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The argument of Stan Daniels, from page 218 of Critical Thinking, A Student’s 

Introduction, by Bassham et al., written in standard form. 

 

1. People should be free to live their lives as they see fit. 

2. Mandatory helmet laws take away freedom and discriminate against some people. 

3. There is no discernible difference in motorcycle injuries or fatalities among those states 

where helmet use is voluntary. 

4. Motorcycles are 2% of all vehicles, but only 1% of all accidents. 

5. Trucks and buses account for a much larger percentage of accidents, but people who 

drive trucks and buses do not have to wear helmets. 

6. Wearing or failing to wear a helmet has no effect on anyone but the person who rides a 

motorcycle. 

7. Mandatory helmet laws are annoying and unnecessary. 

8. Golfing and hunting are dangerous activities, but people who engage in them are not 

required to wear protective equipment. 

9. Eighty-two percent of people in a telephone poll for a local television station were in 

favor of repealing mandatory helmet laws. 

10. Mandatory helmet laws should be repealed. 

 

 

  



Stan Daniels’ argument is overall very weak.  The strongest line of reasoning involves the 

issue of freedom, but even there he leaves out any real argument.  Many of his premises are 

false, but even if they were true, his conclusion would not follow.  He commits several fallacies, 

including weak analogies, which make his reasoning unpersuasive.  Ultimately, I would say that 

his argument offers almost no reason to accept his conclusion. 

Mr. Daniels strongest premises involve freedom.  As Americans, we value our freedom, 

and if this issue were truly one of freedom, then it might be enough to establish his case.  

Daniels’ first two premises involve the issue of freedom.  Putting the two together, we have the 

claim that mandatory helmet laws take away freedom, and that we should have the freedom to 

live our lives as we see fit.  Some people would prefer to not wear helmets, and it seems like it 

would be an infringement on their freedom to make their use mandatory.  This argument 

seems to be valid, since the conclusion would follow from the truth of the premises. 

Yet, if we realize that people are not free to do anything they want, then the argument 

could perhaps be seen as unsound.  People should not be free to live their lives as they see fit.  

If we truly accepted this premise, then we could have no laws whatsoever.  People should have 

freedom, but only to an extent.  Our freedom should only extend to the point where we are 

infringing on the rights of others.  If our actions do infringe on others, then the government 

should intervene and prevent us from acting, or at least punish us after the fact if we are 

caught. 

Daniels does include as a later premise that wearing or not wearing a helmet has no 

effect on anyone but the person riding the motorcycle (premise 6).  Perhaps he intends to limit 



his first premise using this qualification.  Using the principle of charity, we could interpret his 

first premise as “People should be free to live their lives as they see fit, as long as their actions 

have no effect on others.”  I still don’t believe that this premise is true, however, as many 

people will be affected by a motorcyclist not wearing a helmet.  If such a rider gets into an 

accident, then the people on the freeway could all be affected.  Emergency workers will have to 

be called out, and motorists will be stuck in traffic longer. 

These consequences may not seem like a lot, but they do exist.  Practically all of our 

actions might have some effect on other people, which means that the government could 

regulate pretty much every action we could engage in.  This conclusion seems to be quite 

troubling.  If it is right, then it would basically eliminate all freedom.  Perhaps there is some 

middle ground that could be articulated, but Mr. Daniels fails to do so, which is why his 

argument fails. 

Mr. Daniels’ other arguments fail as well.  He uses some statistics to support his case, 

but they seem like Red Herrings to me.  Even if motorcycles cause fewer accidents per vehicle, 

Daniels doesn’t compare miles driven, nor does he consider the severity of the accidents.  

Motorcycle accidents are notoriously dangerous.  Daniels complains that truck and bus 

passengers are not required to wear helmets, but truck passengers are required to wear seat-

belts.  Bus passengers are not, but they are enclosed in a space.  They are protected by a steel 

and padding.  Furthermore, Daniels just begs the question; perhaps we should require more 

safety equipment for bus passengers. 



Daniels makes a big deal of discrimination, but he backs up his claim with weak 

analogies and bluster.  He tries to compare riding a motorcycle down a solid asphalt highway at 

70 miles an hour to playing golf.  Even if a golf ball can attain such speeds, the amount of inertia 

involved is miniscule compared to that involved in moving a man and a motorcycle, not even 

including the vehicle with which the motorcycle might collide.  Getting hit by a golf ball is in no 

way comparable to being hit by a 2,000 pound automobile, or something larger.  Hunting might 

be as dangerous as riding a motorcycle in some respects, but hundreds and thousands of 

people don’t hunt together on the same road.  Hunting accidents may occur, but they are a tiny 

fraction of the amount of vehicular accidents involving serious injury.  Besides, Daniels again 

begs the question.  If hunting did result in numerous accidents involving death or serious injury, 

then it may very well be appropriate to mandate certain kinds of appropriate safety equipment 

for hunters. 

Perhaps the weakest line of argument involves the ninth premise.  He argues that we 

should repeal mandatory helmet laws because a survey of people indicated that 82% of them 

wanted to repeal it.  There are many problems with this premise.  First, he doesn’t give us any 

details.  Which station did the poll, and how was the question phrased?  The question could 

have been phrased in a very biased way, which would make for a skewed sample.  Furthermore, 

even if the question was worded carefully, this argument commits the fallacy of bandwagon.  

Just because the majority of people feel a certain way doesn’t mean they have any reason for it.  

In fact, they could be acting completely irrationally.  What we need in order to have a reason to 

repeal mandatory helmet laws is a reason to repeal mandatory helmet laws.  A majority of the 

people polled does not offer a reason at all. 



I think that probably mandatory helmet laws should be repealed.  But that doesn’t mean 

that any argument supporting their repeal is a good argument.  Stan Daniels offers many 

reasons to repeal such laws, but they all fail to offer any compelling reasoning.  Several of his 

arguments commit well-known fallacies, and so offer no reason at all to support his conclusion, 

but even his argument involving freedom is hopelessly incomplete. 

 

 


