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SHELBY GTa00

Carroll Shelby’s Mustangs have come a long way since bib overalls.

But then, so have we.

Four hundred and

even liters!
twenty-eight cubic inches in a
Mustang! We were expecting a cata-

clysm on wheels, the automotive
equivalent of the end of the earth.
We were pleasantly surprised to dis-
cover that the GT 500 isn’t anything
like that.

The old corollary to that old ad-
age, “There’s no substitute for cubic
inches,” is “except rectangular mon-
ey’—and who would khow better
than Carroll Shelby. When the Co-
bra 289 peaked out on the race
track, there were several ways of
making it go faster—most expen-
sive, one cheap. One of the more ex-
pensive ways was the Daytona
coupe body. The late Ken Miles found
a better way. At Sebring in 1964, he
shoehorned a Ford 427 NASCARized
engine into a Cobra roadster. The
experiment came to rest, sorely
bent, against a palm tree, but Miles
persisted. By the end of the season,
at Nassau, he had another one bolted
together. It blew up, but the die was
cast. Early in 1965, Shelby an-
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nounced the Cobra II with a 427 cu.
in. V-8 replacing the 289. That June,
at Le Mans, two of Ford's rear-en-
gined GT prototypes appeared with
the big 427 instead of the 289. The
Europeans hooted and jeered at the
bulky, heavy, unsophisticated V-8
with its pushrods and single four-
barrel carburetor. A year later, Ford
427s swept the first three places at
the French classic, with Shelby’s
two entries dead-heating the final
lap. What the 427s had beaten was a
team of 270 cu. in. Ferrari V-12s
with multiple carburetion and four
overhead camshafts. The Italian en-
gine developed almost as much
horsepower as the Ford—425 hp vs.
485—but it was much more tautly
stressed and, therefore, fragile.
Which is the whole point of T-liter
Fords, Cobras, and now, Shelby
Mustangs.

For ’67, Ford offered the Mustang
with their tried-and-true 390 V-8,
which has a bore and stroke of 4.05
x 3.78 inches. Ford also builds a 428
V-8 on the same block with a bore

and stroke of 4.13 x 3.98 inches. Why
not, reasoned Shelby, use this en-
gine in the ’67 Shelby Mustang?
Why not indeed. The car is called
the GT 500 and its engine is called
the Cobra Le Mans.

Somebody is telling a little white
half-truth.

Please note that the Cobra Le
Mans engine displaces 428 cubic
inches. That sounds like a hair bet-
ter than the 427. In fact, they are
two entirely different engines. Both
have the same external dimensions,
but the 427 is more oversquare, with
a bore and stroke of 4.23 x 3.78. The
427 is a racing engine, full of the
kind of intestinal fortitude that
makes it capable of enduring 500
miles at Daytona and 24 hours at Le
Mans. The 428 is a passenger-car
engine, and nearly $1000 cheaper
than the 427. Few people would be
happy with the 427 unless they were
racing it. It's noisy, balky, and an
oil-burner at mnormal highway
speeds.

The GT 500 is not a racing car, al-
though but for a few subtle dif-
ferences its engine is the same as
the one that propelled Shelby’s
Fords to victory at Le Mans. Seven
liters in a Mustang! The early GT
500 engineering prototype was the
fastest car ever to lap Ford’s twisty
handling loop, except for the GT
40s, of course. And the same car cut
a quarter-mile in 13.6 seconds at 106
mph. Super car!

So we braced ourselves when we
stuck our editorial foot into the first
production GT 500. And when it
only turned 15.0 at 95, we were a
bit disappointed. That’s only 2/10ths
of a second quicker than the Mus-
tang 390 automatic (C/D, November
'65) and last year’s GT 350H auto-
matic (C/D, May '66), and not quite
as fast as the original GT 350 4-
speed (C/D, May ’65). But then we
thought back on the earlier GT 350s
and realized that what the old Shel-
by Mustang does with difficulty, the
GT 500 does easily.

The GT 500 is an adult sports car.
Shelby’s Mustangs have come a long
way in three years—from adoles-
cence to maturity. The '65 GT 350
was a hot-rodder’s idea of a sports
car—a rough-riding bronco that was
as exciting to drive as a Maserati
300S, and about as marketable a

proposition. The traction = bars
clanked, the side exhausts were
deafening, the clutch was better

than an advanced Charles Atlas pro-
gram, and when the ratcheting-type
limited-slip differential unlocked, it
sounded like the rear axle had
cracked in half. It rode like a Cones-
toga wagon and steered like a 1936
Reo chain-drive, solid-tire coal
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Hairy air scoops are a Shelby trademark,
as on the GT 40 (left). The GT 500’s
upper scoop exhausts interior air, while
the lower one cools the brakes. The

428 engineisn’t the Le Mans winner, but

it does the job in the GT 500.
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truck . . . and we loved it. It was a
man'’s car in a world of increasingly
effeminate ladies’ carriages. You
drove it brutally and it reacted bru-
tally. Every minute at speed was
like the chariot-racing scene in
“Ben Hur.”

Unfortunately for Shelby, the
market for a car as hairy as this was
limited. One state’s motor wvehicle
bureau complained that the brakes,
although virtually fade-proof, re-
quired too much pedal pressure. Ap-
parently, the inspectors’ leg muscles
had atrophied from years of dainty
stabs at over-boosted power brakes.

For 1966, Shelby toned the GT 350
down from a wild mustang to a
merely high-strung thoroughbred.
It was barely tame enough for the
Hertz Corporation, which bought
1000 of them and put them into
service as the hottest rent-a-cars the
business has ever seen.

The GT 350 still wasn't acceptable
to a large enough body of potential
buyers, so, in 1967, an abrupt
change in policy has transformed
the Shelby Mustang. The $1000-
or-so above the price of a compara-
ble Mustang that used to go into ex-
pensive, unseen mechanical im=
provements is now lavished instead
on exterior styling changes. The
back lot at Shelby American’s re-
manufacturing plant is littered with
stock Mustang front and rear sheet
metal, and engine and trunk lids. In
their stead go fiberglass panels styl-
ized by Ford’'s Chuck McHose, work-
ing in close co-operation with Shel-
by American.

The new nose piece arches tautly
forward, forming a deep cowling for
the headlights (changed from duals
to quads, with the high-beams
centered in the grille, driving-lamp
style). The hood features an air-
scoop even larger than last year's,
now divided by an air-splitter, and
it’s still functional. At the rear, the
new trunk lid and tail piece combine
to form a racy-looking aerodynamic
spoiler lip. No one would say for sure
if high-speed tests had proved the
efficiency of this styling gimmick or
not—but it looks right. Finally, the

(Text continued on page 65;
Specifications overleaf)
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The Shelby Mustang conversion includes
anew nose and a big, fat, Kamm-type
rear deck treatment. The GT 500 isn’t
quite as fast as we expected, but it does
with ease what the old 350

took brute force to accomplish.
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SHELBY GT 500

Manufacturer: Shelby American, Inc.
6501 West Imperial Hwy.
Los Angeles, California

NMumber of dealers in U.5.: 90

rear-wheel-drive,
+2-passenger GT/sports se-
dan, all-steel integra! body/
chassis, fiberglass front and rear
panels

Vehicle type: Sront-engine.

Price as tested: $5043.60
(Manufacturer's suggested retail price, plus
Federal excise tax, dealer preparation and
delivery charges; does not include state and
local taxes, license or freight charges)

Options on testcar: Air conditioning ($356.09),
Mag Star wheels ($185.00 for five), AM radio
($5%‘51), power steering ($84.47), power
front disc brakes é$64.??§ retractable shoul-
der harnesses ($50.76)

ENGINE

Type: Water-cooled V-8, cast iron block and
heads, 5 main bearings
Bore x stroke 4.13 x3.98 in, 104.8B x 101.2 mm

Displacement. .. ... ... 428 cu in, 7016 cc
Compressioniratio. ... ... o . 10.5 to one
GarhlretionasfiERaiesn. Fns 2 x 4-bbl Holley
Valve gear........ Pushrod-operated overhead
valves, hydraulic lifters
Power (SAE),............ 355 bhp @ 5400 rpm
Torque (SAE). ......... 420 |bs/ft @ 3200 rpm
Specific power output......... 0.83 bhp/cu in,

50.6 bhp/liter }
Max. recommended engine speed...6000 rpm

DRIVE TRAIN

Transmission. ... ......... 3-speed automatic,
plus torque converter

Max. torque converter ratio........ 2.10 to one

Final:duiVe ratios s ot il e s 3.25 to one

Gear Ratio Mph/1000 rpm Makx. test speed
I 2.46 9.6 49 mph (5100 rpm)
I 16.2 83 mph (5100 rpm)
. 100 * 236 128 mph (5400 rpm)

DIMENSIONS AND CAPACITIES
VY Ee ] b as e e e

Curb weight......
Test weight..........
Weight distribution, F
Lbs/bhp (test weight)
Battery capacity......
Alternator capacit
Fuel capacity.
Qil capacity..... Sk
Watericapacity il it s e D

SUSPENSION

F: Ind., upper wishbones, lower control arm
with drag strut, coil spring, 0.94-in anti-sway
bar, Gabriel adjustable shocks

R: Rigid axle, semi-elliptic leaf springs, rubber
chatter dampeners, Gabriel adjustable
shocks

STEERING

TYRE . as Power-assisted recirculating ball
Turns lock-to-lock...................oiiits 4.0
AR Gl e e s T e i L, L 37 ft
BRAKES

F: Kelsey-Hayes 11.3-in vented discs
R: 10.0 x 2.5-in cast iron drums
SWeDT Area Y i o N T e 376.0 sq in

WHEELS AND TIRES

Wheel size and type:.............. 7.0 x 15-in,
Kelsey-Hayes ‘‘Mag Star,” aluminum spi-
der with steel rims, 5-bolt

Tire make, size and type:... Goodyear E70-15
Speedway, 4-ply nylon tubeless

Test inflation pressures:. .F: 40 psi, R: 40 psi

Tire load rating:....1190 Ibs per tire @ 24 psi

PERFORMANCE
Zero to Seconds
FOETID N ey 2 il A anll 2 e o o ) RN
4AC mph 3.4
50 mph.. 5.0
SO PN L e gL 6.5
ZOIM P o e s e NI
L O e e e e el
O 0lny S T S e b
TOOMmphies < SEs S e 1eT6
Standing Y4-mile...........15.0 sec @ 95 mph
BO-ODmph................... ... 287 TH(D.74 G)
Fuel mileage......9-12 mpg on premium fuel
Cruising range. ............coieuen 153-204 mi
100_....|...l............i...._mo
B Standing -Mile q]
90 |— --] - — by
B | ]
80 |- /{ : I a0
Al / [ . 170
60_ T i -_60
0 ' 1
sof 150
o e f e il 1
0| 130
£ SHELBY GT 500
H Top speed, estimated 128 mph E
20 Temperature 80°F |=
T Wind velocity 5-7 mph 8
%: Altitude above sea level 50 ft E
w [ In 4 runs, 0 — 60 mph times a
= varied between =
= p 6.4 and 6.8 seconds
(o} 55 T 0

0 SECONDS 10 15 20 25 30

CHECK LIST
ENGINE ;
Startingsdiy oo AR o Very Good
ResSpolSeTate s e s S0 Excellent
VI Drationit o maean s Very Good
N Ot e L . Good
DRIVE TRAIN
Shift linkage.......................Very Good
Shift smoothness......... ... i Fair
Drive Irain NoiSe. . ..ie .o oien o iagsnniny s Good
STEERING
|20 Fay e R R s S e e R T Excellent
Response.. ....Very Good
Roadfeel..........................Very Good
KickbagKat T Ain ilarars 1 e Very Good
SUSPENSION
Ridelcomdart. Seearta vnin e Good
Roll Resistance.. Very Good
Bitchicantroli il i et erviGood
Hars N ess cor RO e Fair
HANDLING
Directional control.................Very Good
Predictability......... ... ....... Mery Good
Evasive maneuverability...........Very Good
Resistance to sidewinds...........Very Good
BRAKES
Pedallipressuresaia s ipr i oii s s Fair
RESEONSE: atil: ot oh, s S e sy Very Good
Fadeiiesistance o e anion Good
Directional stability............... Very Good
CONTROLS
Wiheelipositions e Excellent
Eedalspos it on s e Very Good
Gearshift position. . .................... Good
Retationshipt et S el i i Excellent
Smalligontrols: i cls ST e S Good
INTERIOR
Easefofientny fexitint S s mn i e Fair
Noise level (cruising)...................Good
Front seating comfort.............Very Good
Frontlegiroomy . o sl fuereian Very Good
Front head room....;..............Very Good
Front hip/shoulder room............... Good
Rear seatingcomfort. ................... Fair
Reapileg roomelis sl e ovtn 8 S iPoOr
Rear head room.... ........convinvivinns Poor
Rear hip/shoulder room................. Fair

Instrument comprehensiveness.. .Very Good

Instrument legibility....................Good
VISION

| S fAT T ol el e T e T Very Good
Froht quarteri s it e Very Good
Side i ey e e ce llet
Reat/quartersiss ek s st s S Poor
Rear:i i s e de s e G gnd
WEATHER PROTECTION
Heater/defroster...................Excellent
Ventilation hie e e eV eryiGood
AliconditionenEas s e Good
Weather sealing...................Very Good
CONSTRUCTION QUALITY
SHestimetalfiss s s et cRair
At s T S e b o L G iaod
CHE OIS a e s Bt v it e sa VB Ty G OO
Upholstery s i e . o iVeryiGood
Raddingl S ramis ensanvenyiGood
R e T et o s P o e W o = Fair
GEMERAL

Headlight illumination............Very Good
Parking and signal lights..........Very Good

Wiper effectiveness. ... ........... Very Good

Service accessibility.....................Poor
i RS PACE e e RO
Interior storage space. ......... ... . Fair
Bl mpeRprotection e S v S Good
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SHELBY GT 500

(continued from page 28)

side louvres have been replaced by
scoops—big hairy scoops that poke
out into the airstream beyond the
boundary layer. Actually, these are
to let the air out; stale interior air
exits through the inconspicuous slot
behind the scoop. The forward fac-
ing scoop leads to a narrow venturi
area that helps draw air out the rear
slot. That light behind the scoop
flashes when the turn signals are on
and glows steadily when the brakes
are on. Another pair of funnel
scoops are installed at the rear of
the sculptured side panel—this time
to blow air at the rear brake drums.
A pair of giant taillights running al-
most the full width of the Kamm-
inspired tail completes the Shelby
look. As a whole, the Shelby Mus-
tangs make the regular Mustangs
look sick.

Underneath, the Koni shock ab-
sorbers have given way to less ex-
pensive adjustable Gabriels; the
traction bars are gone; the noisy
racing differential has long since
disappeared; and the Shelby Mus-
tang has become a lot less like a
NASCAR stocker without becoming
any less roadable. The engineering
is now built into stock parts instead
of having to be included in extra
hardware. The front suspension
geometry was determined by Klaus
Arning and the same computer he
used in setting up the suspension of
the Ford GT 40 and Shelby’s Cobra
II, and the front anti-sway bar has
been reduced from an almost-
immovable one inch to a more com-
pliant .94 in. The rear leaf springs
are now equipped with little rubber
bumpers called “hopper stoppers”
that are designed to prevent axle
hop under hard acceleration. Most of
the competition-bred racing equip-
ment is still available—if necessary
—as options. Oddly, the rear springs
are stiffer this year (135 lbs./in. vs.
115 Ibs./in. in ’66), but the actual
ride is smoother. The front springs
of the GT 500, at 365 1bs./in., are
naturally stronger than those of the
GT 350, at 330 1bs./in.

We drove, briefly, a '67 GT 350,
and noted how busy and mechanical
the engine sounds. Jumping from
that into the GT 500, the most
marked difference was in engine
noise, which is practically non-exist-
ent in the 428-engined car except for
a motorboating exhaust throb. Our
test car also had an automatic trans-
mission (it will be difficult to get a
GT 500 with a 4-speed manual),
power brakes, fast-ratio power
steering, air conditioner, shoulder
harnesses and roll bar. (More about
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these last two items later.) All the
viciousness had gone out of the car,
without any lessening of its animal
vitality. It still reacts positively, but
to a much lighter touch. The power
brakes, we felt, were a little over-
sensitive, but the automatic trans-
mission was near-perfect. The GT
500 accelerates powerfully at any
legal speed, gets off the mark with
little wheelspin despite the absence
of a limited-slip, and shifts very
crisply. The automatic is a beefed-
up Ford C-6, and each gear change
feels like ‘“‘a shift and a half,” in
the words of one staffer. The power
steering is among the best we've
driven, partially because it's quick,
but mostly because we could actual-
ly feel the road through the wood-
rim wheel (standard equipment).

In softening the car to make it
more acceptable to a wider market,
some of the sheer handling virtuosi-
ty of the old GT 350s has been lost,
but not much. As you might expect,
the car understeers until you get the
throttle open. It tracks well in a cor-
ner, and is exceptionally agile in
evasive maneuverability tests for a
3500-1b. car. Our handling tests
were made with 40 psi in the Good-
yvear Speedway ET0-15 tires (simi-

lar to Firestone's Wide Ovals), so

the harshness control was not all it
would be with normal pressures (28
psi front and 24 psi rear).

The acceleration was not all it

-might have been either. With less

than 100 miles on the odometer, the
engine was tight and breathless at
anything much over 5000 rpm. The
redline is 6000, but we got the best
acceleration times letting the auto-
matic shift by itself at 5100 rpm.

The .74 G braking ability might
have been better if the power brakes
were more controllable. Wheel lock-
up was hard to avoid, and harder to
correct—pedal pressure has to drop
to near-zero before the locked wheel
begins rolling again. This is a trait
common to Ford power brake sys-
tems, and a better compromise bhe-
tween the touchy Dearborn system
and the old GT 350 Ileg-buster
could be worked out.

We're sure someone will utter a
cry of protest, but to our knowledge,
the '67 Shelby Mustang is the first
production car to offer a true roll-
over bar as standard equipment. Not
a thicker roof section, but a real
live roll bar. The shoulder harness
is not standard equipment, but like
the GT 500’s automatic transmission,
it will be difficult to get a Shelby
Mustang out of the showroom with-
out one.

The roll bar itself is a tubular

structure, covered with padding,
and welded to the chassis. Where
it curves up into the roof, tabs poke
out, and bolts secure the bar to the
cars top in the threaded holes in-
tended for the upper attachment
point for Ford’s over-the-shoulder
shoulder harness. Shelby’s shoulder
harness is the double type. Another
pair of tabs are welded to the roll
bar, and to these are bolted a pair of
inertia reels made by Advanced
Safety Devices. The reels exert a
half-pound pull, thus requiring no
adjustment by the user, and lock at
.5 G, something like a windowshade
mechanism in reverse. The shoulder
harness strap divides just behind the
user’s neck, the halves passing over
his shoulders to fasten at points on
either side of the seat. A standard
lap belt is used in conjunction with
the shoulder harness, but because
the halves don’t come together at
the lap buckle, like racing harness-
es, it’'s the only shoulder harness
we've seen that women can wear.
These devices have to be seen and
felt in action to be believed. At the
risk of encouraging showroom traffic
by curiosity seekers, we'd recom-
mend that our readers stop by Shel-
by American dealers.and try the
shoulder harnesses. Then, no matter
what other car you may buy, drop a
line to the manufacturer and suggest
that he offer shoulder harnesses like
this on his cars.

The rest of the GT 500 interior is
stock Mustang, except for a few
points. An o0il cooler is standard
equipment, but had been removed
for some obscure evaluation on our
test car, and an oil temperature
gauge had been mounted under the
dash. It never got over 230° F, inci-
dentally. Our car also had the op-
tional folding rear seat and an in-
strument cluster (ammeter and oil
pressure gauge—the pressure was a
steady 60 psi). The presence of the
shoulder harnesses greatly com-
plicated entry to the rear seat, what
with climbing through a mass of ny-
lon straps and ducking the inertia
reels.

The air conditioner controls were
confusing in an otherwise well laid-
out interior, but this small annoy-
ance was more than made up for by
Shelby’s special wood-rim steering
wheel. It has much less dish than
Ford’s, thus placing it in a perfect
position for effortless control.

That, then, is the GT 500. A
grown-up sports car for smooth
touring. No more wham-bam, thank-
you-ma’am, just a purring, well-
controlled tiger. Like Shelby says,
“This is the first car I'm really proud
of.” Right. We've come a long way
since bib overalls too, Shel. clp
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