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Reciprocity has been the subject of study within the socio-human  sciences, 

experiments upon social and psychological development and even hypothesis within social 

anthropology and political theory.  It also has been the subject of speculations in what is 

called phenomenology and structural anthropology as well as the subject for establishing 

treatment technics in psychology and clinical psychiatry.   

In the moral philosophy it was less mentioned, eventually by the name, but its ideas 

about the control behind a multitude of moral theories such as retribution, thankfulness, fair 

play and proportional justice (chief jsutice). 

Aproape toate scrierile despre reciprocitate, o tratează ca pe o noţiune fundamentală, ceva 

de o importanţă centrală pentru cel puţin câteva aspecte ale vieţii sociale umane. 

In almost all the writings about this subject it is considered as a fundamental notion 

something of a significant importance for at least few aspects of social human life. 

The argument offered to support these proposal is the virtue theory. This does not refer 

strictly to trust, rights, debts, interest, preferences, values or social goods. Instead, through the 

excellence of character, a part of the substantial virtue theory is proposed.      

Considering all these the main topic which I addressed within my thesis are: reciprocity 

idea, reciprocity problem, central problem of existence, reciprocity concepts starting from 

definitions of references, theoretical perspectives on approaching reciprocity: philosophical, 

ethical, judicial, sociological, anthropological, social psychological (pro-reciprocity 

behavior), paradigms, theories and modules. I chose an analytical approach of above 

mentioned domains in hand of identifying interactions of fundamental correlation in 

explanation and manifestation of reciprocity toward a holistic, interdisciplinary unitary 

approach.     

In order to present a coherent presentation of what it means reciprocity, precisely 

reciprocal behaviour for people and the way these aspects govern our lives, I chose to divide 

my thesis as folows :   

Introduction. Following a close examination of the written resources on reciprocity 

principle I discovered that although the subject is mentioned in a multitude of works in 

domains such as philosophy, psychology, law, anthropology it is not examined/considered  

independently; the International professional literature with few exceptions which I 

considered in this thesis, is lacking specific analysis regarding reciprocity 

features/characteristics even more the resources which consider reciprocity principle 

interdisciplinary do not exist.         
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Starting from the empirical reality I observed a major deficit of reciprocity in 

interpersonal relations.  

Thus, in writing this thesis my release point was an analysis of reciprocity and the empiric 

reality as well as the analysis of interpersonal relations within family, school, work place/job; 

the types of relations in which reciprocity plays evidently an important role were the subjects 

analyzed present in larger means characterized by human relations which have at the core the 

principle of reciprocity.  Here I incorporate facto situations within a community divided 

administratively, even if we consider a town, with the included rural and urban differences or 

an administrative local unit as well as the present political domain, elected-electors relation.  

The last two situations proved to be characterized/impacted by lack of reciprocity either if we 

are talking about mere examples of breaking the electoral promises or misuse of funds by 

territorial administrative units from community.  

Considering the multitude and the diversity of situations met in different domains: 

psychology, law, sociology, anthropology I reached the conclusion/belief that a 

multidisciplinary approach, in theory, in my case could be a resource of quality improvement 

in human relationships in what concerns reciprocity in the plan of real life, social life of 

community and of interpersonal relationships.     

At the institutional level I discovered that there’s a necessity in including reciprocity as a 

part, component of sustainability and efficiency in organizational culture in professional 

groups, institutions, communities, observing an educational deficit from this point of view.   

Methodology. Next to the means of philosophy, always renewed, enriched, gradated by 

each philosopher next  to those quality methods in socio-human and behavioral sciences I 

considered important the correlation and methodological interference in the inter and 

multidisciplinary approach for which we continue to have perspectives for reciprocity in 

different domains such as: social, anthropological, psychological and the interaction among 

them.        

The methodology which I used within this present thesis is intended to analyze, criticize 

or remake, to adapt empirical relations through the light of reciprocity as the prototype of 

human life.  

The multidisciplinary context emerges from the multitude of domains for which the 

reciprocity concept is relevant and thus, there are different definitions which are given to it.  

Among those I analysed the ones from Larousse dictionary where the definitions given to 

reciprocity are the following: a mutual exchange of commercial privileges or of different 

nature, a mutual relation of dependency, an action or influence, mutual action and reaction, 
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advantages, engagements or mutual rights, a way to/of change in which transactions took 

place among individuals symmetrically distribute and which are making this exchange as 

equal parts, none of them considering a superior position, a dependence relation/connection, 

action, mutual influence.      

In chapter 1 of the thesis I present a succint history of reciprocity. As an ethical principle, 

reciprocity was passed on from parents and elders to youngsters on verbal communication but 

as the society had learned to use the written  word they begun writing these moral codes, 

becoming the first historical proofs of importance given to the reciprocity principle. Thus, in 

this chapter I designed a systematic introduction of historical resources of reciprocity 

analyzing chronologically the relevance of reciprocity begging with the most ancient 

resources all the way from the ancient Egyptian civilization, Mesopotamia, India, China, 

Confucius’s times and continuing with ancient Greece, Judaism, followed by Renaissance age 

and closing with contemporaneity.      

In order to have a better understanding of the importance played by the presented view 

point of reciprocity dated all the way to the ancient age, the opinion which stands at the base 

of all further opinions expressed in relation to reciprocal principal and behavior, I arrived at a 

compared analysis to the way in which it was considered reciprocity in Confucianism and in 

Rabbinic ethics.  In chapter 2 titled “the norm of reciprocity in the philosophical thinking” I 

studied the way in which reciprocity was found in philosophy through the introduction of 

different forms/approaches in which this is revealed by the diverse branches of ethics as well 

as in morality.    

Reciprocity in normative ethics. Traditionally normative ethics known as moral theory had 

been the study of/in what exactly makes actions right or wrong. These theories offer a moral 

hierarchical principle which will draw many people to consider it whenever they will in 

search of solving the difficult moral decisions.     

I continued presenting the different moral perspectives of reciprocity. Examples of moral 

codes which include the Golden Rule there are so called “The Five Percepts” and “The Noble 

Cause of Eightfold in Buddhism”; in the ancient Egypt it is “Maat Code”; “The Ten 

Commandments from Judaism, Christianity and Islam”; “Yama and Niamey from the Hindu 

Writings” and “The Ten Indian Commandments”.    

Also, I analyzed/review so called negative form of reciprocity named “The Silver Rule”. 

Connected to the ethical principle regarding The Golden Rule, the Silver one is the most 

known as the following statement: “Do not do to others as you will not want them to be doing 

to you” and similar other statements. Some of these statements found in philosophical and 
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religious literature are considered versions of the Golden Rule; there are controversies 

tied/relating the idea according to which the Golden Rule and The Silver Rule should be 

considered as different expressions of the same idea or if they were different from the logical 

view point, ethical or practical.  

In  their attempt to understand the world, historians, philosophers, writers, psychologists 

have confronted with the problems of the man living in the society such as: problem of 

conflicts, of interpersonal communication, of relationship, reception, interpreting of 

information (controlling), inter/transgenerational conflicts and have tried to analyses them, to 

offer solutions.    

The following chapter (3) I devoted to the way in which reciprocity emerge within 

sociological and social psychological domains with a focus on its impact on processes and 

interactions from society and the level of daily life. Reciprocity is a quality and a specific 

value of human relations. In a larger sense it defines the man kind in society as it appears in 

Buber Martin and Van Peursen works.    

It could be said that in the reciprocal relations man finds superior ways of communication 

to/from the multitude of roles played by him/her. 

In my preliminary studies I discovered that the so called marketing of human relations 

doubled by the alteration of relations between groups and people bring/carry with themselves 

the danger that together with the old types of relations and of content/enclose to loose also the 

quality of the relations. This will apply to the statement “ small man in a large society” as well 

as to the one who holds a position in the society. 

Una dintre concluziile capitolului 3 este o pledoarie pentru o „atitudinea reciprocă” în 

viața de zi cu zi dar și în relația individ-societate, individ-instituții. 

Our attention should be directed toward the new ways in modern philosophy within its 

efforts made in order to reach to a reciprocal attitude excluding the peril mentioned above, 

perils which these kind of reciprocal relations/connections could offer. Furthermore this 

analysis of philosophical tendencies must remain brief/short.    

Especially interesting have been the results of the analysis upon the modern/common 

question of the modern man (in particular): What have I done to deserve this? Skeptics insist 

that in order to deserve anything, work, even the harder one, is not sufficient. We also have to 

deserve the credit which is offered to us in order to be destine to labor hard.  

Chapter 3 continues according to the reciprocity definitions from our first chapter together 

with the way families need to be structured in such a way to encourage reciprocity. If they 

hurt it or inhibit they need to change their existential structure. This looks like we need to 
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bring those family rules, the ones which occur within the family context in accordance with 

reciprocity. Reciprocity between spouses encourages maximum of reciprocity, a special 

analysis being given to existent relations between reciprocity and parenthood.    

The thesis continues with chapters 4 and 5 which have a similar objective thus, the 

analysis upon the famous analysts’ work for reciprocity principle in judicial and political 

science domains in chapter 4 and of those from the social sciences (social psychology, 

sociology, anthropology) in chapter 5.  

Chapter 4 considers reciprocity in relation to judicial system (according to Rawls John’ 

works February 21. 1921 – Nov. 24. 2002) due to the fact that the standard use of the word 

justice proofs the close connection to the reciprocity concept. Judiciary includes the idea of 

justice which at its turn includes similar resolution of similar cases offering to people what 

they deserve and graduating the benefices and debts in an equal way. Furthermore, these 

aspects imply actions lead by impartial principles which forbid taking parts and could demand 

sacrifices. All these are led by elements of reciprocity tided to proportionality and matching 

but it proved to be difficult in explaining precise actions.    

      Rawls book „A theory of Justice” (1971, second edition 1999) proposed a new conception 

about reciprocity as being similar with justice, righteousness as impartiality (justice as 

fairness) whose principles established a new moral ideal beyond de different acceptations of 

individual or colective good. If traditionally the political speech about reciprocity was 

influenced by theological doctrines of Aristotelian background/origins, Rawls will search to 

discover if it is possible to find a right and reasonable criterion of righteousness which should 

be neuter in connection to our moral doctrines, religious or philosophical all these proving to 

be reciprocity itself. Begging from the question (which is the leitmotiv of his entire work) in 

what way could we find which is the most appropriate moral conception about justice for a 

democratic society, Rawls will build the theoretical endeavor as an alternative to the 

utilitarian conception which had dominated the ethics and social philosophy for over two 

centuries.  The solution proposed by the utilitarists was not sufficient from the moral view 

point because people could be easily treated in the name of “maximum happiness” as means 

to accomplish different commune purposes.   

David Schmidtz (b. 1955) – elements of reciprocity, we believe that people should obtain 

what they deserve but why do we believe that any man should deserve anything? We believe 

that we deserve the excellent recognition of our work but not for that which constitutes a mere 

luck.  As it was mentioned in Rawls works our puzzle is this: our ability to accomplish an 

excellent thing is simple luck; our social circumstances, our talents and even nature, our 
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personality are the results of nature and food for which we don’t have how to pretend 

recognition, merits.    

În selecția celor a căror operă am studiat-o m-am confruntat în câteva cazuri cu situația 

unor personalități care în opera lor au exprimat și ei un punct de vedere interdisciplinar 

privitor la principiul reciprocității. Între aceștia poate că cei pe care i-am studiat în amănunt 

sunt: Ruth Anna Putnam care face în publicațiile sale o pledoarie de la filosofia reciprocă la 

reciprocitatea cotidiană și Lawrence Backer care este considerat pionierul studiului 

reciprocității ca și subiect independent, bază a functionalității și autorul volumului 

“Reciprocity” care a fost unul din punctele de pornire pentru teza de față. 

Reciprocitatea este o carte extraordinară- îi obligă pe cititorii săi să regândească câteva 

dintre chestiunile importante abordate de filozofia modernă recentă. Reciprocitatea este, pe 

de altă parte, o carte care dezamăgeşte; găseşte rezolvarea câtorva probleme mult prea lesne 

însă nu reuşeşte să exploateze la maximum resursele  unei abordări teoretice a virtuţii. Se 

remarcă existenţa unei tensiuni între dorinţa filozofilor pentru simplicitate şi claritate precum 

şi conştientizarea sensibilă a individului în ceea ce priveşte complexitatea și opacitatea 

vieţilor noastre morale; de asemenea, între dorinţa teoreticianului de a pune fundaţia 

comportamentului moral în caracter și ideea (Kantiană) că aceea conduită morală trebuie să 

fie o chestiune de onoare, datorie. 

Pentru analiza reciprocității din punct de vedere al antropologiei am studiat opera a doi 

antropologi : Mauss (respectiv lucrarea „the Gift”) și Geoffrey Mac Corma- Schimbul 

reciprocității de cadouri.  

Teza (dizertaţia) fundamentală a lui Becker este criteriul logic al rezumatului pentru „ o 

teorie generală a moralităţii” a condus spre o „teorie a virtuţii (teorie a excelenţei)” bazată 

pe reciprocitate. Cu toate acestea, definiţia sa despre reciprocitate se diferenţiază tocmai de 

majoritatea teoriei psihologiei sociale şi a teoriei jocurilor .Pentru autor, reciprocitatea 

trebuie să fie „(pre)dispoziţia” către reversibilitatea beneficiilor primite, fie că acestea au 

fost sau nu cerute; acest gen de reciprocitate nu are nevoie să fie minuţios (răs)”plătită” în 

acelaşi fel, însă o găsim în asimetria dintre bine şi rău. După spusele lui Becker, în timp ce 

„binelui primit ar trebui să i se plătească cu bine” citate în legătură cu răul sunt destul de 

diferite: „pentru răul primit ar trebui să nu se întoarcă aceeaşi monedă” şi „ răului primit ar 

trebui să i se opună rezistenţă” 

Teza se încheie cu secțiunea dedicată concluziilor rezultate în urma cercetării personale 

și se centrează îndeosebi pe trei idei: științele sociale și reciprocitatea în contemporaneitate, 
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reciprocitatea şi politica externă(cu o analiză practică a tratatelor de reciprocitate 

economică din istoria SUA) și contracarez criticile aduse eticii reciprocității. 

Ştiinţele sociale, în zilele noastre, funcţionează guvernate de conceptele care le-au definit. 

Vorbim despre universal la fel ca şi de principii operaţionale  generale dar, rareori devine 

clar ce înţelegem prin aceste principii conform cu noi, subiecţii, care operăm într-o societate, 

avem de-a face cu fapte din viaţa socială, un obiect poate sau principiile aşa cum sunt ele 

definite ca şi observaţii în realitatea socio-culturală sau a cuiva care observă un subiect, o 

parte concepută ca şi un ceva  în operare.  

Scopul spre care am țintit cu prezenta teză este să dezbat modul în care această situaţie 

ar putea veni în concordanţă mai mare cu zilele noastre şi eliminarea riscurilor care au fost 

descrise. Acesta este conceptul reciprocităţii în viața de zi cu zi. 

Pentru aceasta am luat în considerare acel înţeles conform căruia reciprocitatea, atunci 

când a fost concepută, avea un obiectiv universal. Lucrurile sunt reciproce. Pentru a exista, 

lucrurile trebuie să fie reciproce. Este versiunea pozitivă a celebrei zicale: ”nu face altuia 

ceea ce nu vrei să ţi se facă ţie”. Este ceea ce la un moment dat la mijlocul secolului trecut 

susţineau afişele din vechile oraşe germane în locurile publice. 

Referitor la analiza legăturii între reciprocitatea şi politica externă și cea dintre 

reciprocitatea şi tratatele de cooperare economică am pornit de la faptul ca Statele Unite a 

fost țara care a transpus principiul reciprocității în practică prin intermediul principiului 

clauzei naţiunii cele mai favorizate, care a fost parte integrată a fiecărui tratat comercial 

negociat în perioada 1778-1922. Aceasta nu însemna neapărat o politică de excludere, dar 

cerea în permanenţă o continuare a negocierilor după ce o astfel de înţelegere a fost 

ratificată şi a putut duce la practici discriminatorii. Termenul de “reciprocitate restrictivă” 

poate fi de asemenea aplicat înţelegerilor care afectează doar un număr limitat de obiective 

şi păstrează situaţii de discriminare prohivitivă intacte.  

Deși de multe ori în formularea unei teze criticii acelei idei sunt ignorați, eu am 

considerat important ca, pe lângă punctele exprimate în capitolele de informare privitor la 

diferitele vederi/păreri despre reciprocitate de-a lungul istoriei, să încerc să ofer și în partea 

finală a concluziilor răspunsuri la criticile eticii reciprocității. 

Mulți au fost cei care au criticat reciprocitatea (referindu-se mai ales la forma sa”regula 

de aur”). Astfel, George Bernard Shaw spunea cândva că ”regula de aur este aceea că nu 

există reguli de aur”. Filozofi, ca și Immanuel Kant, Friedrich Nietzsche și Bertrand Russell, 

au obiectat la această regulă bazându-se pe diferite argumente. Cele mai serioase între 

acestea se referă la aplicabilitatea ei practică.  
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În concluzia finală a tezei am avansat ideea că schimbul interuman poartă o dimensiune 

simbolică ce este legată, pe de-o parte, de premizele culturale pe baza cărora este stabilită 

logica reciprocității și, pe de altă parte, de modul în care reciprocitatea se dovedește un 

proces de formare a diferențelor și identificărilor precum și de rezolvare a opozițiilor.   

Reciprocitatea devine în mod particular, clară ca un proces de alcătuire simbolică printre 

membrii unei comunități când este percepută ca o schemă de acțiune sau scenariu. Aici este 

implicată interpretarea evenimentelor și formularea acțiunii în relația cu ele.   Încorporează 

un simț al proporției ce este împărțit la scară socială, o ideologie și un set de presupuneri și 

așteptări ce formează fundamentul pe care aceștia îl folosesc să rezolve multe situații diferite, 

atât în interiorul cât și în afara contextului de schimb. Reciprocitatea implică un punct de 

vedere strategic de la care societate umană conceptualizează sub toate aspectele atât 

definițiile sociale cât și diferențele cosmologice și formularea relațiilor între ele. Ca atare, 

structura lumii nu este doar fundamentul conceptual pentru reciprocitatea comunității 

oamenilor, dar și, în parte, rezultatul ei. Accentul pe aspectele cognitiv-interpretative ale 

reciprocității complementează abordările filosofice, juridice, sociologice și economice (sau 

”alegerea rațională”) a ceea ce înseamnă schimburile interumane. 
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