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Two decades ago motorcycles were little more than a curiosity in

the United States; not half a million were in operation, compared to an

auto population approaChing 100 million vehicles. The motorcycle's attrac-

tions were unknown or uninteresting to most Americans, as we:r:e its potentials

for introducing a great deal of death and disabling injury onto our roads.

Also two decades ago a small but growing band of physicians, engineers

and related experts was attempting with slight success to warn the nation of

another problem of death and injury -- one that had crept up on the public

unheralded -- associated with the uses and crashes of automobiles.

"It is characteristic of most public health problems that they arise

so naturally out of the environment that the population affected usually accepts

them as inevitable and will even resist efforts to do anything about them,"

Daniel P. Moynihan commented at the time in an article entitled, "Epidemic on

the Highways".* By the 1950's, auto crashes had been a standard condition of

American life for more than three decades, yet most of the people at risk had not

been told, at least not convincingly, that the problem (a) would get even worse

as things stood and (b) could be reversed not by continued exclusive reliance

*Apri1 30, 1959, The Reporter









that of dying in an automobile .accident: 11.1 deaths per 1.00
lTIotorcycle accidents as compared to 6.1 deaths per 1,000 automobi~

accidents. Hardly" 100 times.")

Albert Benjamin Kelley (Finally! Our "specialist" has a nan1c-.) loLi
the lneeting of physicians and scientists (Common propag3ndis'1'
trick - try to drag in some impressive sounding group class] 11 C3ti0'~~
and iInply they support you.) "The argument can be made, and in:
public health context lnust be ,nade, that until their design and
operation can be n10dified so as to hold hUl1UZI1 losses to an aCCEptable
nlininzum, (\Vhat he's suggesting is that motorcycle design engin2erin~

should be taken over by those physicians and scientists - \villeh D;2.kt;

about as Jnuch sense as assigning motorcycle engineers to dt\"ek,~

surgery techniques or to formulate pesticides. Another qUe~tior:

what is "an acceptable minilnum" and who is to deterrlline it?l
l1zotorcycles should 110 n10re be pern1itted on the road than should
patent nledicines with kno),vn lethal side effects be permitted in lhe
fanzily lnedicille cabinet." (Well, folks, don't look no\v but .-\lben
just tossed out the old aspirin bottle.)

Kelley is senior vice president of the Insurance Institute for Highway
Safety (Oops! First we had "automotive" and now \ve \-e gOi

"insuran ce .") lvhich he said is a IVashingtol1, D.C.-based research group
financed by the auto insurance industry. (And now we've gOt the'
combination ...and perhaps the motivation. Statistics indicate that
70 percent of all auto/cycle accidents are the fault of the auto drh"er 
who is insureJ by the auto insurance company - which has to pay
the cyclist. ..or his next of kin - for its customers' carelessness.)

He said there are more than 5 million motorcycles in operation in
this country (Considerably more. Albert seems to be a specialist at
half-truths.) and that according to the federal Departnlent of Trans·
portation (Ah, ha! Another pressure group rears its ugly head.) 90
percent of all motorcycle accidents result in injury or death (:':ote
the combined reference. Another basic tactic: to help "prove'" your I

point, lump it all together and get the figures larger.) compared \\'ith
10 percent of all auto crashes. (And with aircraft accidents~ it's
damned near 100 percent. But so far as his source here is concerned
the only figures coming out of Washington these days in which I have
any faith whatsoever are the highway markers on Interstate 95 ..A.nd
you should keep in mind that recently the Senate Appropriations
Comnlittee pointed out that the DOTties - and the National High\vay
Traffic Safety Administration in particular - has lagged far behind
in the development of a viable statistical research operation; that there
is a lack of valid statistical evidence for NHTSA's standard settings.
In other words, the NHTSA is making 'em up.)

uYoung n10les are being killed and injured in 1110torC)'c!es far out of
proportion to their share of the population. "Kelley said. (He ignores
the fact that the sanle thing is true for automobiles - or just about
anything else you might care to nalne. Studies indicate that the "'young
male" group is the most accident-prone segnlent of our population in
all regards. Psychiatrists tend to attribute it to "the exuberance of
youth.") "jllotorc)'c!e dril'er educat ion progranls halJe not been ShOh'/1

to reduce 1110torcycle-relafed deal hs or crippling. " (Hold it, Albert!
Either you are totally inC0111petent as a researcher or else you're
nothing but a bald-faced liar. Froll1 your o\vn industry - insurance
figures indicate that approxin13tely 80 percent of ALL n10torcycle
accidents happen to a rider \vlth less than 500 miles experience. A~

Ch::nlottesville .. Virginia study sho\ved that 72 percent of motorcycle
Jccident victin1S had received no rjding instruction. The i\1id\vest
fv1utual Insurance COlnpany found that 61 percent of all mOlorcycle
accidents occur during the first five months of a rider's experience.
Those are only three - there are nlany other studies \vhich definitely
indicate that lack of instruction and limited experience are the rnajor
factors in motorcycle accidents.)

(This month only - Faulty Muffler continued on Page 16,)

BOMBING THE BAN

I·t all started when an article appeared in the San Diego Union on
November 22, 1975. By-lined by the Union's appropriately named

Iv1edical Writer Lew Scarr, the headline read: "Safety Cited - Nation
wide ~1otorcycle Ban Asked." What follo\ved-and what has appea~ed
all over the country in a series of shorter United Press International
and Copley Ne\vs Service versions - no doubt is the most blatant
bit of prejudiced propagan da against motorcycling yet.

last Inonth's issue of RR \vas already at the printers. All I could do
to mention the attack \vas substitute one paragraph at the last minute.
Then Tom Beesley, Editor of AJotorcycle Weekly, asked Ine to \vrite
SOlnetmng about it for M\V. I did - and what you read here in this
expanded edition of my usual column is a revised version of that article.

Most anti-motorcycle doctrines employ basic propaganda techniques
so just for the hell of it, let's take a closer look at ho\v such things
work. Let's exan1ine that Union article to see what it actually said,
what it merely hnplied, what it onutted, where it conflicted with the
facts and how it \vas calculated (by both the reporter an d the subject
of the story) to play upon the enl0tions of those vvho read it. Here,
then, is the original article - but interrupted by my parenthetical
comn1ents.

A higlnvay safety specialist (An in1pressive sounding but basically
meaningless term. Not defined. No substantiating credentials. Just
what is "a highway safety specialist" and how does one attain such
status?) called yesterday for a national ban on motorcycle sales and
operation as a lneans of reducing death and injulY. (If the reduction
of death and injury is the honest - and sole - objective, why then
were motorcycles selected? More people - appro~mately 5,000
annually, I'm told - choke to death in restaurants than are killed on
motorcycles. Between 10,000 and 11,000 pedestrians are killed each
year. According to the National Safety Council statistics, in 1974,
3,000 people were killed on motorcycles but 57,800 were killed in
automobiles. So why the emphasis on motorcycles instead of auto
mobiles?)

The proposal was made at a session of the Anlerican Association of
Auton10tive A1edicine. ("Automotive," huh? \VeIl, that answers that
last question. But since the AAAM has been mentioned, you should
be a\vare that the out-going President is Dr. Susan B. Baker. And who
is Dr. Baker? \Vhy, she's RR's "cocoon person" \vho used her AA.Ai\1
position as a pulpit to preach for the "restriction" of lTIotorcycles
back in Decenlber of 1974.)

Another participant (Not exactly authoritative reporting \vith reliable
sources properly accredited and identified, but it is a standard tactic·
keep the references vague and invent support jf you need it. For all
\ve knO\V, 1hat "participant" could be the reporter hi111self.) said [he
death rate per lnillion nl0torc)'cle driFers is 100 tinzes that for the
general population. (No\v \vhat the hell does that ll1ean'? "General
population'?'" i\gain, a totally senseless tern1 but one 11leant to create
an emotional response. The National Safety Council says the tnotor
cycle lnileage death rate in 1974 \vas 14 as con1pared \vith 3.6 for
other vehicles. The Cornhusker Motor Club of Nebraska reports that
the probability of dying in a motorcycle accident is not quite t\vice
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FAULTV MU FFLER (Continued from Page 2.)

He said a ban of lnotorcycle sales and operation in the United States
is a realistic consideration,. (Unfortunately he just nught be right.
Hitler proved that no matter how big the lie, if it is repeated often
enough, the people will come to believe it. The same sort of process
could take place here.)

HCertainly, if you lvent to motorcyclists you lvould have no support
at all," (Isn't that the same problem the Storm Troopers had in Ger
many a few years ago, Albert?) Kelley, hinlself a fornler cyclist,
(This is the "I've-been..saved" ploy. Identify yourself as a former
member of the opposition \vho has now seen the light and reformed.
It tends to give your point some substance \vhether it is true or not.)
said in an intervie"'. "But the point is, we don't depend upon the
motorcycle as our basic lneans of transportation. (Maybe your "weH

doesn't, but some of our "we" does. The recent Road Rider reader
survey ..indicates· that approximately a half-million riders in this
country are dependent upon a motorcycle as their basic means of
transportation.) So it isn't like we are stuck with it as lve are the
automobile. " (Which, as \ve already know, is what provides Albert
\\lith his livelihood. Although I have yet to see adequate proof, I have
long heard rumors that the automobile industry has subsidized some
of the luedical people - among others - who rant against motor
cycles...usually \vith the blood-and-gore or the dirty-depraved..
degenerates style of propaganda. Personally I have suspected for SOlne
time that should Chrysl~r or General Motors or Ford begin to produce
t\vo-wheeled vehicles, our problelTIs as road cyclists would conle to
an abrupt halt.)

Kelley conceded that a graduated ban leading to the complete
elin1intition might be more practical. (That's kno\vn as giving an inch
to gain a mile.) "You can limit the size of the bike in terms of its
power," he said. (That's "practical," Albert? An underpowered cycle
in high-po\vered traffic? Well, if nothing else, it ought to help increase
those accident statistics for you.) "You can regulate further the age
of the riders. (Providing you regulate further our Constitution first.)
You can limit the number ofhighvvays and the types ofhighways upon
which they can ride. H (Like was done on New Jersey's Garden State
Park\vay as based on a phony "highway safety specialists' " study?
Recent evidence from New Jersey indicates that study \vas without
foundation and completely contrived. Nevertheless, Detroit ought to
like your suggestion - for a start.) Kelley said it is realistic, too, to
keep pushing for improved vehicle and hebnet designs. (How can
that be realistic when he proposes to eliminate motorcycles? \Vhat
would be the purpose?) He lvas reminded of the individual rights
position taken by sOlne cycling groups against the required wearing
of helmets. ("Some cycling groups"? RR's survey indicates that only
12 percent of this country's motorcyclists are in favor cf such laws.)
Kelley said individual rights are interfered with all the time in the
nalne of safety. (So that makes it okay, huh? Keep in mind here that
- with the exception of mandatory helmet la\vs - such interference
has al\vays involved the endangerment of others. Kelley is plugging
for forced self-protection. That is precisely \vhy mandatory helmet
la\vs could provide the governlnent \vith an oJlunous constitutional
precedent; one \vhich would make it constitutional for an individual
to be forced ~ by the use of police power - to conform with other
individuals' concept of his safety \vhen he en dangers only himself.
Yeah, such laws \vould be \vonderful, Albert - so long as they apply
only to other people.) uYOll are interfered ~vith every time you get
into your car. (He's back to autos again.) You have to have a license
and registration" (So do motorcyclists.) You have to have a fuse box
in your hOlne so your house won't burn dO~Vll. " (What \vas the ques
tion again? Albert is sort of reaching for it but it is another standard
propagandist's tech~nique: use vaguely related exan1ples \vhich don't
actually apply if -- without examination - they SeelTI to strengthen
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your stand. But as a general comment on tlus portion of his argument,
I would remind Albert that it has been said - should fascism come
to this country, it \vfn come disguised as patriotism. And to that I
would add - and it will be touted by the tyrants as "necessary in
the nalne of safety and in the interests of public \velfare".)

Kelley said that parents and public policylnakers and physicians
(Apparently that is his recommendation for this country's ruling
aristocracy.) "need to know if there can be an end to the carnage. "
(Good choice of an emotionally-charged \vord. "Epidemic" is another
one. But certainly the "carnage" can be ended - assuming it exists.
First, let's do some. honest, basic research in to the psychological causes
of traffic accidents. Concentrate on the prevention of accidents
instead of putting all the emphasis on the mere survival of them. Stop
legislating on assumptions conceived in bigotry. So far as motorcycling
is concerned - if Wy could find a way to train aspiring motorcyclists
and provide them with their first 500 miles of experience safely, then
we would decrease the motorcycle accident rate by approximately
80 percent right there. It might help if such biased "reporting" as the
Union piece was replaced with accurate information - if our "Kelleys"
and our "Scarrs" stopped telling motorists that, in effect, motorcycles
don't belong on "our" roads so please feel free to run any bike you
see off the highways. You should note that in the Union article,
motorists are referred to in the second person - "you'" - whereas
lTIotorcyclists are mentioned mostly in the third person - "they"...
another propagandist's ploy; divide your audience from those you
attack on a "us" and "them" basis. The ironic thing here is. e .the
quickest \vay to put an end to highway "carnage" would be to ban
the sales and operation of automobiles. Not only would we save
some 55,000 to 60,000 motorists annually,: we'd also cut the
motorcycle accident rate by about 70 percent.)

Dr. Jess Kraus of the Department of Comlnunity Health, UC'-Davis
School ofMedicine (What is it about a medi<;al degree which makes
the recipient think it qualifies him as a "highway safety specialist"?)
said that in 25 years the number of registered motorcycles in the
United States has increased about 1,000 percent nationally and 1,111
percent in California. (Well, no damn wonder Detroit is worried.)

He said studies show that the highest age-related risks are found in
riders between 15 and 24 and that injury rates for males are 10 to 15
times higher than for females. (You can delete that "in riders" phrase
and the sentence remains true but minus its emotionally-aimed pitch.
It's that "exuberance of youth" thing again. And Jess, if you'll check
with Albert, you'll find that is precisely why the auto insurance rates
for that age and sex group carry such high premiums.) .

That's the end of the Union article - but the article doesn't tell it all.
Let's back up a little and check out the background to see what led
to this proposed ban on motorcycles - who mayor may not be behind
it - and for what real reasons.

In recent months the Insurance Institute for Highway Safety has
en1erged \vith a strong anti-lnotorcyclist bias and has received consid
erable press coverage by the use of some extremely suspect statistical
studies...part of which have been quoted on the floor of Congress.
The lIHS is a staunch advocate of mandatory helmet and headlight
on la\vs. It publishes a newsletter called Status Report (edited in
part by the appropriately named Ralph Hoar) which is fond of using
phrases such as "alleged constitutional rights" and "a movement by
a fe\v 1110torcycle groups to overturn hehnet use laws" and, in general,
tends to regard motorcyclists as some sort of subhuman species.
Status Report also quoted liberally fron1 Dr. Charles H. Hartman in
supposed support of mandatory helmet laws and in approval of the
NHTSA's less-than-viable statistics. Dr. Hartnlan is President of the
Motorcycle Safety Foundation and judiciously declined an invitation t

to appear at the San Diego convention of the AAAM vvhere Kelley
proposed the ban. Dr. Hartman claims that Status Report (and ITIany
other publications) consistently misquote him. Currently Kelley is
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claiming the same thing of the Union article. Technique? You scream
your charges now and \vhisper your denials later on.

As I mentioned, Dr. Susan B. Baker began her term as President of
the AAAM with an attack on motorcycles \vhich urged their
"restriction". In April of 1975, four months after she opened her
campaign, President Ford appointed her to the National High\vay
Safety Advisory Comnuttee - an advisory group to the NHTSA.

For Kelley to have declared such a deliberately radical proposal \ve
must assume he did it with the approval of {or, perhaps, at the urging
of) his boss. And \vho is the President of the IIHS? Dr. William
Haddon. And \vho is Dr. Haddon? Well, fronl 1966 until 1969 he
\vas the first Director of the DoT's National I-Iighway Safety Bureau
(which became the Nf-ITSA). It was under Haddon's guidance that
the Bureau first began to discriminate against motorcyclists and it
\vas under his aegis that the federal pressure for mandatory helmet
laws began. When he left the DoT in March, 1969 to go to the IIHS,
he took along the DoT's Director of Public Affairs - a guy named
Albert Benjamin Kelley!

Another interesting sidelight here - reportedly another "participant"
present when Kelley proposed the ban was the NHTSA's so-called
"motorcycle expert", Lew "Uncle Tom" Buchanan. And lest we
forget - as some people in the motorcycle industry seem to have
done - Dr. Charles H. Hartman came to the Motorcycle Safety
Foundation from - Right! - the NHTSA.

There is a fascinating omission in the Union article. Kelley fai1~ to
suggest just how such a ban might come about. To be nationwide, it
would have to involve some sort of manipulation 'on the federal leveL
Is tha t \vhy we seem to keep corning back to the NHTSA? Are they
moving beyond the federal bureaucracy in their attempts to gain
support?

Also, consider the timing. The IIHS (and some other medical groups
such as the Arrerican Academy of Orthopedic Surgeons) stopped
mumbling and started screaming about motorcycles shortly after the
rv1cKinney bill was introduced in the House of Representatives. The
McKinney bill, of course, was the first concrete indication that
Congress might reclaim some of the DoT's power. As other similar
bills were introduced, the medical shills screamed louder and their
anti-motorcyclist campaign peaked \vith the proposed ban - just
before Congress was to consider the McKinney bin - and five other
~imilar measures; all of which would eliminate the DoT's power to
use federal blackmail (the withholding of tax funds) should a state
10t enact - or repeal - a mandatory helmet la\vv Agaic - \vhy such
:inling?

VeIl, I have this theory . Bigotry, financial gain and the lust for power
.re powerful motivations for some men. Perhaps all three are at work
tere. Shall we speculate a bit?

\vould guess that it was bigotry on the part of Dr. Haddon and his
lriginal minions in the DoT which motivated the discrinlinatory
nd punitive measures advocated during his tenure with the NHSB.
~ith the advent of the Nixon regime, it accelerated. Nixon appointed
ohn Volpe Secretary of Transportation and Volpe believed that no
lult insurance was the means by which motorcycles could be taken
ff the roads. That, in all probability, was more prejudice. But some
'here along the line somebody realized that should all the states be
)fced to enact mandatory helmet laws, a powerful constitutional
recedent would be established. Not only would it "legalize" forced
~lf~protection, it also would permit the executive branch (through
s massive bureaucracy) to ban, eliminate or otherwise control any
ern deemed "unsafe". The range is virtually unlimited - from the
:~ual banning of motorcycles (or automobiles) to...guns...liquor. ..
~ln diVing...cigarettes...vitamin C...hang gliding. More important,
lch a precedent could become the key to total control of all trans
)rtation in the Unite.d States. And once you've got a people by their

mobility - and by their communications -:. you've got 'em! Perhaps
that explains \vhy Nixon appointed Egil "Bud" Krogh Administrator
of the NHTSA. (Krogh's term lasted only about a week before he was
caught up in - and subsequently served time for his involven1ent in _
the \Vatergate mess.)

Directly or indirectly (most likely the latter), the aid of the auto
motive industry \vas enlisted fairly early. Let's face it - motorcycles
are alnlost en tirely an ilnported itelTI in this country. A ban on
motorcycles would be financially beneficial to the auto industry (and
to the automobile insurance industry). Some ITledical organizations
\vere brought in and, building on the old "bad irnage", a pseudo.
safety campaign against motorcyclists got underway. For a while it
\vas ~orking-shored up by phony statistics and rhetorical propaganda
prOVIded by the NHTSA. But what was not anticipated was that
cyclists would come together so effectively in their efforts to thwart
such governmental repression.

Attaining that constitutional precedent with motorcyclists looked
less certain. So - recently there was a "tacit understanding" between
the NHTSA and the automobile industry. The NHTSA agreed to let
up on pressure for the installation of air bags in automobiles. In turn
the auto industry \vill support upcoming efforts to coerce the passage
of mandatory seat belt usage la\vs. That sort of a political trade-off

. \vould, once again, provide the executive branch with an identical sort
of constitutio.nal precedent. (Not so incidentally, both the IIHS and
the AAAM support Inandatory seat belt usage laws.)

A couple of years ago a DoT bureaucrat was reported as saying that
the long-range plans of the Department involved making private trans
portation as inefficient, undesirable and expensive as possible in order
to force people to mass ,transit. (Which is probably the real reason for
the 55 mile per hour speed limit - not to mention what federally
mandated safety devices have done to the price of new cars - up to
40% of the total cost according to one estimate.) Although I believe
the original impetus of this move to eliminate - as much as possible 
private transportation has been blunted somewhat, I do think the
sheer momentum of the bureaucracy still carries it forward. And I
also believe that unless \ve stop it, the motorcycle will be the first
means of private transportation banned.

My paranoia again? Perhaps. I admit my theory has some holes in it.
But since I first suggested it back in September, 1973, it's amazing 
and frightening - how many of the original holes have since been
plugged.

Permission is hereby granted to readers who wish to copy or reprint this
column in part or in its entirety. All we ask is that proper credit be given to
Road Rider magazine.

Also, readers may be interested to know that motorcyclists around the
country are writing letters of complaint to their insurance companies about
the II HS's prejudiced attitude toward motorcyclists and motorcycle safety.
Your local agent can provide you with the name and address of the top man
in your insurance company. Most riders are sending carbon copies Of such
fetters to Dr. Haddon or Mr. Kelley at:

Insurance Institute for Highway Safety ,600 New Hampshire, N.W.,Suite
300, Washington, D.C. 20037

(That address, by the way, is the Watergate.)



STAFF
EDITOR

Roger Hull

ASSISTANT EDITOR
R.L. Carpenter

PRODUCTION MANAGER
Bob Anderson

CAMPING EDITOR TM

Cliff Boswell

WOMEN'S EDITOR
Patti Carpenter

February, 1976 Volume 7, Number 2

EDITORIAL ASSISTANT
Scott Si mpson

THE LAST RUN
[Experience in New England] Peter T. Kogut - - - - - -- - - - - 42

AIN7 NO SUCH THING
[Product Reports on "All-Weather" Suits] Bob and Patti Carpenter -- - - 34

PROJECT SHIN-WARMER
[How To Modify Vetter Lowers} Bob Anderson - - - - - - - - - S8

FOR ALL PRACTICAL PURPOSES
[Rode Testing the Underrated GT750] R.L. Carpenter - - - - - - - 71

76

30
31
32
33

2
4
8

12
47
64 !

774
78
80
80

Faulty Muffler ("Bombing The Ban", an editorial by Roger Hull) 
Two Up - - - - - - - - - -
Letters - - - - - - - - - -
Book Review - Over The Handlebars
F.Y.I. - -, - -
\Vhat About...? -
What's Happening
Classified
No CODlment - 
Advertiser's Index

GULF COAST l\1EANDE"R
[There's This Road.. .In Louisiana] Bob Stratton - - - - - -

PLAINS PORTFOLIO
[Touring Arrerica's Heartland) R.L. Carpenter - - - - - - - - - - 66

PURDI IS AS PURDI DOES
[People (Motorcycles?) Going Places Out West] Purdi M Guzzi - - - - 52

COOKING WITH CLIFF - PART T\VO
[Camping With, Cliff] CliffBoswell - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 25

THREE ENCORES A1~D A DEBUT
[Reports At Random]
Crater Lake - Tom G. Watson - - - - - 
District Eight Rally - Lawrence Castell
BoM/cC Campout - CliffBoswell, Bob Anderson
Griffith Park Sidecar Rally - Bill Heimanson

EURO..TOURING.. .IS IT REALLY BETTER?
[Road Rider Forum] A new feature, written by the readers - - - - - - 20

BUSINESS/ADVERTISING
Shirley Ferguson

COMPOSITOR
E.V. Jones

CI RCU LATI ON
Barbara Duffield

CONTRIBUTORS
Mike Bellsmith

Bob Bostick

Bob Burns

AI Henning
E.E. Jacobsen
Bob Livesay

Roger Lovin

Brian McBean
Richard Russell

Russ Sanford

Alice Turner

Harvey M. Woien
ADVERTISING REPRESENTATIVES

Press Reps of Ca liforn ia
14640 Victory Boulevard

Van Nuys, California 91401
(213) 782-6333

ROAD RIDER is published monthly by ROAD
RI DER magazine, Post Office Box 678, South
Laguna, California 92677. with editorial offices

. at 920 Glenneyre St., Suite R R, Laguna Beach,
Calif. 92651. Telephone: {714} 494·1104. All
rights reserved. Manuscripts, photographs, draw
ings and other editorial contributions must be
accompanied by return postage. No respons·
ibility is assumed for loss or damage to un·
solicited material. Single copy price: $1.00.
Subscription rate in U.S., U.S. possessions, 1

Canada and Mexico: $10.00 for one year"
S18.50 for two years, $27.00 for three years. ~

Subscription rate in all other countries: Add
$2.50 per year to U.S. rate. Printed in U.S.A.
Second class postage paid at Laguna Beach,
California and an additional mailing office at
Santa Ana, California.

CHANGE OF ADDRESS: At least six weeks'
not ice is required for change of address. Please
send both old and new address along with a
mailing label from a recent issue to: ROAD
RIDER, P.O. Box 678, South Laguna,
California 92677.

Copyright @ 1976
Roger Hull

COVER: In the fall the Arrerican Midwest is a surprising place to visit - and the Suzukj
water-cooled GT750 is a surprising touring bike to visit it on. Patti Carpenter took. the
photograph of riding partner Bob Carpenter and the red Suzuki.

February, 1976 -1-




