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To have a duty to one’s parents can be understood as having a moral requirement to perform an action or set of actions in the benefit of one’s parents. Duties to parents are relatively straightforward, however determining the extent and duration of the duties is much more complex. In order to successfully determine a proper guideline, I will account arguments and analogies from Jane English’s article entitled What Do Grown Children Owe Their Parents. Therefore this paper will constitute an expository of English’s arguments, followed by my reasoning why English’s arguments are a convincing standard for determining the duties a grown child has to their parents. A counter argument critiquing the effect of deep parental sacrifices on filial duties will ensue but be overshadowed through applying English’s superior principles. 
	Notably for the sake of brevity, this paper will assume that the term parents include situations where only one or both parents are present in a relationship. Regardless of the situation, English’s principles and my reasoning will apply. Moreover, when referring to his parents, the same principle of his or her parents will be applied insensitive to the gender of the child in question. Lastly the term filial means a due or owing from a son or daughter. 
	To begin, English argues that a grown child has a duty to his parents so far as he remains in a relationship of mutual affection with his parents. This idea means that if the child’s relationship has been estranged, then the child has no filial duties besides “[the] general duty to help those in need” (English p. 287). Also, the concept of mutuality is understood as mutual affections and can be defined by English as, “friends offer what they need, without regard for the total amounts of benefits exchanged” (English p. 285). Mutuality differs from common favors because of the motivation behind the action. English constitutes a favor as “ when A, at B’s request, bears some burden for B, then B incurs an obligation to reciprocate” (English p. 285). An analogy clarifying favours that is presented by English goes as follows, 
“New to the neighborhood, Max barely knows his neighbor, Nina, but asks her if she will take in his mail while he is gone for a month’s vacation. She agrees. If, subsequently, Nina ask Max to do the same for her, it seems Max has a moral obligation to agree (greater than the one he would have had if Nina had not done the same for him), unless for some reason it would be a burden far out of proportion to the one Nina bore for him” (English p. 285).

Here Max’s motivation to reciprocate is because Nina did an action in Max’s benefit. If the two possessed a formal friendship then Max would do the gesture because as friends he would offer what the friend needs, regardless of the total amount of benefit exchanged. Max’s motivation would be affection for Nina not because Nina did the first favor for Max. 
The above principle is the fundamental concept for the justification of English’s view of the duties owed to one’s parents. Parents burden sacrifices for their children because presumably they have a strong bond and affection with their children. Likewise grown children will burden sacrifices for their parents because of the existing friendship and the duty to one’s parents is present in this case. Another important aspect for consideration is, “… one’s duties to one’s parents [do not] cease once an equal quantity of sacrifice has been performed” (English p. 286). English insists this is true when the friendship still exists after equal quantities of sacrifices have been performed. That continual friendship suggests that mutuality is still present meaning the grown child will continue to perform sacrifices out of affection. 
The two criteria that English gives are, “what children ought to do for their parents (and parents for their children) depends upon (1) their respective needs, abilities and resources and (2) the extent to which there is an ongoing friendship between them” (English p. 286). These two pieces of criteria form a general rule of how a child or parent can determine the extent of the sacrifices they should make. Lastly it is important to understand, “… that [the] relationship [between a grown child and their parents] developed partly as a result of parental sacrifices for the child, the duties that grown children have to their parents results from friendship rather than from sacrifices” (English p. 287). Utilizing an adopted child example, the above can be proven. 
“If a women gives up her newborn child for adoption, and if no feelings of love ever develop on either side, it seems that the grown child does not have an obligation to “repay” her for her sacrifices in pregnancy. For that matter, if the adopted child has an unimpaired love relationship with the adoptive parents, he or she has the same obligations to help them as a natural child would have” (English p. 287).

The first statement is proven because the child put up for adoption has no obligation to the mother, who sacrificed nine months of her life, due to no mutual affection present. Another implication of this statement is that genetics are not the prime cause of a duty to one’s parents, but rather it is the friendship between the child and the parental figures. 		
	My reasoning for why I consider English’s argument to be convincing is the acknowledgement of motivation of actions she proposes. I believe that by determining the motivation of an action, it is easy to differentiate whether the action was a favor or a friendly gesture. To reiterate the motivation of reciprocal benefits constitutes a favor, while doing something regardless of the benefits exchanged demonstrates a friendship. With this ideology, understanding why two strangers do not have supererogatory duties is much more understandable. For two strangers lack the common affection, which is requisite for a friendship to exist thus requiring higher duties. Likewise, with this belief, if parents and children grow apart and end the existing friendship and affection between them the duties entitled within friendship also end. This thought is parallel with English’s argument and consistent with the thesis of this paper. To prove my reasoning, I will account an analogy provided by English. 
“Suppose Vance married Lola despite his parents’ strong wish that he marry within their religion, and that as a result, the parents refuse to speak to him again. As the years pass, the parents are unaware of Vance’s problems, his accomplishments, the birth of his children. The love that once existed between them, lets suppose, has been completely destroyed by this event and thirty years of desuetude. At this point, Vance is under no obligation to pay his parent’s medical bills in their old age” (English p. 287).

	A counter argument regarding the belief that deep parental sacrifice warrants returning sacrifices from the grown child in the parent’s time of need seemingly can be made. Does it not appear fair to assume that after all the parents have done for the children, the grown child ought to help the parents in return? Potentially shockingly, English and myself both disagree. To prove this, I will return to the account of Vance and his marriage. Assume that Vance’s parents made significant sacrifices throughout their lives for Vance, then coinciding with the counter argument, Vance ought to do what is in the best interest of his parents. However because his parents ended the friendship between them, they do not warrant any decision on Vance’s behalf. Likewise with the example of the adopted child, the natural mother cannot ask for any supererogatory duties from the child because she did not pursue a friendship. The only extra duties owed by the child are those to whom he possesses an on going friendship with. So Vance could have duties owed to his wife, children and possibly general friends but Vance need not go above the general duty to help those in need, for his parents. In order for Vance to have the supererogatory duties, Vance’s parents would first have to renew their friendship with Vance. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]	In closing, I have shown that the motivation for an action done in the benefit of another person is the key to determining the cause of that action. If the action was done out of reciprocal benefit, than the action was no more than a favor to another individual. However, if the action was done out of mutual affection than the reciprocal benefit occurs regardless to the initial actor. The purpose of this is the relation to which grown children act in benefit of their parents.  Grown children truly only owe any extenuating duties to their parent’s if the friendship between them is still existent. Regardless of how much the parents have sacrificed for their children, the children can determine the return sacrifice by English’s two principles of “(1) their respective needs, abilities and resources and (2) the extent to which there is an ongoing friendship between them” (English p. 286). Therefore these principles are the only just way of truly determining the actual duties grown children have to their parents. 
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