


m fime i time, arguments
F:gceven within our own edito-
rial office about the merits of
various closely competing cars, Road
tests shold, and do, provide most of
the data on which to base a rational
choice, but when the gap between
cars is narrow an element of doubt
cancreepin, Oneside or another may
argue, for instance, that a car which s
faster against the stopwatch on the
horizontal mile straight will not
necessarily maintain its advantage
when driven along a difficull road
route, Or it may be felt that the
advantages of performance may be
more than outweighed by the drver-
tiring effect of a poor ride or high
noise level when taken across a whole
day’s hard driving.

The answer to such arpuments is
the group test, in which competing
cars are driven in loose convoy aver
the same route, the drivers changing
«cars at intervals so that by the end of
the day each driver has had experi-
ence of all the cars. It is a technigue
Autecar has used many times in the
past, and we make no excuse for
refurning 1o it to sort out some of the
competing claims of cars closely
bunched in specialised areas of the
market, starting with that for the
smaller “hot” hatchbacks.

Noenthusiast needs telling that the
hot-hatch market has divided itself
mare or less neatly into two in recent
years. There is a class of proper
four-scaters, onginated by the VW
Golf GTT but probably thought of by
maost current British buyers as the
Escort XR3iclass, Below that there is
aclass of smaller cars, two-plus-twos
rather than four-seatcrs, which again
for speed of definition one might
refer to as the Fiesta XR2 class.

It is this later class which we have
chosen as the first in a series of group
tests. It is a group which has seen
some strong newcomers in the last
year of s0. Even the Peugeot 205
GTI, which now seems o be well
established as its archetype, has been
around for less than three years (it
was announced at the 1984 Geneva
Show). Not that the 205 has rested on
its lawrels, for last year saw the
introduction of the ‘big valve™ 1.6
litre engine which raised the available
power from 105 to 115bhp,

Renault’s answer to the hot
Peugeot was the Renaull 5 GT
Turbo, a formidable machine if
performance figures are any guide,
and which therefore immediately
begs the question: can it turn its
acceleration edge over the Peugeot
into superior all-round performance
on the road —and if so, at what other
cost? A similar question must be
posed by the Fiat Uno Turbo, which
in a sense completes the trio of the
fastest versions (excepting for a
moment  the brand-new  Peugeot
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205GTI 1.9) of the most recent and
respected of Europe'ssmallest family
cars,

To run with these three, we chose
three others each with its own point of
interest. The MG Metro Turbo,
because it is Austin-Rover's natural
and indeed only competitor in this
class. The Honda Civic GT, because
any Honda offering in any class is
Bound to present a technical chal-
lenge and a point of interest; and the
Suzuki Swift GTi because it is new,
technically exciting with its tiny
I6-valve engine, and a potentially
strang challenger from one of the
smaller Japanese car companies.

AsasIxX-Car group, it may appear to
be Hamlet with the Prince of Den-
mark, since it does not include the
Ficsta XR2, All we can say is that the
available evidence suggests the cur-
rent XR2 has fallen some way behind
the yardstick of the Peugeot 205GTT
—and that Ford is obviously aware of
this, The chances are, we suspect,
that an XE2 would have emerged
badly from our comparison: but that
quite soon, our conclusions would
have become invalid.

(nher possible contenders are also
missing, of course. Vauxhall for
ingtance could presumably create a
larger-engined version of the Nova
than the present 1.38R, but chooses
not to. Volkswagen could equally
well engineer a much faster Polo, but
may well be worried about the effect
such a move might have on Goll GT1
sales. There is a Missan Micra Turbo,
but no sign that it will ever come to
Britain,

Owr test format was simple. We
spent a whole day driving the cars to
North Wales, and half of the day
taking the photographs which adom
these papes before driving home
again through conditions which in-
cluded freezing fog and treacherous
surfaces, By the timewe had finished,
each car had covered over 400 miles
the hands of six different drivers,
each of whom had completed an
assessment form for each car,

The performance figures we quote
in our data panels are those obtained
during our full Road Tests of each
car, Mo figures were taken on this
occasion, but the fuel consumption
achieved during the exercise is given
in each case — and makes an
interesting comparison with the over-
all Road Test consumption figures.
The real object of the exercise was to
compare those testing imponder-
ables — the contribution made by
handling and roadholding to average
speed on a cross-country route, the
elfect of so many aspests of acar o its
driver's physical and mental fatigue,
The answers which emerged were
interesting if not entirely unex-
pected, and we summarise them now
with the cars in alphabetical order.
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Four-cylinder 1289cc unit suffered from noticeable turbo lag
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In ride and noise assessment, the Uno won hands down




FIAT UNO TURBO LE.

=
It has to be said that, relatively, the
Uno was one of the disappointments.
of the exercise. The road test per-
Sormance figures show it o be outrun
% both the French cars; blistering
speed wasnotexpected to be its forte.
On the other hand the basic Lino
design is one to be respected, blend-
g roominess and practicality with a
sound chassis, light controls and
cconomy. So what went wrong?

In the first instance, although the
Uno probably shares with the Honda
the accolade of roomicst ¢ar in the
group, its back seat space has still
been compromised by the fitting of

~ different, ‘sporting” front seats (this,
mdeed, is a criticism that can equally
Be levelled at the MG, Peugeot and
Eenault), In the Uno’s case however,
the most off-putting single factor
even before we engaged gear and
drove off, was the new electrome
mstrument panel fitbed toour testcar.
Every one of our six testers wrole
down the Une on this point —
cspecially the taller ones, who found
the steering wheel im obscured their
wiew of the top halves of the huge
speedometer-digits, making it im-
possible to tell 66 from $2mph . . .

Oither factors also militated against
the Uno., The consolidated assess-
ment sheet tells its own story. Only
one driver gave the ¢éngine top marks
for power, and flexibility was also
marked down  with mentions  of
soliceable, though hardly severe,
wrbocharger lag. More seriously for
the enthusiastic driver, the team was
lukewarm about the gearchange,
with “rubbery’ appearing more than
once in the notes, while the cluteh was
the only one of the group that could
be criticised as in any way sudden in
i take-up. Fuel consumption for the
group  exercise  worked out
26.8mpg, well in line with the road
test figure of 26, 1mpg.

Our drivers found the brakes
effective but not inspiring, and there
was an interesting divergence of view
about braking effort — one man
marked them as over-light, two
others as relatively heavy. Nor were
there many top marks in the steering
2ad handling depariment, except for
2 general agreement that the steering
was nicely damped against kick-back
and suffered little from that bogey of
powerful front-driven cars, torque
sicer, The disappointment seemed
mainly to stem from a feeling that the
chassis was over-damped, leading to
2 less crisp response than in mest of
the other cars— a less eager turninto
exch corner, and less immediate
response either o the steering or the
accelerator once cornering. Whatey-
er the wnderlying reason, the out-
come was that the Fiat was marked
down some way by most drivers for

lack of steering fecl, predictability of
behaviour and ullimate cornering
ability. A minority also claimed to
have noticed some vagueness of
steering around the siraight-ahead.

Good damping is bound to have
compensating virtees, and on the
whale the Uno was marked as having
the most comfortable ride of any car
in the group, on both smooth and
poor surfaces. It was also the easiest
tos get in and out of, butits seats drew
litthe in the way of positive comment,
with calls for more lumbar suppor
common. The Uno also emerged as
the quietest car of the group, though
considering the overall standard, that
isn't saying a great deal, Its simple,
casily operated heater controls and
effective ventilation were other plus-
points, along with good stowage for
odds and ends, and a generally tidy
interior decor (except for several
complaints that it was 100 black).

Faor the most part, the Une's pedal
and minor control layout met with
approval, although with at least one
dissenter in each case, which proves
that the switch layout takes some
getting used to before it becoms
logical and easily operated (though in
the end, it does). The pedals are
slightly offset towards the right
though this does leave room for the
left foot clear of the clutch: the
accelerator pedal is a sporting, perfo-
rated steel plate.

The upshot of all this was a fecling
that the Uno was respectably quick
and civilised remember  those
top-place ride and noise assessments
— but that it lacked any true sporting
character, “It just doesn't feel as taut
as the Peugeot or Renault™ as one
tester remarked on his assessment
sheet, and that impression was
echoed by most of us. It was as if all
the sharp edges which define any
strong and forceful personality — for
hetter or worse — had been carelully
rounded off in the course of develop-
ment. The shame of it is that by
comparison with the best cars in the
group, a lot of the driving pleasure
has been mq.ln.dcn'doffwilh it.

s R A PR L
On paper, the Honda gives away
power to every other car in the group
except the Metro, but it didn’t aften
feel like it. The GT retains Honda's.
1.5 litee 12-valve engine with effi-
cient fuel injection to raise its output
1o 100bhp, Since itisone of the bigger
and heavier cars in the group, is
recorded performance figures are the
slowest of the lot. Itiscertainly to the
Honda's credit, therefore, that it
never felt short of power on the road
and kept up comfortably with the
group as a whaole.

There was virtual unanimity
among the drivers that the Honda
engine rated ‘good’ though #

Seat adjustment is plentiful and da

Over-soft chassis gave problems on poory surfaced roads
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Anot ‘exceptional’ for power, Aexibil-
ity and smoothness. 115 virtues were
enhanced by a  typically slick
Japanese gearchange, although some
questions were raised about the
suitability of its gear ratios for brisk
sporting driving. Some felt the ratios
simply needed to be closer, others
pointed out a rather odd spacing
which left a notable gap between
second and third in particular. As
with the gearchange, so the cluich
was felt to be light and smooth almost
to the point of being foolproof.
Rather o our surprise, in view of its
size and weight, the Honda turned in
casily the best group lest economy
figure, 35, 3mpg no less, to comple-
ment ils already excellent road test
result of 30.5mpg.

More questions were raised about
the Honda's steering and handling.
Most drivers felt the stecring was
lower-geared than they would like,
and that the steering feel was over-
light and not always consistent. Some
of them also pointed toa torque-steer
problem in extremely tight comering
situations. The group opinion on
steering was bound 1o read across to
the handling picture, and it did. Al
drivers felt the Civic was show to turn
‘into a corner, and a minority also
queried its handling consistency and
balance, mainly because the relative-
ly soft suspension could allow the car
to pitch diagonally, wpsctiing its
dynamic weight distribution. Even
the drivers who came to terms with
this movement still felt that the
Honda — which is modestly shod by
comparison with some cars in the
group — had lower cornering limits
than most, The same sofiness of
suspension also no doublcontributed
1o a majority opinin that the Civie
could be mide to wander off-line by
some rough or uneven surfices.

The softness of ride paid off on
good surfaces, where the Civic rated
second for ride comfort after the
Unao. It was badly let dewn on poor
surfaces however, with specificeritie-
isms of under-damping and bouncy
mation coming from halfour drivers.

With one exception, everyone
thought the Honda was casy 1o get
into and out of, and there was a gond
deal of favourable comment on the
range of seat adjustment, and seat
comfort. The pedal layout was also
praised (the Civic was the only car in
the group to provide a proper rest for
the left foot clear of theelutch) and no
serious criticism was levelled at the
swilchgear or the instrument panel,
There was some spread of opinion,
though mostly towards the favour-
able end, about the quality of the
heating and ventilation system, Most
drivers felt the Hondas moisingss
depended very much on the way it
was driven. Itcould be made to amble
along quictly, unlike some of its
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rivals, but when pushed hard the
noise level rose in proportion.

On the whale, therefore, the Civie
GT emerged as a surprisingly brisk
car, and a very coonomical one, but
let down in the sporting sense by an
over-50ft chassis which posed hand-
ling problems and also failed to
provide a good ride over poor
surfaces, [Uis probably fair 1o say that
upr tor a point, the Honda is very safe
and casy to drive quickly — but that
beyond that point, it rapidly becomes
much less tidy, and much harder
work.

MG METRO TURBO

One has to admil the Metro's major
drawback at the outset. Ttz four-
speed gearbox iz no longer merely
outdated in present company, it is
antediluvian, The Metrodriver alone
isdenied the privilege, when entering
abend where some adjustmentof line
may be called for, of slipping down a
gear in search of some modest extra
margin of engine braking or accelera-
tion, In the Metro, the margin is far
from modest and the risk of over-
speeding the engine is very real,

The lack of a fifth speed is not,
unfortunately, the only drawback of
the Mini-derived, sump-installed
gearbox, The actual quality of the
gearchange leaves much to be de-
sired, and in the manner familiar 1o
rather more than a generation of Mini
drivers, the transfer gears rattle
annoyingly much of the time. To
make matters worse, the torque
limitation of the gearbox means the
Metro has never been able to take full
advantage of the Lotus-developed
turbocharging system.

Thus, quite aside from the question
of the transmission, none of our
drivers marked the Metro any better
than average for power output,
flexibility or smoothness. Whatcver
the road test figures say, there were
times during our group drive when
the Metro, alone of the six cars,
cvidently lacked the performance to
hold station with the rest. Its gearing,
difficulties must alse have contri-
buted to a group test fuel consump-
tion of 29 7mpg. Tt was the only carin
the group — which is intersting in
itsell — to return a worse economy
figure than that of the original road
test (30 3mpg).

That is really the bad news about
the Metro which in some respects felt
tauter and better than examples we
fried @ year or so ago. It received
better marks (though with something
of a spread of apinion) in the clutch
and brake depanments, and most
drivers were fairly kind about its
steering and handling except for one
much-criticised aspect, a feeling of
uncertainty about the speed of turn-
in to a corner, coupled with some
complaint of inconsistent steering

Metro falf tauter and crisper than
- s

XN

Gearbox criticism apart, Metro's performance was not competitive

exgmple we trigd a year ago




feel —itdid not seem always to follow
that the harder you cornered, the
heavier the steering became. Prob-
ably as a result, nobody awarded the
Metro a top mark for predictabilty
and most drivers also marked itdown
for ulimate cormering ability. Its
straight-line stability was generally
praised, however.

The Metro ride was good on good
surfaces but guickly became bouncy
on poor oncs. Mobody awarded
hetter than a medioere mark lor noise
evels, The high sill made entry and
exit slightly awkward; the driver's
seal gained a string of average-to-
good marks but nobedy thought it
cxcellent and there was specific
criticism of a soft and sogzy-feeling
cushion. The pedals, which are
pushed over to the left by the front
wheel arch, received laint praise plus
a brickbat from the largest-fooed
driver who found his shoe kept
catching under the trim pancl when
operating the clutch; similarly the
swilches were thought capable of
improvement, and most  drivers
noted a dislike for the complicated
column stalk with its built-in lighting
master switch.

Heating and  ventilation  were
strong plus-points for the Metro, and
its general standard of interior de-
sign, fit and finish was also marked
higher than most.

Thus even the Metro has its strong
peintsand in particular, those drivers
with expenence of previous Metro
Turbos reckoned this one felt tauter
in the chassis and crisper in engine
response. That still keft it a long way
adrilt of the bestin the class. Just how
much of an improvement might be
effected with the aid of a
fivg=speed gearbox with higher tor-
que capacity is something we canonly

hope to find out,
PEUGEOT 205GT1 1.6

The Peugeot came 1o this cxereise
with a reputation to defend, and it
certainly didn't let itself down, 1t is of
course jointly (with the Renault) the
mast rful car in the group
though the Renault deploys far mone
torgque — which is the reason why the
Renault has vastly supenior road-test
acceleration figures even though the
two are more closcly matched on
maximum specd.

On the road, the Peugeot soores
close toa maximum forengine power
but also for flexibility, while the
engine was also felt to be smoother
than meost: a jewel of o power unit, in
fact, It is complemented by a gearbox
with a change of almost Japancse
quality, and ratios that secm o have
been carefully worked out o allow
the engine 1o exploit its power and
hide its relative torque deficiency, Its
clutch was also marked high for
smoothness of engagement although

a couple of drivers thought it on the
heavy side. Fuel consumption for the
group excrcise was 30.5mpg, well in
line with the Road Test figure of
29 Smpg.

It all adds wp to a car capable of
brisk and thoroughly enjoyable road
performance — as long as the picture
s equally good on the chassis side.
And it s here again there were
consistently  high marks for the
brakes, the speed and precision of the
steering and the wrn-in 1o each
COTTer,

The Peugeot gained the highest
mark of all for chassis balance — the
fecling that it could casily be ad-
Justed with throttle or steering with-
aut the risk of doing anything unex-
pected, Inevitably, all the drivers
marked it as having very high hand-
ling lamits. The only slight draw-

acks were that several drivers criti-
cised the steering for being slightly
too heavy: yet at the same time
there were mentions of insufficient
or inconsistent feel and of some
fee-back of bumps through the
steering. The Peupeot was marked
consistently high for. stability, on
peor surfaces or in side winds.

There remaing a question mark
over the Peogeot’s ride quality. A
very wide spread of individual asscss-
ments, from very good to fairly poor,
suggests the WHGTT somehow falls
foul of the different ways in which
people gauge mde comfort. On the
other hand — and perhaps to cxplain
some of the differences—the driver’s
seat wis marked by some way the
most comfortable of the group with
excellent range of adjustment, side-
ways location and shaping for long-
term physical suppont (though cven
inthis case, there wasonecry for even
more [umbar support). Mothing un-
duly rude was said about the pedals or
the control layout; the instrument
panel was pesitively praised, quite an
achievement in a group where the
overall impression was rather poor,
Heating and ventilation, oddments
stowage and the quality of fit and
finish all scored high, while most
drivers agreed that the Peugeot
interior noise level varied more or
less according to how hard it was
being driven.

Thus the Peugeod emerges with a
string of high marks and no really
weak points other than, perhaps,
some aspects of its steering and its
ride quality. Such consistency makes
it a formidable target for any conten-
der in this class.

Peugeor UK has just added the 205
L9GTT toits model linc-up. Produe-
ing 130bhp, it mkes the 205 inwo
another dass completely o compete
head-on with slightly larger hatch-
backs such as Fiats 130TC Strada
Abarth, For family use there is also
the: 1.3-itre 5-door GT. 1]

Questionmark remains aver ride qualily and steering response
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Engine type In lireer figaar
cylinder, ohe, 2
vahmes per
aylinder

Capacity 1299ce

D . Tra by
maounted front
wnging, front
drive, five speads

Fuel system Bosch LE2
Jitronic fual
injection, IHI
turbocharger

Pawar 105bhp at
EI50rpm

Torque 1081k f at
3200rpm

Front suspansion Independant,
MacPharson
Sruts, ol
springs, anti-roll
bar

Rear suspenshon  Independent,
torsion baam
axle, semi-trailing
arms, coil Springs,
telaseopic
darngpars, anti-roll
bar

Brakes Dizcs frontrear

‘Wheelsftyres 5.5ing rims, 176/
GOHR 13 tyres

DIMENSIONS

Width &1ins (1549mm}

Length owerall  143.5ins
{3649mm)

Whaelbase 93ing (2362mmi)

Height 56.4ins (1332mm}

Karb waight 11.dcwt

PERFORMANCE

O-G0mph 9. 1sacs

0-7Fomph 11.9s8e8

0-100mph 27 8oocs

Standing Yemile 16.73ecs, B2mph
Top spesd 120mph
30-50mph intop  11.8z8cs
50-70mph intop  9.338cs
F0-90mph intop  12.3z8cs

Overall

consumption 26.1mpg
TRACK

CONDITIONS

Track surface Diry
Wind speed A-Bmph
Temperature Hdeg C
UsT £74a80

LB\

L]

lIr line four
eylinder, ohe, 3
walvas por
eylinder
14BEGc
Transversely
rngunted front
engine, frant
driva, five sperads
Haonda PGM-FI
fuel injection
100Lhp at
E750rpm
Torque DElb fr at 4500rpm
Front suspensien Independent,
Strut type, tarsion
bars
Rear suspension Bearn axle,
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Fual system
Power

trailing arms,

Panhard rod, coil
springs
Brakes Discs front/raar
‘Wheels/ityres Gins rims, 175/
TOHR13 tyres
DIMENSIONS
Width B4 dins (1635mm)
Length 150ins (3810mm)
Wheelbaze 9%.Tins (Z380mm)
Height &2.Bins (1241mm]}
Kerb waight 16, Towt
PERFORMANCE
0-E0mph B.9s0ca
O-TOmph 1% 150cs
0-100mph 36.750cs
Standing Yamile 17 Bsocs, T9mph
Top spead 108mph

30-50mph in top 13 Tsccs
50-70mph in top  16.Bsecs
T0-90mph in top  2Psecs
Cwverall

I limve fiusr
oylindar, abve, 2
walves par
cylinder
1¥75cc
Transwarsahy
mounted front
anging, front
drive, lour spaeds
ARG HIF 44
carburattor,
Garrett T3
turbochanger
Power #3bhp at 6130rpm
Torque 85l i a 2650mpm
Front suspension Indapendent,
unegual length
wishbones,
Hydragas
springing,
telessopic
dampars
Rear suspansion Independant,
trailing arms,

Engine typs

Capacity
Drrivetrain

Fuel system

Hydragas springs
and dampers,
anti-roll bar
Erakes Discaidrums
Wheals-tyres 5.5im& rirns, 165/
BOHR1Z tyres
DIMENSIONS
Width B1.4ins (1580mm)}
Length 134.1ins
[Z403rmm)
Wheelbase BB.Bins (2250mm)}
Height B2.3ins (1330mmi}
Kerb weight 16.3cwt
PERFORMANCE
0-60mph 9. dsees
0-T0mph 13zmcs
0-100mph 3B.3s58cs
Standing Vimile 17secs, Bdmph
Top speed 110mph

op

30-50mphintop 10secs
50-70mphintop 10.3secs
T0-80mphin top 16 7secs

Overall

CoOnSumgtion 30.3rmpgy
TRACK CONDITIONS
Track surfaca Dy
Wind speed Srmph
Temperature BdegC
LIST PRICE £6993

FPEUGEOT 205GTi

Engine typs In line four
cylinder, ohe, 2
wnlves par
cylindar

Capacity 1580ce

Drivetrain Transversely

rmounted front

engine, frong

drive, fiva speads

Fual injection

11ebhpat

B250rpm

BE. Al far

AN00rEm

Front suspension Independent,
IMacPharson strut,
coil springs. anti-
roll bar

Rear suspension  Indapendent,
trailing arm and
torsion bar, anti-

Fuel system
Power

Targque

roll bar
Brakes Discs'drums.
Wheels/tyres 5.5ins rims, 185/

BOHR14 tyres
DIMENSIONS
Width B1.9ing (157 2mm)
Length averall 145.9ins

(37 05mm)
Wheelbase a5, Fins (2470mm)
Helght 53.3ins (135mm)
HKerb weight 17 dcwt
PERFORMAMNCE
0-60mph B Tsecs
0-70mph 1. 3s0cs
0-100mph 26, 650cs
Standing Y mile 17 dsecs, 8dmph
Top speed 122miph

30-50mphintop 9.1s0cs
50-T0mphintop 10secs
F0-80mphintop 1335005

Overall

consumption 29.9mpg
TRACK

CONDITIONS

Track surface Diry

Wind speed 13mph
Tempaeratune 16.6dmg C
LIST PRICE £rns

RENAULT 5 GT TURBOD
Engine type In line fowr
cylindar, ahv, 2
vahas par
aylindar

1397 e

Capacity
Drivatrain Transversaly

Solex 32005
carburettor,
Garrett T2
turbocharger
115bhp a1
5750rpm
1271k ft at
3000rpm
Front suspension Independant,
MacPharson
struts, lower
wishbonas, eail
springs

Fuel system

Torque

Rear suspansion Sami-indepanda-
nt. twisting baanm
axla, weailing
arms, FANEVerss
torsion bars, anti-

roll bar
Brakes Discs frontiraar
Whaals'tyres S.5ins rims 195/
55R 13H tyres
DIMENSIONS :
Width 62.8ins (1bS5mm)
Length 141.3in (3589mm)
Wheelbase 24.8ins (2407 mm}
Height £3.8ing (1366mm)
Kerb weight 16.6ewt
PERFORMANCE
0-80mph 115005
0-7T0mph 9.8s00s
0-100mph 2195008
Standing Vimile 15.7secs, 88mph
Top speed 12Emph

30-50mphintop 11.6s0cs
50-70mphintop B.3soecs
70-80mphintop 10.750cs

Owverall

consumption 22m|
TRACK CONDITIONS
Track surface Diry
Wind spead 5-Tmph
Tomparature Bdegl
LIST PRICE £7695

SUZUKI SWIFT 1.3GTi

Engine typa I i Fiwuar
oylindar, 2 ahe, 4
waklves per
Capacity
Diriwatrain Transwersaly
engine, front
drive, five speeds
Fuel injection
101bhp at

Fuel system

Torque

Front suspension Independent,
MacPherson strut,
coil springs, anti-
roll bar

Rear suspension  Trailing arm/
torsion baam, codl

springs
Brakes Discs/drums
Whenls/tyres 4.5ins rims, 165/
BEHR 13 tyres
DIMEMSIONS
Width 60,2ins | 1530mm)
Length overall  141.7ins
(3585mm)
Wheelbase 88 dins (2245mm)
Height: 53.1ins (1350mm}
Karb waight 15 Ocwt
PERFORMANCE
0=-60mph 9.15ec8
0=-F0mph 11.938cs
0-100mph 33 Gaacs

Standing Y mile 16.8sece, 83mph
Top speed 10%mph
30-50mphintop 9.6secs
50-70mph intop  10.3secs
70-80mph intep  14.6secs

Owerall

eonsumplion 30.9rmipy
TRACK

CONDITIONS

Track surface Damp asphalt
‘Wind speed 18-24mph
Temperature 12dieg C

LIST PRICE FETE0




Considering its performance, Renault is commendably quiet

RENAULT 5 GT TURBD

The original ‘Mark 1 turbocharged
Renault 5 Alpine proved that it was
entirely possible to provide a car in
thisclass with plenty of power and still
make ita misery todrive any distance.
The current Renault 5 GT Turbo
shows how  thoroughly Renault
learned from that original disastrous
experience.

The Road Test figures show how
decisively quicker the Renaultisthan
anything else in this group, with
acceleration times fit to qualify itasa
‘supercar’ and a 125mph maximum
speed, On the road, in this sort of
exercise, two questions above all
have to be answered: can the power
be casily and properly turned into
cross-country speed? And does the
chassis have the quality 1o match?

The answers are yes, and yes. Cur
seorecards showed near maximum
marks for engine power outpul,
although Mexibility was marked low-
erthan for the Peugeot, reflecting the
perceptible (but certainly not severe)
turbocharger lag in some circumst-
ances. Nor was the engine felt tobe as
smooth as the Peugeot's. The gear-
change was praised for its invanable
precision, even though it was by no
means as light as a typical Japanese
shift, while the ratios were unani-
mously thought to have been well
chosen to complement the nature of
the car. There was less agreement, if
no serious criticism, of the nature of
clutch weight and engagement. The
Renault paid a penalty for its un-
doubted performance  with  the
heaviest fugl consumption of the
group. At 25.6mpg, howewver, it was
still @ major improvement on the
22 (mpg of the original Road Test,

On the chassis side, the scoring was
uncannily similar to that for the
Peugeot. In both cases, according 1o
the assessment forms, the handling
was close to a standard beyond
reproach, while the steering left justa
little room for improvement. In the
Renault's case, the specific steering
criticism concerned perceptible —
sometimes downrght noticeable —
Lorque-steer especially in situations
where the turbocharger boost came
into play while accelerating out of a
tight corner; and the general sieering
effort involved in consistent fast
driving. The turn-in to each corner
was highly praised and the handling
balance was felt to be almost, if not
quite, as good as the Peugeor’s; the
handling limits were felt to be of a
similiarly very high order. The brakes
{dises all round) were equally praised
for their almost racer-like effective-
ness but there were reservations
about the pedal effort needed to
make them bite really hard. There
were several comments that the
Renault felt the most positively stable

of allthe carsinastraight line, making
it a surprisingly relaxed motorway
Cruiser.

For such an apparently firm chas-
gig, the Renault emerged extremely
well from the ride comfort assess-
ment with most drivers of the opinion
that its smeoth-surface ride was good
to excellent, and that it deteriorated
but little on rough surfaces,
driver’s scat failed to win Peugeot-
type praise even though it scored
highly for sideways location, and for
long-term comfort: nobody rated it
less than adequately comforiable
though yet again there were pleas for
mare lumbar support. With one
dissenter, the pedal layoul was
appraved but there were more re-
servations about the switchgear, On
the whole, the Renault was thought a
quict car considering its spectacular
performance. Its heating and ventila-
tion system was praised, with particu-
lar admiration for the rotary controls,
but oddments siowage was conde-
mned as a little mean. Opinion of the
standard of interior fit and finish
varied with individual taste, but was
mostly on the good side of average.

There was no doubt that, like the
Peugeot, the Renault emerged from
the exercise with along string of good
points and very few adverse ones,
Everyone agreed that its perform-
ance was easy to translate into a brisk
cross-country average speed and that
its chassis felt extremely capable; at
the same time it proved surprisingly
quiet, with a better ride than might
have been expected. Only its fuel
economy, and perhaps its torque-
steer effect coupled with oceasional
urbocharger lag, spoiled the picture
Lo any extent.

SUZUKI SWIFT GTi

e e B
‘Was the Suzuki the jokerin the pack?
The Road Test figures suggested it
should be well capable of holding its
own with the rest of the group, and
road-going experience bore that out.
The little Swift (not so lite, in faet,
since it sits on almost exactly the same
wheelbase as the Metro and is seven
inches longer overall) provided yet
more evidence that the world has
something to learn from the Japanese
about small, efficient, high-output
engines,

Everyone remarked favourably on
the power of the Suzuki engine, but
significantly it was marked almost as
highly for flexibility and rated uni-
formly ‘good” for  smoothness,
Almost inevitably, it was allied w0 a
gearbox with a high-quality shift and
well-chosen ratios, though one or two
drivers felt the latier were almost oo
close for their own good, The clutch
was equally of high quality, with
particular mention made scveral
times of its ultra-light action, In the
group cxercise, the Suzuki B
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4 returned 31.9mpg, bettering its
Road Test 30.9mpg and 1aking
second place in the cconomy stakes
behind the Honda_

If the Japanese lead the way in
small engine design, the Swifl sug-
geststhe bootmay still be on the other
feotwhen it comes to the chassis, The
car collected no really poor marks or
adverse comments but it took no
more than some lack of outright
enthusiasm to leave it trailing behind
the Peugeot and Renault. The prin-

ipal comments were thatthe steering
felt needlessly low-geared and lack-
ing in genuine feel, and that perhaps
in consequence, the turn-in 1o cor-
mers was less crisp than it might have
been. Nobody thought the handling
utterly predictable and a majority
marked down itz handling limits 1o
samewhere near average. There
were particular comments about its
Apparent  transition  from  initial
understeer to roll-induced oversteer,
especially when going downhill.

Considering its short wheelbase
and low sprung weight, the Suzuki
had 2 reasonable ride which gener-
ated no major complaints, though it
failed to score as high as either of the
French cars, s driver’s seal was
praised for general comfort but

The vote round the table at the
overnight halt revealed four for the
Renault, two for the Peugeor,
nothing much for anything else.
That is a measure of the superiority
of the two French cars, and how
litile there is 1o choose Between
them. Those who opted for the
Renault did so mainly, on their own
admission, because of the sheer
performance plus the high limits
and trustworthiness of a quality
chassis—onewhich, asoneof them
putit, seemed more communicative
than the Peugeot in moments of
high stress. The Peugeotl volers
peinted 1o that car's smoathness of
power delivery, its lack of tur-
bocharger lag, the exquisite ba.
lance of the chassis which surely
excused any slight deficiency of
steering or ‘pants-seat” feel,

But in any case, all the Renault
vaters placed the Peugeot a close
second, and the Peugeot voters
returned the compliment, This was
# two-horse race, and demoeracy
sees the Renault first past the post
but not by much. Any sensible
buyer really needs to try both cars,
o see which one suits his own
driving style best (but beware: our
Broup expericnee was also that the
Peugeot has instant appeal, the
Eenaultneedsamile or two Lo fallin
lowve with).

And the others? Discussing the
also-rans, we noted first that the

marked down for lack of sideways
support in hard cornering, and for
lack of sufficient rearward adjust-
ment. Its pedals were well spaced
with no offset, and won praise for
everything except lack of room for
the left foot 1o rest when off the
clutch, Its switches on the ather hand
received wnanimous brickbats for
over-complication, and half our driv-
ers specifically disliked the dull-red-
on-black instruments.

The Suzuki was generally thought
rathernoisy — not really surprising in
view of the speed at which its engine
was 0 often running — and there was
a notahle divergence of view on how
good its heating and ventilation
system was. Its provision of odd-
ments stowage was thought mean, its
fit and finish no better than average,
with Iots of plastic on view —
something which actually applied to
all the cars.

All told, the Suzuki impressed in
the engine and driveline department
but had just enough wrong with s
chassis, and some detail points like
the switchgear, 10 be off-putting, A
good fry, even so: and given the
Japanese willingness to learn quickly
and without prejudice, the next quick
Suzuki might be a strang challenger,

Peugeot and Renaultwere the most
expensive cars in the group, which
must add to the appeal of the others
for a buyer of limited purse; the
Peugeot is almost £1000 more than
the Suzuki which is the cheapest of
the six cars. That said, we accorded
an honourable mention to the
Honda — roomy, practical, econo-
mikcal, almaost certainly the cheapest
of the proup to own, if not as much
autright fun 1o drive — and 10 the
Fiat, on the strength of its perform-
ance and the thoroughness of its
development. If that development
seems almost to have gone o farin
depriving the Uno Turbo of any
positive character, that is some-
thing that could andshould be easily
remedied. The Suzuki? Alsoe a nice
iry, with its appealing little high-
techenging.

‘What it boils down 1o is that the
Fremch pair will not be easily
knocked from their jointperch. The
thing that makes the task sodifficult
is that neither hus any seriously
weak paints, Consistency is part of
their character, along with driver
appeal. That means any challenger
is likely 1o fail if it has even one
serious deficiency in its makeup;
one cormer cut, one failure to
understand what it is that makes a
small *hot” hatchback altractive 1o
the cnthusiasticdriver. Anycar that
succeeds will be a foree 1o reckon
with. Meanwhile, Vive fa France!




