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Allen v. Harrison
The case law between Allen and Harrison was a medical malpractice because it involved an issue of informed consent. Several facts are depicted in the case where Allen had swallowed a small nail making her seek treatment in Duncan Regional Hospital. In the emergency area, Allen met the medical practitioner John Harrison who examined her by performing an X-ray which showed there was a foreign material in Allen’s stomach (JUSTIA, 2016). Also, Harrison confirmed that the nail was below the diaphragm and thus according to the evaluations done and his clinical judgment, he affirmed that Allen should take food rich in fiber to help pass the nail out. However, she was to go back to the hospital again if she realized any more problems and confirm to the family doctor in the next three days. Surprisingly, after several days Allen had severe vomiting and went to another hospital and after a clinical assessment, she underwent surgery and the nail was removed. Again, Allen was treated for a pierced infected bowel which made her sue the healthcare facility for the therapeutic carelessness and lack of knowledgeable accord. The physician pleaded not guilty as she provides the information based on clinical judgment and not treating the patient.
The court did not agree with the physician’s opinions because they found that the arguments were misleading the progressive position that a physician should protect patients' informed consent for surgical procedures only and not for the noninvasive ones (JUSTIA 2016). Thus, this false information makes physicians disregard state laws that obligate healthcare professionals’ communications to be made through patients’ capacity in making intelligent decisions. Furthermore, the court excluded the physician urgings that he should not reveal other alternative treatments that are outside his space of practice. This was after it was found out that the physician had a responsibility of presenting to the patient all the alternate treatment options including the extent that could require consultation from other healthcare professionals to enhance the disclosure (JUSTIA, 2016). 
The court reasoned by following the basic rights of patients to be aware and make decisions is the underpinning of the full-disclosure directions. Additionally, the physician’s responsibility is to provide all the information to the patient and allow them to make decisions irrespective of whether the treatment is set to be invasive or noninvasive (JUSTIA, 2016). Also, the court reasoned using the Oklahoma law defining treatment as the utilization of surgery, drug and any other equipment either physically or automatically or any other means by nature of any kind to cure or offer relief in the correction of any human disease.
Informed consent is very critical in healthcare because it allows every patient to be responsible for their actions and taken care of as they would wish. Therefore, physicians must provide information about the alternative treatments and repercussions of stopping treatments to patients (Carman, 2016). Furthermore, during the consent process, the capability of the patient to make a decision should respect hospital rules. Consequently, several elements of informed consent are presented including the disclosure of information which requires physicians to provide all the information required by the patient to make appropriate decisions (Carman, 2016). Another element is the capability of a patient to make decisions where a patient must be in a position to make good decisions without interference. Lastly is the voluntary nature of the decision made by the patient meaning that they should make decisions without being influenced. In this case, the informed consent was incorrect because neither of the elements presented is done by Harrison. The physician did not provide information about the treatment or other alternative options that would allow them to make decisions about their treatment. 
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