Conclusion A
It does not seem to be that medical bodies have enough for a ban on medical grounds.  Who has a right to ban things? Who has the right to tell others what to do? I think, therefore, that a ban should not happen.
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Conclusion B
The medical reasons for the banning of boxing presented within this essay have centred on the likelihood of injury and death.  The statistics on deaths presented from the DoH (2019) however, have shown that participants in boxing are less likely to be killed than participants in other sports, including Formula 1 racing, which attract no such criticisms.  The pro-banning arguments, that these statistics do not take into account serious but non-fatal injury such as brain damage, are also inconclusive as convincing statistics for this do not yet exist, leading to the suggestions made by Thomas (2019) that much more research needs to be undertaken in order to process these.  A powerful argument made by the pro-boxing lobby is that underlying the medical arguments is a strong moral revulsion to the activity, which gives rise to the question ‘who has the right to decide these issues?’  Anyone attempting to take the ‘moral high ground’ runs the risk of being accused of infringing on an individual’s autonomy, and the right to make one’s own decisions, and take one’s own risks.  On these grounds a ban on boxing should perhaps be postponed until more conclusive medical evidence is gained, then permitting a debate to occur as to whether this is enough to infringe on a person’s choice of activities with the implementation of a ban.
