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Abstract

Cooperation is the base of the development and progress of human civilization. It also can be con-
sidered as one of the unique and defining human features. In this article, our main objective is to
review previous studies on cooperative behavior using social dilemmas. Firstly, the definition and
main classification of social dilemmas are sorted out. Secondly, we summarize influencing factors
of cooperative behavior from the aspects of social value orientation, emotional state and social di-
lemma structure. Finally, the evolutionary explanation of the existence of cooperative behavior is
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introduced, including kin selection, direct reciprocity, indirect reciprocity, spatial selection, mul-
tilevel selection.
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1. HEEBRHEXS 5%

#ho N HME S i 5 B Dawes (1980 fE B Fe B A, IR T H S N BA A R g e,
B XMWERRAEN S, HsUAT k2 e G EacE ToE R, By i o e Ho At AN A dn ik
B, WHRaSAN AR R M 5B, RS AR EE R T A N RS R s, A4
FHECT BT NEEAE, B NMARERR SR A AR S s, T S A B AR R A IS i A . A SR A4
TR IR A ) T At N BRERAR R 28 (1 U , T AR (=2 45 R B R T A NI E « 542K, Van Lange
FEQ2013) 0 Ak 2 N ) 5 SCEHAT THBIE, {4k 2 INERE S i IR A AN SE #8A7 FiedoK, I 51N T I TA)4E 52 2
%o &M Van Lange 158 3, #haWEIRM&IXFE—MIEE, EiESEt, JEEFET N EMERS
BRI AR (FEAE 2RI A a8), B2 2 BIAME R m i s (R A SR NECRIEESEAT A, B4
BT A MEEAE, Pra N e 2728 B AR —2 KIARIFI2E) . 5 Dawes (1980)H)E UAHEL, Van
Lange S5 0RA 1 AE#E 2 B iR A — AN Xy A 35 SR m 1A, DRIUGRR 1 RERS 3845 « [N4ER SR (Prisoner’s
Dilemma) &5 48 #iAt 2 W 55 R AL, [FETHREASF “ 2RI A3E” (Chicken Dilemma). “{F LA ” (Assurance
or Trust Dilemma)&5 4, & #3K .

Fa W EE ) EAE N R h RAAE, FEULZMIEAEAESE, B ATE I U8 O 3L 22 i e s o 2
T I BT 5 PR AR BT B SRASEADL I SIC (1 DRI 1) R, T 28 8t e R G rh S AR AT R IO AREEAS R
R AndfE, PR OB SR R BRI 8 “Z NN 5 “PIAREE” . “XRREEE” 5 “Jext
FRNEE” . DLJ “EEWEE” 5 “HEEEWNE” , R BRI UM RS T A2

LL “SAEE" 5 “RARE"

WAL 2 5 N8 2 D e LRt WE o8 “2 ANNEE” 5 “PIARED” o K, “Z2 AR
7 R EAEA Y B (Public Goods Dilemma) 12 H 5% [ 35 (Common Resource Dilemma), “Pi A
PRI 358 7 3 B HE [N R 5% (Prisoner’s Dilemma). |8 [F 5% (Chicken Dilemma). 115 T[4 35 ( Assurance or Trust
Dilemma).

AL I 5E(Public Goods Dilemma)/e #h2x N 58 i A2 SR — Fh IR SR 282, & NS00 1 31 2 /60,
TN N, B 8 5 TR A B R R R LS B e R B E R AW T TRER,
LRI AE LB R R, % ALY BRETAS DASEIURIAESE,  FRRE A b B i A R
H ARIEAAE R G IAT THEmEcE ek 7 24> 75 LR WS, BN ASARF 55 10/ 1T % RS,
TR ASTHEAT R R A5 A 100 0] B e KA s L SR PR 55 £ % 07 0 DA AR 28 14 £ 82 28 R T AN JEAT 4R R R
FHER R D, A AX R AT K IEESEI G TOE YRR, A B ITE N TGRS 2 B
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RMMER Stfab, HEiE AR k. X, ALY MmN, EHI 7 AMER 5 5 R AR 2
R . fEOLEEIG SRR E S, AL LA B /N, I TR — E MR
Bidr, AR B R e A B i 2 DB A AR ALK R K
2K RN TN NED J5 P2 70 BU 2 P /N B, IR I T — AN Re 8 9 AT SR 5
KA “ASLDen” (RPFTER “ ALK 7)), (AR EPRHTE A SR ki sish, iEnr Pl
Al NI SEI T RS AR 2 R A IR B S5 AR S, BN, DAk E TTBRIY AN B DTk
KRR E “ A7 LI PR HEButler & Camerer, 2005; Camerer, 2003; Rand, Greene, & Nowak,
2012; Rand, Kraft-Todd, & Gruber, 2015).

A FE BT N 5 (Common Resource Dilemma)th & #1242 R FE 10— PP 288, 7B AL TR IRIA IR
o, EE MR KB B DS A NIER, BT &R A A QSRR HARA AR
AFE AT DU FH A A S BRI R SRR, ER i RAL R 538 T — CARRIT S BT A SRR, A
HHOE AR R R £ H, B AR AR RIZ 20401 % . X6, EALRIENE S, EHI 7 AME
Flak 5 HAAR] 2 KPR . FEILSRARTE Y, AJLTEIRREEF 1L &2, FlinasRyaE m e « XI55
i, B2 EME SR AR REES X, EIbR. RIS R =R RS, FIFE
e 26 % a2 45 R T v e TGV 4R 4k 1 fa 5

[N 4 N 35 (Prisoner’s Dilemma) & ) A NFI) —Flth 2 B R A, R H i 36 E 228 A " 1 Merrill
Flood # Melvin Dresher T~ 1950 42, HAUEMIFR Ay PIAILEIICIE A EREE A4 mId S oG,
R LI ORFFDTER, B4 TR AL, WABILI R AR —4 2R — 24 L 3548 K 7
IR 2% A AL 2 R D9 SE D TTAR S BRI, T 4848 A 1 S S0 ) 75 IR s i SR v 4 S0 R 4 o 17 %t
77, WAl TIEER S, WU T IRINPE. £ LRNERE S, AN AR a5 R 56 50 3
PNFBHA IR G AR PO, WEPE AR NI EE R, AL TREIE 2 702, BEe N d
RS TT, GG T PIMUE S R . RO Stin s B B b, NAE N B2 035 P 4 k(LA A
B 81%), MR RAPIMAT N AT B (SEEE R, XFE AT RETE UM BLEh S5 R, B AB #f
“1E. AG1EB HHR. AEHRB &1FE. AB #E R, #RAM SL IR t bk i 24 10 BBl o SR 45 ROk
SE » BT NT IR DY I, AR AT — J7 S R AE AR S IR AT & AT IR : H B o 7 & 4F > XUT6E1E >
XHEH > BEATES HEH. FASH 5 (Chicken Dilemma) 5 {5 1 A3 (Assurance or Trust Dilemma)/ll]
FEAE [N 4E K 5% (Prisoner’s Dilemma) () 3E il I, 3881k A8 6 DU A B 2h 25 5L B <o SR 28 1) il ok &R #5278 =}
XM 5% (Chicken Dilemma) ™1, XTI —J71M 5, PUFREs SRS E AR S B SE BT E4F > W
TE1E > BOREENTTER > XTHER: EEENET, SHER—I7mE, PUFrEE Ry [ A &
i XTTElE > BCHERMITTEE > W75k > ACEENTTE K.

“MNHNE” 5 “Z N\WE” Rl EEGES 5N EAEER, b FERE FEREEIEZ
HZH A E (Dawes, 1980). B, EXAMEIH, 2532 5 M AT HLHE 285 1 45 54 K ot o7 31
i 7RI RS, HETECH AT R HEIRT, T 2 NN EEH, 2538 H TR AR YR 2R 1 45 SRR IR
RS 5ERF, Wi, 2 ANREEH A EE R, Hik, EXANREEH, 555 E 2 kT
Z IR, Warz5E e DABIE B ORS00 7 it 0 52 w1 i AR — e R BT UG HAT ), 5l R
(E ], AHAEZ NINEE 213X — A

12. “EERAKR" 5§ “FEERF"

“HEEWE” 5 “AEEERET RIS RRENCYRET RS 58T R AR ERS A 5
CAIBHR” MATER 2 IRINRE . BLSEAEE WU R B R AR E , PIAESME B AN X R
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FERCK [ — NI RIS 5 9 T BE 7R B R S8 AR AUIN “ A7 B0 “ AFEBTIR” HEAT 2 USRIt Ak
TOCEBWNEE 5 A R I AR E 3 G R B CRR ¢ A LB B BN ¢ A
T, AFTERE Sy “AEEERE” o OB MSHERA Y, “EERE” HRE -
Y 5 A F R RS EAT 22 58 B AL 2 I A 5 R S B

T “FEEWE” , “HEWNE” iTHELTZR Z
BEATRHRLIOHEWT,  IEAE ARSI, LT A F A E A il
2 EAEAT NSRS /.

13. “XNHERE" 5 “EXHREE"

BB “XIFRAt 2 EE” (Symmetric Social Dilemmas), 8 & 35 o ) %% 77 TEW] 46 TR IO A & DL &
NI B A TEBRYR” A SRIOR] 2 Lo SRR R SR R . AR, EFRATTR IR SE AR VE R, AT
TR R B METEIA & M 555508 2 07 IAAAE R 22 5, B A IFERI LR SR A 2 DL “ A3t

w7 BGCATLRRIET R REUR R L2 SR S I T REAEAE ZE e, N AR BRI “ AEXSRRIA
B o OIS W SIGH i, — o R T A [F T 46 5 1A B DU R “ A3kt
V7S RBOCR LI AR RRAL S B R

2. H2EFEPHESETHIRERBER

RN AT PR NI IE BRI RN XTSRRI, TR A48 b HEWT,  #k 2 PRI 0] RO VA RO R R
M, PRSEH B 07 K T C5 BRI 28 R BOS AR S ANMBE AR T AR SR RIAT A, & S B IR 2
T XN T HEAN NS SRR TS RN ERAE . VP IER T XXM AT 322
52, #hox BSOS R Bt 50 2 e b bk B FR e FESR SR IR B b 1) AT AL s e S A SR A 2 I S AR AT A .
WA R A NS, RERSOERIEERH, WM& 7RI 78 UK & ES, i H AP
Birh % 07 AN 2 s 44 A1 — VR, B2 WA TEIT AR NG Rl R &S5k i e,
35 P ) NAT TR SR A 8] T 54T 5 4F (Amir, Rand, & Gal, 2012; Andreoni, 1988, 1995; Fehr & Fischbacher, 2003;
Fehr, Fischbacher, & Gachter, 2002; Henrich et al., 2005; List, 2011; Mason & Suri, 2012; Paolacci, Chandler,
& Ipeirotis, 2010). 1, 7 Henrich &5 A (2005) Bt , HERGRH T34 5 W 5i(Public Goods Di-
lemma). 1% )5 B AL % (Ultimatum Game) 10l 37 t%(Dictator Game), #E4BR 15 PNASFE SCALAIE 5 1)
[ oK Bt X T8 1 o0t NS Ak 2 s SO AR I o B J 3B B *R (Ultimatum Game) AL i X% (Dictator
Game) & 0 76 N AT Jo o3 P IR AT i 22 LS Beyi X AR i e e kb, WA 9K e — 22 4
BRI ECHEAT Bk, — 2R N EE (Proposer), 71— #0 NH:% # (Responder), HI/r L& 41
AT LE P N TB] 2p X 2B G Bk, T4 52 2 AT LR g & B2 0 o IO 7 5, T SR 48 32 4 HE 70 Be 25 (1) 7 8
BEAT BT, W SRAELE, A4Sl E AR F AR — o TR . AR Ui R ) 2 B JE R AR R R AR,
WP S B 4 R 58— B S AR A BCHEAT BBl iR 3, HL B 4t 1 20 e 7 R B g PR =
AT FHERIRE, A IZBAHHE 7 X S8 T il R W B T2 B 5 4k
(147 FCEAT 52 4 A AL, DR Ahe et 3 38 i i ot e FH R BIE FE i S A e e, B S 2 LB A N I ) 28
M B AR L. a2 Tk 2 EH M, FRERPW ISR IELA L
SFRIBC T, AR B S B A 4E A A N AE TR o Henrich 55 N OB FCR I, FEAN[F] (S AL
BRI R I T B AR N ER AT N, BIEE ALY N R R I T B TR,
M R I I T R T A, AR R @R R A THE A AP T R . ER AR —Hk R
I NBARAAL A AN AR i, [FI e NRIR R, IERE A LR EE, gk ] DA i
A A A SR A AT

SR T SR E R R 0 As
i CEBWNE” REFFAL S N R
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b2 PR 1) B ) LI U IR S 7 N SR EA SRR AR R 1, T AT 80K B0 SR T MR E SR
GYEAT Y, MR A ZORE 2 R e R rf B NAT TR B AR AT 9 MBSO 1 At ST 70 ) S — > F . BRAERT
FRBL, AL ERA . BRI E S5 A PR S5 R 2R S 2 fe i M AL S I B b i S 1
47 N(Van Lange, Joireman, Parks, & Van Dijk, 2013).

Mo A E B S — R AR E BN RE BT, SO 2 M Ao T B BOP 2 5 A AN 2 B — AR 8 i 4
(Van Lange, 1999). MRYE MR dF ANF, — ] DLEAMES] 7 J 2641 24517 % (Prosocials), 25 H HA ]
# (Individualists) LA} 3 4+ 4 {65 7] 2 (Competitors) o - 2% 4k 20 ) 22 AR A 56 I oy At N BEAR ORI 28, 34
AH 8 A AR GE o R, ARSI M AR 5% B A& N 5ottt 2 A &, Hos A
i E T AMEARA G2, PR NRREAE AT D9 ;i 5 4 B ) 3 BT SR g e > A 2
FERTAB AR w, TARS AR G KA . KB RIE TS C KB, FECT 2% B JRAMT I 2 A58 S R4 ) 3
S ph o i [r) 2 AE A NI 55 vh 22 R I B S K S /AT 7K P (Bogaert, Boone, & Declerck, 2008). 1 H. 5
HABBE RIS SHET KL, SRt fmE At ERESHHRA. SN, BEERENEEES
e BR 2SR, R E S 5 R385 19E 3 (Cameron, Brown, & Chapman, 1998; Joireman, Lasane, Bennett,
Richards, & Solaimani, 2001; Lange, Schippers, & Balliet, 2011). IEHK, BFAREX TS HimE#ET TE
WRANIIRTT, IR o ah o a2 BT 0 1) KPS p 247 vl R R A~ HE U ) B ARAT 5% (Bek
& Garling, 2006). WFFEARI, AHECT 2% B FAG A ZFITE S BB 2, SRAL S ) 5 B0 B vt B k47 1)
SN, N SRS T JE W B AT AR SRR R B G 4, RN X AN A eSS R MR I S f
1 45 0 TR 2% B A5 A A% B8 58 F 30 (De Dreu & Boles, 1998; Haruno & Frith, 2010; Stouten, De Cremer, &
Van Dijk, 2005).

TG LE R AL 22 85 S AE AT R FE M AT 78 32 B AHE — B 2R S M BAR S A IR . — BB Z0IRES
Iy AR 2, BEFE R, BRI SRS FEA R IR T M EAL e WS & 4T D, TV AR 0
T RS K RER (L e MA M BE 2 ISR FE. Xfik, A ARE VW NERRIGEE b, AMEE 2 1550

(Tan & Forgas, 2010). BERTFAENICEE R THWIE LA R TRAGSHIEFRREET N, BLAAF
(T B A 2550 T IR 5 R S AR T N R a2 5 AR (R 2 06 T 3X — ) /i, 27 35 A0 138 e SR 7 R K 22 £ 47
2t N SARAT AIE R EEE R BT ] A, IX 2867 11 4 32 B A4 A2 U 25 B3 (Wubben, Cremer,
& Dijk, 2009). Z1%(de Hooge, Breugelmans, & Zeelenberg, 2008). #4r(Parks, Rumble, & Posey, 2002). &
5 (Martinez, Zeelenberg, & Rijsman, 2011). P¥X(Nelissen, Dijker, & Devries, 2007)%. [T LA FRAT R
BRI 115 IR AS 22 5 mm HAE AL 2 N R AT RS, ARt it r ittt e 2
G 2 2 AR LE A 2 IR AT R PRSE = A s . an, BRI SR W e 2 5%
AR B TRERS, AMIERRE RS oL N B &1 b2 WEP R ES 58 AAHRER
Fiisk,  ANATEFE RS A S TSI T B8 7 5 A 1E(Van Dijk, Van Kleef, Steinel, & Van Beest, 2008).

TEZ B AL 2 RS 70, DRSS A 9 & 05 A A0 B 35058 B 4 3 0 B 2 45 ] PR SR A L BRI AR
T H— MR RN A R AT v s, I HAS 7 BASE R AL, X Pk 5% B ae g Bt A Wt 7e, (I
SATE AL W, ST AR TR RIBBCR) . A MO S5 TR 22 57, TS 22 AT
P 2 2 B 4k 2 N SE & 5 AT MR I i, 7E 4k 2 R SR i 0N & 48 1M B 1 v] DASE 22 LA 3k
i R 3R 28 BN A R A B 5 (Van Dijk & Wilke, 1994, 1995). 1fij(De Cremer & Van Dijk, 2005) I8 5% &
W, BT MO MEAEALBIENE b 2 ZE 2 MR, BOATERS B S =GR M H S A
BUUF A EMAANR O, heEREZS.
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B EaR 52 S At oo B L 1 25 15 RS & R EO A W B P R S ARAT N A A,
W EAT DO R DB VA AC I BT 55 M0 O B A E A TR = 0 MR fE A 2 IR B 1) &4
1T A —E FEI . ilan, RN, BEE AR RGO, o W i & AE K 2 AW T B (Brewer
& Kramer, 1986; Hamburger, Guyer, & Fox, 1975); ik 38 frie i pl 5t 2 6] B2 il f A I s 8 3 -4k & 1
1 F (¥4 1F (Balliet, 2010; Bouas & Komorita, 1996).

3. HSEEPEIEIT RN ERRE

FEAL 2 NS AT A 2 8 = DL E SR a9 AR & AR TAB AR, )L HERUOR— B2 B
Bl 5t 2Bl AU N 2 A F R L A 18 LT3 EE 18 (Evolutionary Game Theory) FRIAHSGHH F2 77
%, HREANICE R T HESh SR AL 2 G AT v f DAEBE AL b I B JUAS SCBLA B 48 I 5K 1% £ (Kin
Selection). ELJ% H H(Direct Reciprocity). []4% H. 2 (Indirect Reciprocity). 7% [i]#% ¥ (Spatial Selection). %
22035 P (Multilevel Selection)5(Rand & Nowak, 2013), X ASEH 2 GAEAT NMIAEAE TR T s itk 2 i
HIfi# B (Ultimate Explanations).

Hamilton (1964) 5 F- 42 TR Z0EFHIS, ZEW NN BA M4 RIIAEE 2 AEL AT
e 52 B B AR IE B O 1 17 75 DAFE BE A A2 A5 DUt o 2% s 3 11 25 A SEUARL o o 14 B BT g 2
fig, BFUOAWRAMAR G H b 22k 3 ORI RS 2] R —A, A A 3 AT H A 3 A
[F) B R 2R IR PR AR 2 o SRR BRI AR 2 7 SSUERE SR SCH, Bln, BRI, FESEEMILH
A FAF I AT, AT R A S B ) BE B 52 3 1 2% 0% 2R SE R Y 2 I (Burnstein, Crandall, &
Kitayama, 1994).

SRGIR TR BT R K AR B ok RN SE B [ SRt & F T N, (B 2 AFE T L
GR RN PEAE N AISEAL 24T N A TCIE MR GOk 5510 M B2 T DARRRE . T B 42 EL AR U v DAFE — s 2
FE EXPI I DARRRE , Z BB, PSSR BRI T B RE R = TR Ak e B AEAT N AR AR LU, SR
e SR N E R R AE HEAG AR R R, T N S Ak S vh AN ] 1) B SR T MR AR v, DR AT 3
TXF AR SR AT 75 1 7 R T R R A — o IR AT R 2R BT R A 2 G, AR SR 2 S AT NTE L
HHAS AREZE (Trivers, 1971). BEERINGERSAES ) Z WA T ERELEMIRKH R ST, B AR
ST BT BRI — E R RS EAT N AAE R R [EE, R R T RS R AR A AEAT NI
HEMG, Bl “AHEARNT” (Tait-for-Tat) S Mg (Nowak & Sigmund, 1998, 2005), BEIEIFUA M BT
X7 E6E, RO BB ikt AU TTE R, A REBGE BAT N

A4 B A PR AR B B PR Al BRI OR, et — B9 K TS & AEAT AE R 45 P
FAEM R, HOAHHFEAKRRRA S EE AR N ATRAR . [ EEERIN N, MEZT
PLIZ SR A 2 B AEAT N RN B RE B3RS RGP A 25, HEM7E AR SR Re 88 3R15 B 47 10 5 56 =7 AR Il 2=,
MAE St A AR R, A2 R IE P 3RAT 10 5 T X0 77 1) A5 8 Bk 672 15 75 B 77 (Nowak &
Sigmund, 1998, 2005). 1T EFE T BB AL, NATIZHTH 2T AR ITAl Al P 25 A i A RENE DA
WA AR FE N B A 25T 48 5 2 OAT 9 BIAEN, 13X Lo TR g e A 1 A VEAT AR R AL R PE H 1 A
(Brandt & Sigmund, 2006; Ohtsuki & Iwasa, 2006),

(A B R A TE NBE P AN R AR A B IR R A F ), oW gg rh— 2 N2 AR
SRELLL A NTE N R, 1 R AR 2 RIS I G T e — AN AN o DRI, BEZR RE 0% 1EAT 2 [ 3,
I aE A EF A T ReMi T M BN S EAEH TS, MRyl iEHE, REEERa1ET N
TEHEAL AR BE T SR (Santos & Pacheco, 2011). fEFHIEFHGHIHEARL L, £ EZHEFHIB AN, THA
INAFE T AR 2 18], 1 BABAAE T RARZ (B (Wilson, 1975). B4, IR HE AT ULEREAR N SRAE, (H2&
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Ve ESRIBAA BEERHMA I RS rh ol . Rk, EEEVEIT AR AT NI FE T &5 3
F S H(Bowles, 2006, 2009; Bowles & Gintis, 2011).

E&WE

W2 “CHE A SRS FERE ST H (18YIC190020)” LA “ 1L R I 28 K 2 AR 0 R 5T
THJY201901XL)” .
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