BROCK YATES OBSERVES CAR DEALERS AT PLAY IN LAS VEGAS

GT Championship Match:
New five-liter H.O. Z28
takes on Ford’s beefier boss

FIRSTTESTS

New Audi 50008
Isuzu Impulse

'VIDEO GAMES
FOR CAR GUYS
Let your thumbs

“do the driving

I

| ALSO TESTED

Mazda 626
BMW 633CSi




AR DRI

COMPARISON TEST

Mustang vs.Camaro

A title match for the heavyweight crown, one-on-one, winner takes all.

® These are serious cars. It used to be
you could make fun of American cars
with big V-8s like this, but these days
you think twice before uncorking the
brew beneath the hood. What’s more,
these cars go around corners. Machines
like this aren’t for sissies anymore.
Both Ford and Chevrolet know it,
too. They understand that the deal here
is performance—performance unfet-
tered by concessions to ‘‘reasonable
transportation.” In fact, the Camaro
728 and the Mustang GT have become
the focus of the first all-out perfor-
mance contest between Ford and Chev-
rolet since the Sixties. That war for
domination of the all-American-GT
class prompted our ‘‘Red Speed”’
shootout last August. And its continu-
ing importance to the folks in Warren
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and Dearborn—not to mention to those
of us who relish driving at speed—has
led to this return bout.

Since another year of development
has gone into these GTs, we've made
the rematch a little tougher. In this test,
Mustang and Camaro go against the
watch at the test track, on a racetrack,
and over an open-road course.

The engineers at Ford and Chevrolet
take this match-up of utle contenders
just as seriously as we do. Last year the
Chevy guys were grinding their teeth in
frustration: their 165-hp 5.0-liter V-8
with throttle-body fuel injection wasn’t
enough to keep the overweight 728
from getting sand kicked in its face by
the lean Mustang GT at the stoplights.
As a ‘‘development project,” they built
a hot engine for the 24 Hours of Nelson
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Ledges road race. Soon, their enthusi-
asm spilled over into the whole engi-
neering team, and the result is a 190-hp
production version of that engine, des-
ignated H.O. for “high output.”

The H.O. engine starts life as Chevy’s
conventional 5.0-liter V-8 with its TBI
intake system removed. Intake and ex-
haust tuning is the source of extra un-
der-hood vitality this year. The L83
camshaft from the 84 Corvette in-
creases valve lift and duration, and also
moves the power peak 600 rpm higher
and the torque peak 800 rpm higher. An
all-new exhaust system, with two-and-a-
quarter-inch header pipes, a high-flow
Corvette catalyst, and a single two-and-
three-quarters-inch pipe to the dual-
outlet muffler, minimizes back pressure.
A Rochester four-barrel carburetor with
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electronic feedback control increases in-
take flow by 71 percent over that of the
vaunted TBI unit, while a dual-snorkel
air intake (which picks up cool air from
behind the headlights) boosts output by
another 12 hp.

The end result is 190 hp at 4800 rpm,
and the knock sensor in the electronic
ignition can adjust the timing to deliver
another 10 hp if you fill up with premi-
um unleaded. All this power goes
through a Borg-Warner T-5 five-speed.
Aside from strengthening the torque
arm to control rear-axle windup in the
face of this additional power, the chassis
remains virtually the same.

MUSTANG VS. CAMARO

Unfortunately for the Chevy guys,
their counterparts at Ford haven’t been
resting on their laurels. They also have
Borg-Warner’s five-speed for '83. And
after coaxing 157 hp out of their 5.0-liter

8 last year with much the same strate-

' Chevy discovered for this year, the
Ford engine boffins have boosted output
yet again, to 175 hp at 4200 rpm, com-
plete with five more pounds-feet of
torque and a slightly broader power
band. A Holley four-barrel doubles the
flow of last year’s two-barrel, while a
straighter catalyst connection minimizes
back pressure. Finally, a seventeen-inch-
diameter air cleaner replaces the former

fifteen-incher. As before, there’s hardly a
trace of electrickery under the hood. The
Ford guys say that electronic controls are
too often used as Band-Aids to patch the
gaps in the knowledge of engineers. Be-
sides, they say, enthusiasts like to work
on their engines, and electronics dis-
courage them.

The pressure of constantly increasing
horsepower forced the Mustang chassis
engineers to revise their car’s suspen-
sion once again, even though it under-
went a comprehensive rethink last year.
Fifty-percent-stiffer rebound damping
for the shocks gives the car a more ag-
gressive grip on the road. A larger rear




anti-sway bar dials away some of the un-
dersteer. Most important, the Michelin
TRX tires have been upgraded from
190s to 220s, while their construction
and compound have been changed to
improve wet and dry traction as well as
handling. A twenty-percent-faster steer-
ing-gear ratio and minor alignment
changes also help the Mustang respond
better to changes in direction. In addi-
tion, there are numerous modifications
to improve ride quality.

Of course, what really matters about
the new Camaro and Mustang is what
they do. The standard of measure is
simple: a car either gets it, or it doesn’t.

ou can feel the difference in your gut,
so there’s no need to establish a compli-
cated set of ground rules. You just toss
the competitors into the ring and see
how they perform.

The quarter-mile round at Orange
County International Raceway went to
the lean Mustang last year because of its
superior power-to-weight ratio, but this
year the Z28 has a fractional edge in
that department. It took a little feather-
ing of the clutch and a modest 1800
rpm to launch the Mustang without
smoking its tires uselessly, but then it
just rocked back on its new, softer rear
springs and accelerated away, its five-

speed shifting flawlessly. The Camaro
required a dramatic getaway at full revs
with lots of wheelspin to do its best,
sprinting away with a slight tramp of the
rear axle, its five-speed shifting far more
easily than the old four-speed, though
not quite as cleanly as the Mustang’s.
Both these cars are quick. The Mus-
tang is just as fast as the ‘84 Corvette
with automatic transmission, according
to our prototype tests. And the H.O.
728 is faster still, beating the Ford to 6
mph by three-tenths of a second, and
then grabbing another tenth by the end
of the quarter-mile. The Camaro’s
slightly better power-to-weight ratio,
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better welght dlstrlbuuon and better
tires make the difference.

The slalom contest wasn’t nearly as
close, however: the Z28 simply domi-
nated the event, averaging a speed of
60.6 mph versus the Mustang’s 57.9
mph. The Camaro carves its way from
gate to gate; it changes direction com-
pletely and without hesitation, just like a
race car. You just steer; the car does the
rest. In contrast, the Mustang slithers
through the gates, heeling over onto its
outside front tire and understeering
from one cone to the next.

Both cars suffer from a lack of steer-
ing feel. It’s impossible to keep track of
the Mustang’s back end, which tried to
assist with the maneuvering in our sla-
lom. The Camaro steers so lightly that
you can’t drive with the precision the
chassis prefers.

The session at Willow Springs Race-
way meant more than just a joy ride.
First of all, a racetrack is the safest place
to find the limits of an automobile’s

handling. Second, a lot of Mustangs and
Camaros will find their way to the race-
track this year in the SCCA’s new Show-
room Stock GT class, where they’ll
compete against the likes of the Datsun
280-ZX Turbo, the Mercury Capri RS,
the Pontiac Firebird Trans Am, and the
Porsche 944.

At Willow, it was immediately appar-
ent that each car offers a different strat-
egy for speed. The Mustang is easy to
drive at a moderate pace: its broad pow-
er band, firm brake pedal, and predict-
able understeer inspire confidence. It
understeers mightily through fast cor-
ners, but a quick lift of the throttle
brings the tail out for slow turns. The
Camaro, on the other hand, steers
around turns at all speeds with very lit-
tle roll or drift angle to suggest the
speed at which you're traveling; you just
hang the front tires on the line and
stand on the gas.

transmission/
price, SAE net gear ratios:1/ weight,
base/as tested engine power/torque axle ratio:1 Ibs
] | CHEVROLET $10,336/$13,624 V-8, 305 cu in (5001ce), 190 bhp @ 4800 rpm/ 5-speed/ 3300
-~ CAMARO 228 iron block and heads, 240 |bs-ft @ 3200 rpm 2.95,1.94,1.34 1.00,0.73/
= 1x4-bbl Rochester Quad- 373
= 8 rajet carburetor
w
FORD MUSTANG GT $9449/$10,816 V-8, 302 cu in (4942cc), 175 bhp @ 4000 rpm/ 5-spee 3070 |
iron block and heads, 245 |bs-ft @ 2400 rpm 295, 1 88 1.37,1.00,0.73/
1x4-bbl Holley carbur- 3.27
etor
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- acceleration, sec ‘
g @« 0-60 0-100 top gear, top gear, top speed, braking, roadholding,
‘T8 mph mph Ya-mile | 30-50 mph 50~-70 mph mph 70-0 mph, ft 200-ft skidpad, g
@)
el é CHEVROLET 6.7 17.8 150 @ 7.8 83 134 198 0383
= CAMARO 228 93 mph +
© @
= F'h} FORD 7.0 154 @ 8.2 8.3 125 208 0.76
0 MUSTANG GT 90 mph
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As speeds increase, the Mustang gets
worse and the Camaro gets better. The
Ford skates into turns, reminding you of
its limited 0.76-g capability on the
skidpad. The inability to heel-and-toe
makes approaches to slow corners excit-
ing, while the lifeless steering makes it
impossible to check the sliding rear tires
with any predictability. In slow- and me-
dium-speed right-handers, the Mus-
tang’s dreaded rear-axle hop raises its
ugly head, and in left-handers the rear
tires try to beat you to the exit. In com-
parison, the Camaro feels the same as
before, only faster. It plunges into a
corner far harder than the Mustang,
front and rear tires working in close-
coupled harmony, its 0.83-g capability
conserving the momentum gathered on
the straight. The Z28 is the closest thing
to a race car built on an American as-
sembly line, closer even than the Cor-
vette. Still, the steering continues to be

an obstacle, making you a little overcon-
fident. In the end, the Z28 dominated
the Willow Springs round, with a mar-
gin of 3.3 mph over the Mustang.

Our final round of testing—real-
world performance driving on a favorite
stretch of the Ortega Highway—prom-
ised to favor the Camaro again. Indeed,
the Z28 felt tremendous. The narrow
slit of its windshield, the proximity of
seat to floor, and the lack of roll in the
corners seemed synonymous with
speed. The Mustang felt like a Mafia
triggerman, moving through corners in
deliberate, large-amplitude motions,
the driver sloshing around in his up-
right posture like the only olive in a
large jar. Surprisingly, however, there
was no significant difference between
the cars in our timed runs. But the
Camaro felt significantly better.

The explanation might be found in
the broad power band of the Mustang’s
engine. In a contest of roll-on accelera-
tion from 65 mph in fifth gear, the Mus-

weight dimensions, in fuel suspension
distribution, wheel- tank, brakes,
% FIR base length width height gal front rear FIR tires
57.6/42.4 101.0 187.8 7241 498 16.0 ind, MacPherson rigid axle, 2 trailing vented disc/ Goodyear
strut, coil springs, links, Panhard rod, drum Eagle GT,
anti-sway bar torque arm, coil P215/65R-15
springs, anti-sway
bar
59.0/41.0 100.4 17941 69.1 51.4 15.4 ind, MacPherson rigid axle, 4 trailing vented disc/ Michelin TRX,
strut, coil springs, links with windup drum 220/55HR-390
anti-sway bar limiters, coil springs,
anti-sway bar
road interior sound level, dBA fuel economy, mpg 2 5.mile 25.mile
maneuverability, horsepower 70-mph full EPA EPA Cc/D race course, road course,
1000-ft slalom, mph @ 50 mph idle cruising throttle city highway observed speed, mph speed, mph
60.6 145 57 76 81 17 27 14 845 81
L
57.9 15.0 56 7 80 16 2 15 81.2 81
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lead, which it holds to 90 mph. But the
Ortega shoot-out reveals how ephemer-
al that last bit of extra performance can
be. We can measure that performance
in many different ways, yet we can’t
know if it truly makes a difference in ev-
eryday driving.

In sum, the Mustang builds up to its
limits very quickly, and in a fashion the
citizen driver can use to excellent ad-
vantage. The Z28’s limits are much
higher, but they're also harder for the
ordinary driver to attain.

Still, in our judgment, there’s no
doubt that the Chevrolet Camaro 728
H.O. is the better of these two well-
muscled GTs. It’s not just a question of
limits. At speed, you can feel the differ-
ence: the Camaro is stable and calm
(aside from the front windows’ pulling
away from the body) at its top end of

tang quickly jumps out to a half-length

134 mph, while the Mustang feels ner-
vous and on tiptoe at its 128-mph peak.

There’s another reason the Z28 flat
gets it, and the explanation lies else-
where than in our mass of performance
data. The deal is, the Camaro’s extraor-
dinary steering response and amazing
orip in the corners provide an extra
margin of maneuvering ability no mat-
ter what speed you drive; they encour-

age you to take full advantage of the
car’s capabilities. The Z28 is the right
car for negotiating hundreds of miles of
two-lane roads, for driving conditions
that test your skill and not just your
bravery. The Camaro gets you to your
destination quickly, safely, and in a re-
laxed frame of mind.

When you come right down to it, the
Mustang and Camaro are awfully close.
If you like low-speed stunt driving ac-
companied by clouds of tire smoke, the
Mustang GT gets it. But when it comes
to real driving, to harnessing the power
of a big American V-8 and putting it
down on the road, the Camaro 728
H.O. is the clear winner.

Development has improved both cars
tremendously. This year, Chevrolet
wins by a nose, but who can guess what
Ford is tooling up for 1984>

—Michael Jordan
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