302 COUGAR PHOTOS BY RALPH POOLE

FLOORING THROTTLE after maximum deceleration caused Cougar XR-7 nearly to lift front wheels. Almost total lack of shock
absorber rebound control showed here, plus in driving car over undulating roadways and around tight turns.
Wheelies may impress drag racing fans, but much more shock damping and increased suspension stability would be wiser.

Does the Daytona Engineering Filter Down the Line?

STANDARD COUGAR with 302-cid engine was very soft, giving high degree of roll
during moderate cornering. Overly strong understeer caused serious lack of
responsiveness, and weak shock absorbers hurt overall stability.

427 AND 302 COUGARS

F ALL THE CARS in the Mer-
0 cury camp, the Cougar comes

closest to having a performance
image. The image has been with it
right from its introduction, even though
lately Cougar advertising has suspi-
ciously taken a middle-age bent.

Never mind. A Ponycar means per-
formance. If it has the looks and ad
budget, it has to deliver. Our goal was
to find out if the Cyclone image and
engineering could be passed on to its
smaller, but older, brother.

It wasn’t fair to expect Daytona Cy-
clone performance from our first test
Cougar, a 302-cid/210-bhp model. It
came with soft-ride suspension, auto-
matic transmission, power steering,
disc brakes and a fistful of other com-
fort and convenience options. There is
a place for comfort in a Ponycar—so
long as it can still perform. For testing
purposes, we ran tests of our two Cou-
gars several weeks apart—too close a
comparison with a big-engine, high-
performance model would have been
unfair to the cars, and a little rough
on the testers.

So we accustomed ourselves to the
control layout of the 302, and headed
down the road. . ..

City streets brought out some of the
best and worst in the Cougar’s suspen-
sion system. Normal, small-amplitude
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EXTREME LIFT of inside of standard Cougar occurred at relatively low cornering
speeds. Inside front tire shows alarming camber angle, with only inner edge
of tire maintaining contact with pavement.

COUGARS

continued

bumps were absorbed nicely by Cou-
gar’s soft, compliant springs and shock
absorbers. The brake torque-resisting
struts running forward from lower
control arms to frame members are
rubber isolated, and do a fine job of
absorbing sharp impacts. Road noise
level was acceptable, and tar strips
were diminished by the suspension and
climinated by the soft seat padding, so
occupants never felt their presence.
On large-amplitude dips, like Cali-
fornia’s infamous intersection drainage
troughs, the weak Cougar shock ab-
sorbers betrayed their almost total lack
of rebound damping. A concave dip
produced a “squash-snap” sensation
that caused occupants to be flung up-
ward against tight seat belts. Also, the
oscillation would continue for two or
three cycles after the dip. Undulating
roads and even smooth looking free-
ways produced the same sort of por-
poising, to a lesser extent. In all, an
example of shock absorbers calibrated
to perform without intrusion into
smooth-road ride comfort. Unfortu-

STANDARD COUGAR interior package was pleasant blend of soft, upholstered panels
and tasteful application of brightly plated metal. Control layout was fair,
but minor switches under lower edge of panel were difficult to reach.

nately, the shocks didn’t intrude into
the natural oscillations of the springs
either,

The standard 302-cid engine was no
fireball, but it isn’t supposed to be. It
did a satisfactory job of propelling the

Cougar down the highway at a respect-
able speed. High-speed cruising was
reasonably quiet, and reserve power
was sufficient for reasonable passing
maneuvers. Around town, acceleration
away from stoplights was more than

iz

SEATBACK release was high enough to
reach without stooping, a decided
advantage to passengers.

adequate, though few stoplight grand
prix will be won. Performance in first
and second gears was not as quiet as it
should have been. Engine noise and
particularly fan roar was excessive at
low vehicle speeds.

1968 COUGAR

HARDTOP

DIMENSIONS
Wheelbase, in................. 1110
Track, f/r,in............. 58.5/58.5
Overall length, in.............. 190.3

W oo cnninnn ot .3
NERL. . o o 51.7
Front seat hip room, in.. . ... N5x2
shoulder room............... 53.9
head room.................. 313
pedal-seathack, max.......... 39.0
Rear seat hip room, in..........438
shoulder room............... 534
legroom.................... 298
head room.................. 35.8
Door opening width, in........ 39.0
Trunk liftover height, in.........30.5

List, FOB factory
Equipped as tested.. )
Options included: Autnmati: trans.;
power disc brakes, steering; am
radio; deluxe belts; tilt steering
; console; tinted glass; air
conditioning; decor group.

CAPACITIES
No. of passengers
Luggage space, cu. ft............. 9.2

Transmission/dif., pt
Radiator coolant, ot

CHASSIS/SUSPENSION

Frame type: Unitized.

Front suspension type: Independent
by s.l.a. coil springs, telescopic
shock absorbers.
ride rate at wheel, |b./in. .. .... 88
antiroll bar dia., in.. ....0.72

Rear suspension type: Hotchkiss live
axle, multileaf springs, telescopic
shock absorbers.
ride rate at wheel, Ib./in. ...... 18

Steering system: Linkage assist, re-
circulating ball gear, parallelogram
linkage behind front whesls.

overall ratio. . ............. 20.3:1

turns, lock to lock............ 3.14

turmng circle, ft. curb-curb....38.0

Curb weight, Ib................ 3385

TR T S 3710
distribution (driver)

5 1 1) S N 571.2/42.8

BRAKES

Type: Cast iron disc front, single
leading shoe cast iron drum rear.
Front rotor, dia. x width,

Rear drum, dia. x width.. Iﬂﬂ x1 75
total swept area, sq. in....... 3248
Power assist: Integral vacuum.
line psi at 100 Ib. pedal....... 1050

WHEELS/TIRES
Wheel rim size........... 14 x 6.0J)
optional size........... 14 x 5.5)
belt no./circle dia. in........ 5/4.5

Tires: Firestone Super Sport Wide
O_val.

1] R N T S [ F70-14
normal inflation, psi f/r..... 25/25
Capacity @ psi........... 4860 (v 25

ENGINE
Type, no.of cyl.......... ohv 90° V-8
Bore x stroke, in........... 40x 3.0
Displacement, cu. in............. 302
Compression ratio

Fuel required.............. p
Rated bhp @ rpm
equivalentmph...............
Rated torgue @ rpm..... @ 2800
equivalentmph................ n

Carburetion: Autolite 1x4.
throttle dia., pri./sec.....1.44/1.56
Valve train: Hydraulic lifters, push-
rods and overhead rocker arms.

tam timing
deg., int./exh....... 15-61/55-19
duration, int./exh......... 256/254

Exhaust system: Dual, reverse-flow
mufflers.
pipe dia., exh./tail........2.25/2.0
Normal oil press. (@ rpm. .45 (@ 2000
Electrical supply, V./amp...... 12/38
Battery, plates/amp. hr........ 54/45

DRIVE TRAIN

Transmission type: Three-speed auto-
matic with torque converter.
Gear ratio 3rd (1.00:1) overall.3.00:1
2nd (1.46:1). ...... 4381
1st (2.46:1).. 1.38:1
st x te. stall (2.02:1)...... .1490:1
Shift lever location: Console.
Difterential type: Hypoid.
BT ininnin 3.00:1

CAR LIFE ROAD

TEST CALCULATED DATA PERFORMANCE

Lb./bhp (test weight

Cu. ft./ton mlle ..........

Mph/1000 rpm (high gear) ..... 254 2nd to 3rd (5200).............. 90
Engine revs/mile (60 mph) ..... 2360 1st to 2nd (5200).............. 54
T20F T+ 7 LR IR LI B e [ Pistontravel.ﬂ./mile ......... 1180
r E CAR LIFE wear inde
110k 1 Frontal area sq. e 204 ACCELERATION
E ] NHRA-AHRA class....... K/SA-na.
100 F -
; //: SPEEDOMETER ERROR
o0 F 4 30mph,actual................. 28.6
- QUARTER MIL i 3rd 1 4omph....... 385
g b i s Q1 T — 484
80 F T | YRRy 59.1 ‘ : :
T g TOMPR. cociiviivisten wanisisn 69.2 Standing '4-mile, sec.......... 1741
. e 80mph................... .19 speed at end, mph. . oo 8.8
70¢ T snmgn ....................... ; Passing, 30-70 mph, sec.......... 9.4
60T MAINTENANCE BRAKING
- Engine oil, miles/days. ... 6000/120 Max. decgle;ation rate from 80 mph
50 oil filter, miles/days. .. ..6000/120 fl/secs ..o 25
Chassis lubrication, miles. ....36,000  No. of stops from 80 mph (60-sec. in-
Antismog servicing, type/miles . ... . tervals) before 20% loss in decel-
40} eration rate 3
replace PCV valve/12,000, tune ~ _ Eratiomrate....................
E check /12,000. Control loss? Severe.
30 Air cleaner, miles. . . ... clean, 12,000 Overall brake performance. . ... .poor
Spark plugs: Autolite BF-32.
) L T 0.035
20 Basic timing, deg./rpm...EB{rC/ggg FUEL CONSUMPTION
; t. adv., d 9/4 iti
i & COASTING il g 4sm LR CARNIGm My 5o &
Ignition point gap, in....... C:)l;;];ingcganéé |I1J1%IE§ 652w '1'75 230
. cam dwell angle, deg.. ... 27-31 A
MPH . arm telnsinn, 0z... / ..... ”0?41]
35 appet clearance, int./exh.......
5 10 15 20 23 =8 Fuel pressure at idle, psi......... 45 DRAG FACTOR
ELAPSED TIME IN SECONDS Radiator cap relief press., psi...12-15 Total drag @ 60 mph, Ib......... na.

i .111 2 Test shift pmnts (rpm) @ mph

16.1 Top speed (4200), mph 10

CAR LIFE
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ULTIMATE CORNERING speeds produced front tire smoke, an unheard-of phenomenon. Extreme forward weight bias with 427-cid engine,
and front suspension which allowed tire to heel over at high degree of positive camber, caused overworked
tire to scrub furiously. Shock absorbers caused porpoising through successive turns.

COUGARS

continued

The only real flaw in the Cougar
302-cid engine performance was a
direct result of its emission control

system. The fast idle cam setting, nec-
essary to avoid stalling after cold
starts, caused a very high idle speed
after starts made in 50° F to 70° F
weather. Of course, engaging a gear
with the engine screaming at about
1500 rpm caused a severe lurch, fre-
quently accompanied by engine stall-

ing. We suspect Mercury engineers
need to spend some more time on
choke and carburetor calibration for
emission control. The present setup de-
mands a very firm foot on the brake
pedal to keep from lurching when the
transmission selector lever is moved.
At Orange County International

Raceway, we undertook the project of
finding the Cougar’s overall perform-
ance limitations. This is usually a
pleasant task, since operating most
cars near their limits is fun for an
automotive enthusiast, given a safe,
controlled environment. With the Cou-
gar, we Kept the test period to a mini-
mum. Flatly stated, high-speed han-
dling maneuvers with the standard
Cougar were more work than fun.
Gross understeer and a very high de-
gree of body roll, together with the
lack of shock absorber control made
the 302-cid Cougar an experience in
unresponsive, unenthusiastic motoring.
Cornering limits were unnecessarily
low, and controllability was poor. The
car was predictable, in that the limits
were 50 low that the most inept driver
could push the car into a nose-first
plow without working very hard. It
covered the quarter-mile in 17.4 sec.,
placing the car ahead of standard-en-
gined sedans, but below the high-per-
formance cutoff point.

In the braking tests, the Cougar
again received bad marks. The brakes
themselves seemed good, with reason-
able pedal pressure requirement, ade-
quate fade resistance and consistent
friction characteristics. However, the
rear suspension gave up completely
during hard, 80-0 mph pulidowns.

PLUSH UPHOLSTERY, wood-wrapped instruments and a raft of toggle switches mark the
Cougar XR-7 interior. Big, readable speedometer and tachometer are complemented
by similar, white-on-black dials of auxiliary gauges. In all, superb instrumentation.

Rear tires left dotted lines on the pave-
ment, and offered very little retarda-
tion force. The front discs were never
strained, since pedal pressures had to
be limited to the amount the rear sus-
pension could handle. In short, the
most critical phase of Car LIFE's brake
test, the first panic stop from 80 mph,

was nearly disastrous for the testers.

Perhaps poor handling can be ex-
cused by saying that the car was never
intended for truly sporting driving, and
should not be subjected to such treat-
ment. While we find this a poor ex-
cuse, it is not worth a major adjust-
ment. The brakes are another matter.

1968 MERCURY

COUGAR XR-7 COUPE

Front seat hip room, in....... 22.6x2

shoulder room............... 539
head room.................. 313
pedal -seatback, max.......... 39.0
Rear seat hip room, in.......... 438
shoulder reom............... 53.4
legroom.................... 298
head room.................. 35.8
Door opening width, in.......... 39.0
Trunk liftover height, in......... 305

Fuel tank, gal
Crankcase, gt
Transmission/dif., pt..........
Radiator coolant, gt.............

CHASSIS/SUSPENSION

Frame type: Unitized.

Front suspension type: Independent
by s.l.a., coil springs, telescopic
shock absorbers.
ride rate at wheel, Ib./in......124
antiroll bar dia., in.. 085

Rear suspension lype Hulchklss live
axle, multileaf springs, telescopic
shock absorbers.
ride rate at wheel, Ib./in. ..... 128

Steering system: Linkage assist, re-
circulating bail gear, parallelogram
linkage behind front wheels.

overall ratio............... 20.3:1
turns, lock to lock............ 314
turnlng circle, ft. curb-curb....38.0
Curb weight, lb................ 3662
Tt welpM oo 4982
Distribution (driver),
BN it et 58.1/41.9
BRAKES

DIMENSIONS Tygfu:mDﬁ:z rImm. single leading shoe
Wheelbase, in................. 11.0 List, FOB factory............. $3209 Frontrotor ﬂ.ia. X width. in.11.3 x 2.07
Track, f/rin............. 58.5/58.5 Equipped as fested.. .$4850 Rear drum. dia. x width...10.0x 1.75
Overall length, in.............. 190.3 Options included: Select- shilt trans.; total swe'pt area, sq.in....... 1248

W ammvnss na power steering, disc brakes, 7 Liter Power assist: Integral vacuum.
BRghY. . inian 51.7 GTE pkg.; AM/FM line psi at 100 Ib. pedal....... 1050

stereo; F70-14 tires; Competition
handling pkg.; tinted glass; styled
steel wheels.

CAPACITIES

No. of passengers
Luggage space, cu. ft............

WHEELS/TIRES
Wheel rimsize............ 1461
................ b optional size................none
9.2 bolt no./circle dia. in........ 5/4.5

.................. 16.0 Tires: Firestone SS Wide Oval.
..................... 4 T R R ) L
.18/4 normal inflation, psif/r. .... 25/25
20.5 Capacily @ p.Siie......... 4860 @ 25

ENGINE
Type. no.of cyl......... ohy 90° V-8
Bore x stroke. in.........4. 23:318
Displacement, cu.in............. LY}
Compression ratio............ 10.9:1
Fue! required.............. premium

Rated bhp @@ rpm. . .. ... 390 @ 5600
equivalent mph...............
Rated torque (@ rpm..... 460 @ 3200
equivalentmph................ 10
Carburetion: Holley 1x4.
throttle dia., pri./sec.....1.69/1.69
Valve frain: Hydraulic lifters. push-
rods and overhead rocker arms.

cam timing
deg., int.fexh. ............... n.a.
duration, int./exh. ........... n.a.

Exhaust system: Dual, reverse-flow
mufflers.
pipe dia., exh./tail....... 2.25/2.0
Normal oil press. @ rpm. .52 @ 2000
Electrical supply, V./amp. .... 12/38
Battery, plates/amp. hr....... 66/55

DRIVE TRAIN

Transmission type: Three-speed auto-
matic with torque converter.

Gear ratio 3rd (1.00:1) overall.3.50:1
2nd (1.46:1)........5.11:1
1st (2.46:1)........ 8.62:1
1stx t.c. stall(2 10:0)es600 18.08.1

Shift lever location: Console.
Differential type: Hypoid.
axleratio.................. .50:1

CA R LI FE ROA D TEST CALCULATED DATA PERFORMANCE
Lb./bhp (test weight) ........... 9.4 Top speed (5600), mph.......... 122
Cu.ft./tonmile .............. 1855  Test shift points (rpm)o mph
Mph/1000 rpm (high gear) . .... 218 2nd to 3rd (5200).............. 18
Engine revs/mile (60 mph) ..... 2155 1st to 2nd (5200).............. 46
120F 7 ™ B (L L B Piston travel, ft./mile ......... 1731
; e CAR LIFE wear index.......... 43
1ok Frontal area, sq. ft.............. 204 ACCELERATION
; L~ 0-30 mph, $EC......vveenn. .. 29
8 pd 0-40MPh oo 40
100 | QUARTER MILE - SPEEDOMETER ERROR [T —————————————— 5.4
[1 ] ] e R e e :
oof ; G e BL Qqompn. 3
- R s0mph. ..o 45.0 0-80 mph. ... 114
£ ] BOMPh v 541 0-90mph...................... 14.1
80 R 63.6 0-100mph......coveenenn..... 17.6
E e rd " T ————— Suﬂﬂifai‘t/v";"evsﬁc ---------- 15.12
F ~ : speed at end, mph. . ......... 93.6
70 = . W svcusvssvnrovass L Passing, 30-70 mph, sec.......... 6.2
60| Ry ] MAINTENANCE HEAKING
s - ] Engine oil, miles/days.....6000/120
50} P~o 1 ol fter, miles/days.. pong/izp  Mex, ecleraion rate fom 80 ek
u = Chassis lubrication, miles. ... 36,000 No ‘of slo'p's' from 80 mph (60-sec.
s ]  Antismog servicing, type/miles. . intervals) before 20% loss in decel-
40 ¢ ] replzce PCV valve/12,000; tune eration rate. ................... 5
- ] e cean/i2000 ot et Macseate ;
30+ 1 Spark plugs: Autolite BF-32. VORIl MIARS POTHUNINGS ... JOOK
- ] gap, (in)...... / ...... bﬁf&l}gas
i , Basic timing, deg./rpm. .. 00
20 A = - ] max. cent. adv., deg./ rpm 284000 FUEL CONSUMPTION
: : o) . t’:;“gx-/?:“i_'agd"-- 27164 Test conditions, mpg........... 1l].2
L = S B . Normal cond., mpg............
10 ! Ignition point gap, in...........0.017 c:‘:nrirs'::gcroame - 140 200
4 cam dwell angle, deg........ 21-31
MPH A ST S w . arm le|nsinn, nz...t.l...t.l ..... ITU}[I!
appet clearance, int./exh.......
2 10 15 20 25 30 35 Fuel pressure at idle, psi.........4.5 DRAG FACTOR
ELAPSED TIME IN SECONDS Radiator cap relief press., psi. . ... 15 Total drag @ 60 mph, Ib.........na.
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COUGARS

continued

No driver can be expected to drive in
such a manner as to avoid situations
where panic stops may be necessary.

The Cougar is the plushest of Pony-
cars. The ultra-thick seatbacks prom-
ised sofa-like comfort, but failed to de-
liver. The seatback angle in our test
car was too vertical, causing the driver
to fall toward the steering wheel after
a few miles of highway travel. This
angle is adjustable, a fact which we
learned after the test period was over.
Perhaps more back rake would help,
but the lack of thigh support will still
be a problem for average-to-tall driv-
ers.
We liked the appearance of the in-
strument panel, but most of the con-
trols are recessed well back under the
lower surface. This is great for safety
laws, but awkward for use of these
controls. The driver must lean for-
ward, and reach to uncomfortable lim-
its to grasp some of the knobs. Frank-
ly, for controls behind the steering
wheel, there seems little reason to wor-
ry about facial injuries.

The second test Cougar was, quote,
a 7-liter, XR-7, GTE sport coupe. This
numerical snowstorm describes a top-
of-the-line Cougar, with heavy-duty
suspension, a custom interior package
complete with “wood” instrument pan-
el containing a full complement of
readable gauges, and the famed 427-
cid FoMoCo racing engine, suitably
detuned for street operation. A big,
fake hood scoop announced to the
knowledgeable world that this was a
Ponycar to be reckoned with. Suc-
cesses at Daytona, Riverside and else-
where have created an almost mystical
aura about the 427 engine, and we
were anxious to sample the street ver-
sion of this excellent racing power-
plant.

The XR-7 should have been all that
the stodgy, standard 302-cid Cougar
wasn’t. Heavy-duty suspension looked,
on paper at least, like the answer to
handling and cornering power defi-
ciencies. The 427 engine should have
taken care of any power shortages.
And the European-flavor instrument
panel looked like an enthusiast’s de-
light.

The XR-7’s 427-cid/390-bhp engine
performed as it should have, perhaps
with more refinement and better low-
speed driveability than we had ex-
pected. The engine displayed the kind
of torque that has won so many races,
and revved smoothly and freely to well
over 5000 rpm. Car LIFE has never
tested a more flexible engine, one
which could pull strongly in top gear
at 40 mph, yet scream past 5000 rpm

26 CAR LIFE

OPTIONAL SUSPENSION did not reduce incredible understeer of Cougar XR-7. Angle

Sar e it o

of front wheels relative to vehicle direction graphically demonstrates lack of
steering effectiveness. Wheels turn, but Cougar refuses to answer the helm.

so quickly a sharp eye on the tachom-
eter was mandatory. Quarter-mile
times were just over 15 sec., not quite
up to Supercar status, but the reader
should bear in mind that the test car
did not have any form of limited-slip
rear axle. Thus, much of the 427s
strong low-speed torque went up in
right rear tire smoke. A pussy-footing
start was required, hardly recom-
mended for low elapsed times.

In city traffic driving, the 427 stayed
calm, cool and quiet. Kickdown may
have been required for some sort of
maneuvcr, but we never found it nec-
essary. High gear provided all the ac-
celeration a rational driver would nor-
mally require. Fuel economy was
about average for super/power en-
gines, recording 10.2 mpg for a mix-
ture of city, highway and performance
test driving. Oil consumption was rath-
er high, totalling three quarts for the
800 mile test cycle.

The XR-7’s suspension system re-
moved the standard Cougar’s braking
deficiencies. No axle hop was detected,
even under the most severe of panic
stops, but some juddering from the
rear axle indicated that even the stiffer
rear suspension may have been mar-
ginal in axle control. Deceleration rate
was good at 26 ft./sec.?, and serious
fade did not occur until after the fifth
stop from 80 mph. Pedal pressures
remained moderate through the first
five stops. The system was pleasantly
insensitive. That is, no real conscious
effort was required to keep from lock-
ing the brakes or decelerating at a
greater rate than was intended.

When it came time for handling
evaluation, disappointment reared its
head. The stiffly sprung XR-7 dis-
played almost as much lack of shock
absorber effectiveness as the standard
Cougar. Lack of rebound control
caused porpoising and wallowing in a
succession of medium-speed curves,
and body roll was extreme. Front tire
camber pattern was very poor, allow-

ing the tires to roll under any scrub
away at the sidewalls. Cornering power
was impressive by its absence. Its
severe understeer undoubtedly came
from the heavy engine up front, but a
large amount must have been due to
tire lean. In short, the XR-7’s handling
did not keep pace with its strong en-
gine.

Ride quality of the XR-7 also was
poor. Smooth roads caused some
harshness over tar strips, and rough
roads promoted such pitching and
bounding that occupants were hard
pressed to remain in the middle of
their seats. Even freeway travel was
marred by some high-speed wallowing
and front-end bounding. The XR-7
Cougar was simply not a “Total Per- .
formance” machine. Fast? Yes. Road-
able? No.

In both Cougars, we were impressed
by the trim, styling and overall quality
level. The Cougar probably is the most
luxurious, heaviest-feeling Ponycar on
the market. For the performance en-
thusiast, the Cougars displayed serious
shortcomings. Interestingly, it’s an il-
lusion. Cougars are among the lightest
overall, according to the certified
scales CAar LIFE runs every test car
across. Handling was below par, in
both cases. The XR-7 did handle with
slightly more precision than the stan-
dard version, but it did not measure up
to its competition in the high perform-
ance Ponycar category. The standard
Cougar’s rear axle hop during heavy
braking was a dangerous flaw. The
XR-7 stopped well. In both cases, the
Cougar appears to be a car to be seen
in, one to use for mundane transporta-
tion purposes, rather than a car in
which to enjoy driving. After the ex-
citing Cyclone, the Cougars were
disappointing. Mercury’s race-course
technology seems to have stopped
when it got to the Cyclones. The top-
of-the-line and bottom-of-the-line Cou-
gars obviously spring from a different
set of slide rules. |
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