have been high, and for every year
out, its availability would have been less and less likely. The unique snakewood keys on 16XX
are an important indicator of its early, pre-production period manufacture and a probable date of

the late-1660s.
The Trestle

16XX appears to be the sole surviving English spinet with a 3-legged trestle. This trestle also
appears to be uniquely made of white oak. Perhaps, most important to its dating, it is the only
surviving trestle with Cromwellian bobbin turnings.

Stylistically, this trestle seems to reflect borrowings from three sources. Its triangular form
echoes the 3-legged stands found on certain early Italian harpsichords. lts beaded and angled
stretcher suggests Cromwellian bobbin-turned gate-leg tables with their top leaf-supports
extended. Most significant, though, it suggests the Cromweilian back-stools made from the late
Interregnum into the early Restoration years. Initially made of oak, they were later constructed
of walnut. These simple, low, open-back chairs have bobbin-turned, triple-blocked front legs;
single, bobbin-turned, front mid-mounted stretchers; and, dual, rectangular stretchers at their
sides. They are unusual in this mid-century era in having no carving — just turnings for their
decoration.101

16XX's Cromwellian bobbin-turned trestle had to have seemed dated in London by the early
1670s.102 Based on its rotational cutting marks, this trestle’s bobbin turnings were evidently

100 |n 1795, England recaptured Surinam from the Dutch and Snakewood began t
MU ity gan to reappear for the first

101 The adjective, ‘Cromwellian’ has been applied to bobbin turning and to chairs with thi i i
their introduction in the Interregnum. J Ith this turning owing to

102 Since turning is a specialized trade, this lathe-work would undoubted| i i
ince , y not have been carried outin a
musical instrument shop where the trestie components would probably have been assembled later. |
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turned on a slow-operating, reciprocating pole lathe. While this type of lathe would continue to
be used in the country, in London it was being replaced by about 1670 by the higher-speed,
continuous, rotary lathe required by the new spiral turning design introduced at this time. 103
These turnings, as seen on spinet 1683 had to be guided by a revolving screw. Although spiral
turning had been used somewhat earlier on the Continent, it was not seen in London until
shortly before 1670. This is possibly because of the new lathe requirement. 104

16XX’s trestle is not only unique in its bobbin turnings, but it may, also, be the only extant
stretcher with a turned lateral stretcher. It is one of four turned elements. The nearly full-length
turnings on this stretcher were incised from a heavy oak post 32 inches (81) long and 2-1/2
inches (6.4) square. This lengthy post had to be rotated on a long lathe bed.

The three legs, like those on chairs, were each bobbin-turned in two places between three
rectangular (2 x 2-1/2 inch) blocks.'05 There is a long, forged iron bolt holding the pair of RH
legs to the stretcher with a captive nut, as found on all period English keyboard instruments.
This bolt head, however, is framed with an iron square decorative washer, very similar to, but
unlike the iron washers on the case. It is interesting that this early stretcher’s chair-like central
location preceded the fashionable low-mounting in the 1680s, only to return to a mid-position
found on essentially all trestles at the end of the century and later. The original spiral-turned
stretcher on spinet 1683 has a stretcher of a style expected on tables of that decade.

The trestle on 16XX is clearly original; it has always supported this spinet. The unoxidized
portion of the bottom boards exactly corresponds with the trestle top locations. The four
wooden locating blocks are original based on their baseboard-corresponding grain, patina, and
tooling marks. Aged, crystalized glue at their edges shows that these blocks are currently in
their original positions. The deal top board over the single oak leg shares the same patina and
tooling striations found on the bottom boards, which would also seem to show the trestle was
assembled, not by the turner, but in a Haward shop. 106

Although there is nothing about this trestle that could tie it to Samuel Pepys, it is the most
compelling indicator of 16XX's early manufacture — a decade or more before the earliest spinet
production years of the 1680s. For reasons other than its triangular trestle — not mentioned in
the diary, this spinet can, nevertheless, be safely ‘circa-dated’ to ¢.1668.

B. Unexpected Craftsmanship

There is a level of craftsmanship seen on parts of spinet 16XX not found on any of the other
five. Perhaps the most obvious is the case surface. Cross-grain plane marks can be seen on
all the case-parts of the other five — particularly on 1689; but, except for the lid, not on 16XX.

103 Unlike the pole lathe, the new lathe required an assistant — undoubtedly an apprentice.

104 The earliest known dated examples in England of this new spiral design can be seen on the hoods of a
pair of Joseph Knibb clocks of 1672 and 1673; undated examples would, undoubtedly, have been made
several years before. With the new lathe making possible this imported design, bobbin turning in London
would have rapidly been viewed as a dated shape reflecting the bye-gone, more austere era.

103 This trestle’s corpulence reflects its fabrication in oak. If it had been made of walnut at a slightly later
date, it would, undoubtedly have been trimmer. Qak turnings tended to be bolder than walnut. This could
reflect a change either in style or in material cost.

106 In Appendix A there are several detailed photographs showing this trestle as well as 16XX’s bottom
boards.
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Either its case boards were planed in the direction of the grain, or else ttﬂe g(:i(ajrdesi:?rf;exg(risassed
afterwards before assembly. Inside the spinet, the bass-termmatlon.of | e tvgrﬂcally Thore
an exceptionally carved volute scroll; whereas all of the others are simp ydcu b eveﬁ capable
is no evidence in any of the other five that Charles Haward ever attempted or

of such work.
There are numerous qualitative differences in the keyboard assembly.

The key levers in 16XX were cut with the precision found in Keene spinets. The other Hawards,
particularly 1689, show irregular cutting — in both front and back.

Like most other Hawards, there is an over-rail above the slitted wood rack gt the rear. What is
unexpected is the pair of wooden side supports for this rail creating a box-like enclosure for.the
backs of the keys. The two outer key lever sides are smoothly chamfered over much of their
lengths to allow space for the rail supports. These key levers are pictured in Appendix A.

Alone of the Haward spinets, the pivot-pin openings on the tops of this spinet’s key levers are
rectangular mortises; all the others are either round or oval. This is significant for it shows there
had to be another workman that used a different method of creating these openings. If one
were to drill round holes and then rock each key back and forth on a rod so that it could pivot
about 4-degrees, the fulcrum would be in the middle and there would be a small degree of
scrubbing at the bottom. With the oblong mortise, on the other hand, the fulcrum would be at
the bottom.

Across the tops of the deal key levers, there are triple scribed lines rather than the expected
two. Two of these three locate the pivot pins and the third marks the balance points — about %
inches (15) behind the sharps pivot-pin row. This suggests there was an attempt to balance
these levers in a precise manner. Unlike Keene, there is no scribed diagonal key-locating line
on any Haward.

The pivot pins on this keyboard run precisely along two straight lines. This would seem easy to
achieve, but for some unaccountable reason, these pins seem to be irregularly placed on all the
other Hawards.

The natural key fronts on this keyboard have been file-finished to a smooth cusp. On other

Hawards, they were simply saw-cut vertically and left unfinished. Keene terminated his
keypads in this same unfinished manner.

Viewed from the top, the side-bevelling on both sides of the keypads on this

/ \ keyboard end
precisely at the first scribed line. All others end irregularly. g

trapezoids. The others mix trapezoids and rectangles, and the trapezoids have varied angles.

This keyboard has a front key limit-rail as well as g backrail.
spinet is recent, and may be an addition — not g replacement.
maker or a restorer felt the need for this redundancy.

But the existing front rail on this
For some reason, either the
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spinet was evidently laid out differently and | believe we can even determine step-by-step, how
this was accomplished. This discovery-observation warrants a final sub-chapter to this chapter.

C. Charles Haward’s Work

We have determined the approximate date of the late-1660s for spinet 16XX, and established
that another maker, more skilled than Charles Haward, was involved in much of its fabrication.
Since Charles Haward's name, alone, appears on the faceboard, he clearly had to be
responsible for the later portion of this work and, arguably, had to be the sole workman for its
completion: |f there had been a collaboration towards the end, and the collaborator were still
living, a second inscribed name would be expected.

| believe we can identify some of Charles Haward's work. Although he was not responsible for
cutting and fitting the key levers, he was the one who numbered them. The attachment-
irregularity of the gilded parchment key fronts in contrast to the careful key cutting, suggests he
was the one responsible for gluing them on. The lid, consisting of two types of walnut:
European (juglans regia) for its outer boards and Black, Virginia (juglans nigra) for its centre
board, had to be his, owing to its cross-grain plane marks, such as found on all of his other
spinets — particularly 1689. Since the rest of the case shows no evidence of these distinctive
marks, he can be eliminated as the case maker. Because the short mitred bass-portion of the
nut is more crudely fashioned than the rest of the lengthy nut, this portion may have been made
by Charles Haward. In view of his choice of exotic woods on several other spinets — particularly
¢.1685, he could have been responsible for the jackrail, which is covered in rich burl (burr) elm.

The shorter treble scale of this spinet in contrast to the other Haward spinets is a reflection of its
design — not its pinning, and its basic layout was undoubtedly not his. The final pinning,
however, could have been done by him as well as the gluing of the soundboard to the case.
Finally, he could have assembled the trestle and attached the baseboard locating blocks.

The following table lists the measurements associated with each of the Haward Spinets.
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16XX

Board Edge Visible

LH Face - LH
Tail .

RH Face — Bent
side

Bent side -
LH Tail — Spine
Wood

Exterior

Face board
Veneer

Lower Moulding
Case Capping

Spine

Shapes

Case Capping

Angled Cheek

Capping

Keyboard
Blocks

Square
Washers: LH /
RH Faces

Square
Washers

Lin I N G I DR

Side Facing

Side Facing

Rear Facing

Rear Facing

European
Walnut

(Lebanon)
Cedar

Black
Walnut

Black
Walnut

(?) Cedar

Flat — Cyma
Edge

Flat —
Across

Flat Top
Bevelled
Corner

2 lron

1 Iron

1683

Side Facing

Side Facing

HAWARD SPINETS

1684

Side Facing

Side Facing

Rear Facing

Rear Facing

European
Walnut

(Lebanon)
Cedar

Walnut

Walnut

Walnut
Veneer

Flat—3 Rib Flat- Cyma

Edge

Flat —
Across

Flat Top
Rounded
Corner

2 Brass

1 Brass

Edge

Flat -
Across

Flat Topped

2 Brass

1 Brass
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1689 1687

Side Facing Mitred

Front

Facing Mitred

| Rear Facing Rear Facing

Side Facing Rear Facing

European European
Walnut Walnut
(Lebanon) “Walnut &
Cedar Maple”

none
(?) Cedar
Flat -
Moulded Flat Across
Edge
Flat Across Semi-
arcuate
Flat Top
Complex Rounded
Corner
0 0
0 1 - Missing

c.1685

Mitred

Mitred
Rear Facing

Rear Facing

European
Walnut

(Braz)
Rosewood

(Braz)
Rosewood

(Braz)
Rosewood

Arcuate

Arcuate

Flat Top
Rounded
Corner

1 - Brass
Elevated



16XX
Hinges “Angry
(original)  Lady” Iron
Lock Hasp Not original
(original) —lron
Moulding Cyma -
Profile Deep Coved

Cross Grain Plane Marks

Case Sides

Spine

Lid / Keyboard
Cover

Lid / Keyboard
Underside

Lid
Boards

Width of Front
Board

Wood

Rear side 3/8"
Batten
Vertical Edge
Moulding

Keyboard Cover

Front Edging
Side Moulding
Spine
Single Board
" Veneersd

hBottorm Edge
Moulding

No

No

No

Yes

3
7-9

European

and Black

S- MAR_ e

Yes

No

Curved

Thumbnail

Original —
No

Yes

- Yes

HAWARD SPINET MEASUREMENTS

1683

Triple-
Ribbed

Walnut

Applied

Applied

Yes

No

No

1684

2 Brass
Original

no lock

Cyma

Walnut

No

Walnut

Veneered

Yes
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1689

3 (Lid)
Replaced

Walnut

no lock

Cyma

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

No No

Curved

Thumbnail

Original —

Yes

No

No No

1687

Wainut

c.1685

Pierced
Brass

“Outstretche

d Arms”

Triple
Ribbed

Yes

Yes

European
Walnut

Applied

Cut -3 Rib

Applied - 3

Rib

Yes

No

No



Table 11.1. Haward Spinets.

D. John Haward’s Work — The Evidence

Having determined spinet 16XX was made in the late-1660s and beggn by an accomplished
maker, we can now identify this maker, for he has marked this spinet in two places. Oq t.he
extended soundboard covering the RH side of the wrestplank is a very prominent, surviving,
inked mark, that appears to combine a monogram “I H” with the Christogram “I H S”, not unlike
the manner of the violin maker, J. Guarneri del Gesu, several decades later. An enhanced _
photograph is pictured; a photograph without the ink-enhancement can be found in Appendix A.
Its three knobbed, sculpted pillars (resembling those on the brass movements of long-case
clocks) surrounded with decorative dots confirm this mark is not just a serial number. The
compound curve serves as both the letter ‘S’, and the horizontal member of an upper-case
Roman letter ‘H’. Since there is no ‘J’ in Latin, the ‘I’ has traditionally been substituted as it has
been here.

Worn, virtually invisible, and never noted before, is a faintly-scratched name on top of the ivory
key No.12. This name was placed there on top and not more discretely on the side of a key
lever as an apprentice would have done. Pictured is an inked-enhancement of two combined
photographs. This key has proven to be very difficult to photograph and the name drifts off
unintelligibly. But the 'J' and ‘H’ are unmistakable and the cross-bar in this script ‘H’ shares a
similar, although reversed, compound curve with the wrestplank’s ‘H’.

According to the Joiners’ Company records, John Haward-the-elder died in 1667. He was born
in 1597 or shortly before and would have been a septuagenarian at the time of his death. In
Mace’s Musick’s Monument (1676:235-236) he was credited with being the inventor of the
‘pedal’, a pedal-operated harpsichord that he was able to sell for 50-percent more than a
conventional hand-operated harpsichord. Frank Hubbard (1967:147) verified Mace's 17t
century claim that with John Haward's pedals, 24 registrations were possible. It is
understandable that this inventive builder would want to try his hand making an instrument of an
entirely new design and it is highly likely that he began to make this particular spinet, was
unable to complete it, and at his death left it to Charles, who finished it the following year. It
bears the identification of two Hawards, John and Charles, and it combines the finishing later
work of Charles with the earlier, highly accomplished work of John. The tailing off of the name
on key 12 may reflect John's deteriorating health shortly before his death, or, possibly, the lack
of a hand-support. Sadly, the major part of a spinet and, possibly, the shell of a harpsichord,
may be all that remains by this important maker.

There was more than one John Haward, however. Another, the same generation as Charles
and probably his brother, was admitted to the Joiners’ Co. (as was Charles) by patrimony in
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J P

J H a? y? w? d?

Figure 11.1 Tracing of Inscription on Key Number 12.

E. John Haward’s Probable Starting Points — The Evidence

Before building a spinet, Charles Haward, and John before him, must have laid out their design
in some manner — perhaps on paper (see the following plan drawing). Their probable starting
points can be assumed to be round numbers. Today, by using their measuring tools: an inch-
ruler and a 360-degree compass, and looking for integer and semi-integer lengths and
uncomplicated angles, we might be able to retrace their thinking.

The first and most important measurement for any spinet has to be the keyboard-to-spine angle:
DPR on the drawing. This is the governing angle for the entire spinet. On Haward’s two
‘successive” spinets, ¢.1685 and 1687, this was a straight-forward and presumably, initially-
decided 20-degrees. On the four ‘preliminary’ spinets of the Haward's earlier design, however, it
was a more complex angle of 17-degrees (16-degrees on 1689). But since this is essentially
the same keyboard inclination angle of the 1637 Zenti, it was more than likely the angle chosen
by Zenti when he made one or more of his spinets in London in 1663. Assuming this is so, the
odd 17-degree angle must have been measured and then used by John Haward. This would
seem to be an important piece of evidence linking Zenti’s work to the early English spinet.
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0

Figure 11.2 A Spinet Plan Drawing.

The Six Hawards

Helping us to tie 16XX to John, rather than Charles Haward, is the unusually large number of
integers and semi-integer lengths (17) found on this spinet: more than double the number found
on any of the other five Hawards. There are not only significantly fewer round number lengths
on each of the other five, but they differ from spinet to spinet. Consequently, it is very unclear
how Charles Haward would have laid out his spinets and why so many of his measurements
differ. Lengths and angles for all six spinets can be found in Appendix B.

The 16XX Layout

With 16XX, we can retrace the probable steps taken by its originator, John Haward. He began
by creating a giant ‘v’ with its legs (P-R and P-D on the drawing) meeting at a 17-degree angle

(D-R) which would position his bentside. This line was angled exactly 1 20-degrees off of the leg
P-D, which would define his face. It was located an even 66-inches along leg P-D, an even 83-

inches along leg P-R, which would define his spine, and it measured an even 27-1/2-inches
long.

26-inches from his 17-degree angle at P and an even 40-inches from point D.197 The four sides
of his box then measured 9-inches (the LH tail), 40-inches (the face), 27-1/2-inches (the

bentside location), and the resulting fractional 53-1/4-inches (the spine). Evidently choosing an
even 22-inches for his case depth (G-H), he located his keyboard assembly, an even 30-inches
wide, along his 40-inch face. He evidently positioned it to accommodate his bass key lever, 12-
inches long.108 What is most remarkable is his bentside, superimposed o ‘
straight, 27-1/2-inch RH line (D-R). The convex rear of his bentside extends out from this I'ine
by an even 3-inches and the concave portion in 1-1/2-inches — exactly half that distance. His

—_—

;07 'Hist7‘.5l-degrees deviated 15-degrees from the right-angle position found on Zenti's similar 1637 rear-
acing tail.



bentside, laid over his straight line, meets it at its precise mid-point: 13-3/4-inches from both
concave and convex portions. There is nothing such as this, or even similar to this, on any of
the other Haward spinet bentsides, all of which seem to have been laid out somewhat randomly.

Although not related to his case outline, his case height is an even 7-inches, whereas case
heights on the other five Hawards range from 7-3/16-inches to 7-1/2-inches. Of the various
case dimensions, only two lengths and two angles are shared by any two of the five later
spinets. Since each spinet closes with the lengths and angles listed in Appendix B, accuracy
can be assumed and a six-spinet comparison can be made.

A Caveat

It may be questioned whether case measurements cited here are appropriate. ‘Bottom-first’
construction, used by the Hawards, after all, has to start with a pre-cut bottom board that can be
precisely cut. After that, we would expect that the sides are simply nailed, one-by-one to its
edges. Logically, the dimensions of its outer sides should be irrelevant. In this form of
construction, it is the baseboard that we can assume has been precisely cut to a plan. Although
our focusing on the case's outer dimensions may seem counter-intuitive, there are simply too
many compatible round numbers on spinet 16XX’s outer case that would have to be
disregarded if we were to assume John Haward cannot have begun by considering its outer-
case outline. It could be assumed, however, that Charles Haward more logically proceeded
using his bottom boards as guides; but if so, he seems to have cut every one slightly differently.
Because of board-shrinkage and deformation over the1%® years, we cannot measure these 17t
century boards today and achieve a meaningful result.

The 16XX Keyboard

Just as he did with his case, John Haward appears to have laid out his keyboard in a manner
unlike Charles. On all six spinets, each natural keypad is 7/8-inches across; and yet, the groups
of keys for each of the six differ in width. Just as John's case measurements show a high
number of integer and semi-integer measurements, his keyboard does too. The one-octave
span of 16XX measures an even 6-1/2-inches, two-octave is 13-inches, three-octave is 19-