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Do we have obligations to family members?  Position: Affirmative
As members of one family, we are united by blood, marriage, or adoption with each of us having a role to play for the general wellness and cohesion of the institution. In the diverse American Culture, family unity, support and interdependence are highly valued. As children, we are much helpless and entirely rely on our parents or guardians for provision and care. Later in life, when we can cater for ourselves, we get this psychological debt of caring for our parents, young siblings, and other struggling members in the extended family. The question is, do we have obligations to cater for the family members? My position is on the affirmative (yes).
Arguments
Families are built under the foundation of love, and love demands care obligations to one another. The love from our parents bestows an involuntary commitment to them for our wellbeing. The obligations come naturally from this love and affection that has grown in the course of living together (Mills 273). This is the same love that obliges adolescents and adults to regularly check on their parents even when they move out and establish themselves elsewhere. It is never a demand from the parents but a psychological debt guided by love.
Family obligations are legitimate duties that arise from special relationships defined by social roles. Being a father and a mother comes with the social responsibility of raising the child until it reaches adulthood (pg 273). Raising a child has been a requirement by the laws of nature since ancient times; governments and other authority groups have continued to support this to ensure the continuity and proliferation of societies. Any individual who goes against this law is punished and excommunicated as social groups seek to annihilate such people ensure continued adherence of family obligations. The society in return, obliges the children to express gratitude once they are of age. Adult children ought to express an attentive, respective, and differential treatment to their parents more so than to strangers (pg 273). Failure to do this is again, a deviation from the social rules. These are conventional societal rules, which have never changed despite the immense transformation in the way of life.
Family obligations are instinctive as depicted in the biology and psychology of animals. Caring for a family member is biologically prescriptive, and there is never a debate about it. Animals, especially mammals, care for their offspring to ensure continuity of their species. When one chooses to be a parent, he/she develops the inherent need to care for what may come as the offspring regardless of appearance, gender, intelligence, or temperament. The continuation of this relationship does not reflect a parental choice to any degree; instead, it is a lifetime commitment that is not forceful but a reflection of DNA attraction between the parent and his/her child. Parents continue to care even for disabled children and children do the same to disabled parents; it is not a conditional relationship but one deeply ingrained in human biology.
It is a great good to participate in a relationship that is enduring and unconditional. As parents commit to raising children, they acquire the obligation to stick to the parent-child relationship, which means to fulfill the tasks that flow with parenthood through thick and thin (pg 276). As Claudia Mills explains, this kind of relationship thrives by being unchosen, which extends to the aspect of brotherhood and sisterhood. Brothers and sisters are merely born into the same family; they do not select each other, but they are stuck with each other. They owe each other the lifelong relationship of being brothers and sisters and thus sharing each other’s life to an extent (pg 277). They, therefore, must be present in each other’s life and be there for each other in good and bad times.  This comes from the experience of being unchosen and having an unconditional relationship with a brother and a sister.
Grown children have a responsibility towards their parents. They owe them the continuation of the relationship as their children, sharing their lives, caring for their lives, and building an ongoing life together. If children are the only ones who can provide daily health care, pay bills, provide food and shelter to their parents, then they ought to put it as their obligations (pg 278). This is all what the parents-children relationship demands; love and care for each other. While it may not be such a debt, there are social expectations to take care of the ailing and financially challenged parents. It is an unwritten rule in our social settings where our conscience is maintained by the relationships with our immediate family.
Objections
Love does not always mean a parent has to take care of his/her child; they might as well give the child away for adoption. They thus relieve themselves of the obligations to be there for the child. On the other hand, no laws are requiring financial support of parents by their children or laws demanding frequent visit and unconditional care. However, there is an obligation not to deny the great good of an unconditional relationship. This obligation is supported by the moral reasons for being in the same family.
Family relationships can sometimes be causing damage to one or all of the individuals participating in it. Mutuality is crucial in maintaining family relationships; it is hard for one individual to have a relationship of a certain kind if the other party cannot reciprocate. If a relationship is toxic despite its importance in one’s life, it is fine to dissolve it: one should not forfeit his/her personhood to provide unrequited good to others. However, there is an exception to the concept of mutuality; old parents, who have become senile, cannot be able to participate in an ongoing mutual relationship (pg 279). Continuing with this relationship will not be toxic, but it might be one-sided as the aged parent may fail to recognize the attention of the children.
Instincts and biological explanation of family obligations are beyond objections; even animals follow the protocol in caring for their offsprings. Regardless, no biological basis requires children to take care of their parents or their brothers and sisters. It comes as a choice driven by human conscience, which lacks in other living beings.
Evaluation of the Argument and the Objection
It is apparent that the relationships between children and their parents are special. They are built on unconditional love, and each party did not choose the other; nature brought them together and obliged them to stay connected. They ensure the survival of each by extending financial and emotional care when is in a position to give. Children rely on their parents for material, moral, and emotional support; when they mature, they reciprocate the care to their old parents. Parents’ obligations to their children are the rules of biology and instincts up to a certain age when they become independent. The society also demands the maintenance of these family relationships; for one to gain acceptance in the society, he/she must demonstrate to his/her children or parents.
The objections suggest a switch from unconditional to conditional relationships in family ties by stressing on mutuality. Sometimes children may hate their parents as they make unpopular decisions about their lives. However, the parents continue to care for the children despite the open rebellion. The love is unconditional and is supported by the instinctive drives; thus, the objectives cannot validly oppose the affirmative that we have obligations to the family members.
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