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PROSPECTUS

Proponents of mandatory helmet laws often raise the issue of ‘public burden’.  They claim that injuries from unprotected riders cost the public because insurance rates go up and taxpayers are forced to bear the cost of caring for uninsured riders.  I examine this argument critically with the aim of showing that it is faulty.  Much of the available data clearly shows that fatalities and injuries are reduced for helmet wearers – a worthy goal in itself – but fail to make the leap to demonstrate public burden.

Unfortunately for my argument, little data exists on the costs related to injuries.  Even the proponents’ articles contain broad figures without citing sources or raw data.  Finding data on insurance and tax rates also proved impossible.  I may argue that neither insurance nor taxes have decreased as a result of helmet law enactment but I cannot prove my claims other than by showing that the opposing view has not been proven either.  Instead, I will attempt to show that the cost impact, while large on a personal level, is actually quite small in the general scheme of economics.


The importance of this issue resides in countering the emotional appeal of the ‘public burden’ argument.  While the argument for helmet laws contain merit, this particular argument depends on flawed reasoning to bolster the position for mandated helmet usage.  It is important for arguments to be examined critically so that decisions can be made on actual merit instead of emotional (in this case, to our greed) appeal.
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