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Abstract

In order to understand Medical malpractice focusing on the Common Law approach,
especially in English Law, We try to present and slight the light on this approach to clarify the
latest decisions of the British courts and Legislations.

The present research presents the legal responsibility of the common law
and the medical malpractice which make the Doctor responsible towards the
patient. The research aims to slight the light on some cases like the breach of
the (obligation of enlightenment the patient), failed of Sterilisation, medical

accidents and responsibility which is resulting from medical products,
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Artificial limbs and Blood Transfusion, and responsibility may base on the

Consumer Protection act or on the basis (res ipsa loquitur).
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