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Introduction
  An act of criminal omission occurs when a person fails to carry out a legal obligation while having the means to do so, and this failure results in the same harm as the commission of a particular crime (Tigar., 2019). A crucial element of every criminal omission case is proof of a causal connection between the act in question and the resulting consequences. This mandates that the omission be made with the purpose to create and be the direct cause of the prohibited injury.  To establish criminal omission, it must also be shown that the victim's harm was caused by the defendant's failure to act in accordance with the law (failure to perform a moral duty alone is not sufficient for liability). Another essential element of criminal omission is the capability to carry it out. One must be in reasonable physical condition if they are to fulfill their legal obligation without putting themselves or others at grave risk. There are 125 total citations offered. In this paper, we examine the circumstances in which inaction may result in criminal charges being brought.
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Just three circumstances render inaction criminal: when a statutory responsibility to act exists, when a contractual duty to act exists, or when a particular connection between the parties exists. Under English law, there are situations in which inaction may result in criminal charges. Not taking necessary action may lead to disastrous results. It is a basic rule of criminal law that criminal conduct must be positive, and for good cause (Lacey., 2014). However, under UK criminal law, people who fail to safeguard the person or property for which they are responsible are held liable. This applies whether the obligation is taken or imposed. The idea of being criminally responsible for doing nothing makes us question the kind of society we want to live in. The article explains when responsibility may and should be assigned for inaction.
It is commonly accepted that 1) a criminal act or omission (actus reus) and 2) a criminal mindset are necessary for a crime to have occurred (men's rea). It's possible to define an act as any form of intentional human behavior. Whether or whether they cause another person's death, actions taken during an epileptic seizure or by a somnambulist before waking are not acts. The victim must have suffered actual, verifiable suffering for the accused to face criminal culpability for the outcome. If the occurrence could not have occurred in the same manner without the offender's direct involvement, then there is a causal link between the action and the consequence.
The damage must be linked back to the omission. This means that the injury would not have happened if the defendant had behaved properly in line with his or her obligation (Danner and Martinez., 2015). The defendant in Dalloway, for instance, was swerving wildly while driving a cart. A tiny kid rushed in front of the cart and was tragically run over and murdered. It was decided that to convict the defendant, it would have to be shown that if he had been driving safely and keeping a firm grip on the reins, he would have been able to prevent the child's injuries. Similarly, if a parent watches his kid drown in a pond and does nothing to rescue him, he cannot be held legally accountable for the child's death if it can be shown that even if he had attempted to save the child, it would have been too late to do so.
One party may have a duty to act if they are legally obligated to do something to protect another person or the public from harm. A person may be expected to exercise reasonable precautions to avoid causing harm or injury in cases involving tort law. The law or a contract may impose a duty to take some form of action. Some instances are:

· It is a doctor's responsibility to look after their patients.
· It is the responsibility of a landowner to ensure the safety of anyone who enters his property with his permission.
· Fire safety exits are the responsibility of the restaurant owner.
· It is the responsibility of every parent to take reasonable precautions to protect his or her children and to keep others safe from harm.
The complexity of defining the parameters of any broad obligation to act might be a contributing factor. What would be a fair reaction from the defendant if this responsibility did exist? Another argument emphasizes the practically insurmountable challenges of implementing such a rule and the almost unlimited liability that would result if a universal responsibility existed. Some authors argue that recognizing a common obligation to act would erode freedom and impose a public responsibility without providing enough protections for individual autonomy (Each and Fried., 2017).
Helping each other out is obviously in the public's best interest. When should a moral requirement become a legal requirement? English criminal law takes the view that a duty to act is only recognized in certain situations (such as when a particular connection exists or when it is laid down in legislation), as opposed to a universal obligation to act.
A defendant's responsibility to act will almost always result from a duty established by an Act of Parliament (statute). The failure of a parent or guardian to give a kid enough food, clothes, medical help, or housing is considered neglect under section 1 of the Children and Young Persons Act 1933, for instance.
In common law, there is also the concept of an obligation to act. The common law, as opposed to statutes enacted by lawmakers, is the body of law upon which judicial precedents have been built. There are many scenarios where an obligation to act has been acknowledged by the courts. It was established by Miller (1983) that the presence of a hazard may give rise to an obligation to take action. The defendant was found guilty of causing criminal harm by omission in that instance. It was an accident that he started the fire, but he committed a crime when he did nothing to call for aid or put it out. Miller, who was responsible for the potentially harmful scenario he had created, did nothing to rectify the problem other than go to a different section of the home and go back to sleep. If the employee's work entails safeguarding the public, an obligation to act may result from the employment contract. A lifeguard at a public pool is a simple illustration. People in the medical field or the classroom also fall into this category since they are accountable for the actions of the students or patients under their care.
Fundamentally, the basic rule about omissions is that there is no accountability for inaction, hence one may only be guilty via action. To put it another way, the statement denies that any damage occurred as a result of the omission. There must be a duty of care, a violation of that obligation, and a causal relationship between that breach and the consequences for there to be an omission crime. When it comes to omissions, you may find a wide variety of exemptions. To begin, responsibility by omission may arise if particular ties are present. Relationships between parents and children, and other close relatives, are typical examples here. This connection was clarified with the aid of the case R v. Gibbins and Proctor (1918), in which a father and his wife neglected his kid, resulting in the infant's death from malnutrition. The court found that starving the infant was an omission, but they were charged with murder1 because they had a responsibility to do action to safeguard the youngster. To continue, a person may be held responsible for inaction if they are under a contractual obligation to do anything. Usually, this is about the potential for loss or damage if a contractual obligation is not fulfilled. The defendant in the seminal case of R v. Pittwood (1902) was a gatekeeper at the railway crossing; he was charged with manslaughter when a person was killed when a cart traveling on the track collided with them.
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In short, the legality of "responsibility for omission" is still up for debate, with advocates arguing that individuals have a "duty to care" to mitigate injury and opponents arguing that inaction should be considered the "cause" of any harm. According to Lord Macaulay, Good Samaritan legislation would be ridiculous since it would decriminalize inaction in general. This is because, despite its good intentions, it coerces individuals into a contractual obligation for which they may face legal repercussions if they fail to perform, therefore lowering the likelihood of damage and injury.

















[bookmark: _Toc118834907]References

· Danner, A.M. and Martinez, J.S., 2015. Guilty associations: Joint criminal enterprise, command responsibility, and the development of international criminal law. Calif. L. Rev., 93, p.75.
· Enache-Brown, C. and Fried, A., 2017. Universal Crime, Jurisdiction and Duty: The Obligation of Aut Dedere Aut Judicare in International Law. McGill, LJ, 43, p.613.
· Hallevy, G., 2010. I, Robot-I, Criminal: When Science Fiction Becomes Reality: Legal Liability of AI Robots Committing Criminal Offenses. Syracuse Sci. & Tech. L. Rep., p.1.
· Krent, H.J., 1988. Executive Control over Criminal Law Enforcement: Some Lessons from History. Am. UL Rev., 38, p.275.
· Lacey, N., 2014. Government as manager, citizen as consumer: the case of the Criminal Justice Act 1991. The Modern Law Review, 57(4), pp.534-554.
· Roberts, J., 2018. Mythical divide between collateral and direct consequences of criminal convictions: Involuntary commitment of sexually violent predators. Minn. L. Rev., 93, p.670.
· Robinson, P.H., 1975. A theory of justification: societal harm as a prerequisite for criminal liability. UCLA L. Rev., 23, p.266.
· Shuman, S.I., 1964. Act and Omission in Criminal Law: Towards a Nonsubjective Theory. J. Legal Educ., 17, p.16.
· Simmons, R., 2016. The failure of the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act: Time to take an administrative approach to regulating computer crime. Geo. Wash. L. Rev., 84, p.1703.
· Summers, R.S., 1981. General Duty of Good Faith-Its Recognition and Conceptualization. Cornell L. Rev., 67, p.810.
· Tigar, M.E., 2019. It does the crime but not the time: Corporate criminal liability in federal law. Am. J. Crim. L., 17, p.211.
· Uhlmann, D.M., 2012. Deferred prosecution and non-prosecution agreements and the erosion of corporate criminal liability. Md. L. Rev., 72, p.1295.


2

