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Introduction
To commit an act of criminal omission, one must fail to execute a legal responsibility while having the ability to do so, and this failure must cause the same damage as the commission of a specified crime. Proof of criminal omission relies heavily on meeting the causation requirement. This mandates that the omitted action be intentional and the direct source of the prohibited damage. To prove criminal omission, it must also be shown that the defendant's failure to act in accordance with the law directly caused the victim's injury (failure to perform a moral duty alone is not sufficient for liability) (Chiao, 2016). 
Duties arise from a variety of situations, including (1) relationships, (2) ownership of property, (3) contracts, (4) statutes (other than the crime accused), (5) the voluntary admission of responsibility, (6) the creation of risk, and (7) the obligation to rescue someone in danger. In addition, the ability to carry out the act is a crucial component of criminal omission (Cryer et al., 2019). The objective of this study to examine when criminal liability will be upheld for failing to act. The study starts with the failure to act, general duty in the criminal law, the requirements for the crime to be committed, statutory duty, contractual based on office, common law, act stop duty and general duty to act. This study ends with the conclusion which highlights the important findings of this study.
Discussion
Part of a crime does failure to act 
The legal implications of an act of commission versus an act of omission are often very different. When the law imposes a duty to act and the defendant breaches that obligation, the defendant's failure to act will create an actus reus and give rise to responsibility (Horder, 2016).

General duty to act in criminal law
One might be held criminally liable not just for committing a crime but also for giving material support to another person who commits a crime (Chuasanga and Victoria, 2019). Those who commit the crime themselves (by, for example, swinging the weapon that strikes the fatal blow) are considered principals in the first degree; those who aid in the commission of the offence (by, for example, holding the victim down while the principal in the first degree strikes the blow) are considered principals in the second degree; and those who aid in the planning of the crime (by, for example, lending the weapon or providing the information) are considered accessories before the fact. All people are held to the same standard of legal responsibility and are subject to the same penalties (Kolber, 2015).
In the case of Miller 1983, the defendant was a homeless alcoholic who squinted at the location where he was arrested (Chiao, 2016).  He snored with a burning cigarette in his hand and woke up to a raging blaze. When the defendant awoke and saw the fire, he did nothing to put it out and instead went to sleep in a separate room. After a while, the whole home caught fire, resulting in over £800 in damage. 
Although the person who actually commits the crime may be completely innocent of any criminal intent (such as a nurse who unknowingly administers to a patient, on the doctor's instructions, medicine that turns out to be poison), the accessory before the fact is often considered more culpable (e.g., if he has instigated the offence and arranged for an associate to commit it). In the second scenario, the actor is an "innocent agent" who bears no criminal liability, whereas the "principal in the first degree" is the person who induced the "innocent agent's" actions (Ormerod and Laird, 2018).


Requirements for a crime to be committed by omission
This mandates that the omitted action be intentional and the direct source of the prohibited damage. To prove criminal omission, it must also be shown that the defendant's failure to act in accordance with the law directly caused the victim's injury (failure to perform a moral duty alone is not sufficient for liability). To commit a crime, one must (1) intentionally do something wrong (actus reus) and (2) have a specific intent (Cryer et al., 2019).
Statutory duty to act be present in the case of Criminal Law
To commit a crime, there must be a legal obligation to take some type of action (Chuasanga and Victoria, 2019). The prosecution must establish beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant was under a legal obligation to take action and that they did not. In only three circumstances can the failure or omission to act constitute a crime: (1) when there is legislation that establishes a legal obligation to act, (2) when there is a contract that generates a legal duty to act, and (3) when there is a particular connection between the parties (Chuasanga and Victoria, 2019). The requirements imposed by the law to take action might change from one state or jurisdiction to another, or even from the federal level.
Contractual duty based on office be present
There are many laws that stipulate certain behaviour and make violators subject to criminal penalties if they do not adhere to these rules (Chiao, 2016). Failure to produce a breath specimen when requested by law enforcement is a violation of the law, as stated in section 7 of the Road Traffic Act of 1972, example.
Common law duty to act in Criminal Law
A person may have a responsibility to act, and so be subject to criminal culpability, if and only if the following conditions are met:
· A person must follow these rules since they are mandated by law.
· A party to a contract is bound to perform in a certain manner.
· There is an obligation to behave in a specific manner because of the unique status connection that exists (i.e., parental responsibilities) (Cryer et al., 2019).
· Taking on a duty of care voluntarily imposes specific responsibilities.
· The danger was posed by the person themselves.
Duty to act stop
A duty to act is an obligation under the law to take steps to mitigate or avoid damage to another person or to the public at large (Horder, 2016). An individual may be expected to use reasonable precautions to avoid causing damage or injury in cases involving personal injury law.
Regarding tort law and personal damage, the term "responsibility to act" might mean one of two things:
· No one has an absolute moral duty to stop another person from hurting himself or someone else. Promises to accomplish something are frequently insufficient to create legal obligations in practice.
· There are two types of responsibilities that we owe to one another as human beings: statutory duties, which require us to behave in accordance with the law, and moral duties, which do not require us to do so (Sznycer and Patrick, 2020). Breaking up a quarrel or reporting a kid or animal confined in a hot vehicle are examples of moral tasks that are expected of all law-abiding citizens. This is a type of obligation recognized by common law.
There are four components that must be in place for a case of carelessness to be considered "prima facie":
· A legal duty owed by one party to another
· Evidence of a failure to fulfil the aforementioned obligation
· Evidence that the aggrieved person (the plaintiff) was hurt in some way
· Proof that the plaintiff's damage was brought about by the defendant's wrongful conduct (Chuasanga and Victoria, 2019).
In most cases involving personal injury law, the negligent behaviour includes some type of action, such as a driver colliding with a bike or pedestrian. It should be noted, however, that inactivity might equally be seen as irresponsible conduct (Cryer et al., 2019). If an individual is a teacher, nurse, social worker, or any other profession that falls under the category of "required reporter," and an individual fails to report a case of domestic violence, sexual assault, or child abuse, an individual might face criminal charges.
In addition, if a company owner refuses to fix anything that may be regarded as a threat to employees, such as a broken elevator or a crumbling stairway, he could be held negligent (for failing to act) and hence accountable for any injuries that result (Sznycer and Patrick, 2020).
Should there be a general duty to act? What are the pros and cons of this?
Advantages
Either the general responsibility to minimise losses for which a person is already accountable, or the user's reasonable reliance on the guarantee, triggers the need to intervene in such a situation. No urgency exists, and no other individual or organisation is in a better position to act, thus there is no need to do anything in any of these situations (Kolber, 2015).

Disadvantages
The legislation is unduly restrictive, reflecting a libertarian view of social responsibilities that belongs in the nineteenth century but is more at home in the twentieth (Ormerod and Laird, 2018).

Conclusion
To commit an act of criminal omission, one must fail to execute a legal responsibility while having the ability to do so, and this failure must cause the same damage as the commission of a specified crime. Proof of criminal omission relies heavily on meeting the causation requirement. This mandates that the omitted action be intentional and the direct source of the prohibited damage.
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