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Abstract

The collective risk dilemma, as a variant of social dilemma, can accurately describe many con-
temporary social challenges such as climate change and the spread of infectious diseases. In this
context, people need to cooperate to avoid collective disasters. The study of collective risk dilem-
ma is closely related to the well-being of global citizens. The theoretical achievements and empir-
ical evidence obtained from this research are conducive to a comprehensive understanding of the
actions under collective risk and proposing solutions. Currently, the conclusions in this field are
relatively scattered. Therefore, this article summarizes the concept of collective risk dilemma, re-
views and summarizes research conclusions, and looks forward to future research to provide ref-
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erence for subsequent studies.
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1. 5l

NASAEARAY . ARSI ERR B4 Jui (A6 3%, 1R 2 SR BRR G R T ERMAT AN R R 72T X L8
R, AATTRT DO Bt (A A 1 SRl S S ik 4k, (R AT RN T AMA R R B 42, A MU AN %%
DIk, XIS AR A ER H, RA SRR 5 (Dreber & Nowak, 2008). iX L& il @i FAF 75 3
IR B R —AHT LA HESRIE T N R GARAT A SR KR M BN, Fsd5 0k 7.08%, H5UT
N BREEEAAE L SR T2 559F (Chen & Szolnoki, 2018; Tilman, Plotkin, & Akcay, 2020). H244 XU [ 1%
(collective risk dilemma, CRD)#t /2 £ % ALk 1) A 3Rk i 50 F) — PR AE SE , 50 23 WL ) Ak = IR AN IR )
&, ERXMIGN T, S5FWESBATR, MARIERE, 1MHRA LA S 5% WL E TTRE
AR B AR, A BERE S 45 < (Milinski et al., 2008).

SR A R SR 0 9 BARIE J LR A 1S 20007, (R H S AR A RMAEHLE EAHE . AR 21 Hi
PN STUEIEYE , 5 0T A TRY 4 T B AR AR A U T AT B 4 o it . H AT SO 1 i 7 25
R, WSO R G0 B4 KRS N AT BE R EE,  HEx AW 4R AT R B gY, 18
PR B ARk AT R, ARSI AR LS T .

2. S E BB SERL
2.1. BEAES

Hardin (1968)IAJy, 24— Ffi /a3t A7 R BLIEAAR M i REOCRA AR 28 AR BT BN, 2 AN fe it 3
B AR £E Hardin BR, AN AR ZEATER AR 25 2 18] 9 7 XE DR 58 5 2% X BHR A SRR, BRARAN N “3
87 BRI AT AR IR, Xt AL WK HIR . Dawes (1980) NI 2 R BEHEAT 1 58N #A
WRE, HaWNERAWA S AEHAE 2R A4, DAEHAT NI 2 R T ST
NRIER SR USRI NG VE & At S A ARG AR B [BIRCEAR . Ostrom (1990)45 i, MAEE
Ve ok SR SRR A RA — AL S IR TCARANE, (HIFARTE MR SR S P 15 Tt A REAR Dk .

2.2. W5sER

LTI Z R N RIS, X T XGA SR, FTOCR A INGERN B | f5 R e . g2
PhikE IR, SRR (Gith, Schmittberger, & Schwarze, 1982; Van Lange et al., 2013; Sigmund et al.,
2010). MAEATEHILAFEL 2 NIIEVE B, SRS, 558 WK 28 FH A 34 5 178 2% (Public Goods
Game, PGG) (Nowak & May, 1992). ALY iAFEE IETEFPEMAEH A, WENAIRAMAAG TooTik, #AT
DA 2 BIEAAR 5, Xt BB A b o] BEAFEAE RS 2R ) R, DRI G A BA A A AR R R e o R R 8 L)
it PR A5 Sk A 30 (Balliet & Lange, 2013).

il
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MR AR, 2 55 P VIE RN M, EERERAER. 258 UEEL 5%
HAA—8 oA B AR IEE R . AT RIS RI AR R S T LGSR -, X R A
WRES, HRKRAR BN SRS ERATG S5 . BABRANALTHEIIH S WG4 A
BT, WA TR T Bk, EASY)IEZRIREEE T, BRI AR B AR AN 1) A FLBER PE TR,
P RE T e 2 4 AR TTIR AR 2. AH, S FE SR A DR B A JEBEUREE R, AT DLk
LR mMAER. ALY ML, DTk eI/ DU Sk & A S 17K P (Fehr & Gachter, 1999, 2002).

2.3. RME =

H 127 SR A 2 G S AR A BIALEIEAT 1T 2 0o, At o ISRl o o7 2 K80
KK BHUHEMR P 5 RN SE R PE AR R T 2 (Kollock, 1998). ShHLME It 7 RARKATEh E A5 e L E &
b, NITEMIUE I 225 IR AP 45 R o 5 2 A G 2 Ao (i B m) BL A vA il <2 i (Bochet, Page, &
Putterman, 2006; Murphy & Ackermann, 2014). [A]# H. B A1 5 % 1 #2 (Nowak & Sigmund, 2005; Okada,
2020), UbAMEF] LAMGOIRNLEI K, BRI e 2 B B AR . B S A A 5] A S35 TR K I ) & 1 2% 18
(Chaudhuri, 2011; Parks, Joireman, & Van Lange, 2013).

SERIVERR R TT RN K B O 2, e S A BB B U BRI 1 B i A
NS0T 2 ZE M5B HLA (Merhej, Santos, Melo, & Santos, 2021; Nockur, Pfattheicher, & Keller, 2021; Rondeau,
Poe, & Schulze, 2005), XL & I A4t 2 R 5 B 78 TAESR AL 7 RS R A

3. SRiEMEEEHFIR

A RFARIRM RS R G R, SRS N RS O URE . B Rk, Wi
KA S A 225 B G BF Hag5 1 (Merhej et al., 2022). (AR, LB AFIEAERIAT A, T8
] DA G R HENE IR JE 2R X TR A R B _EJZ R HH A E TR 8 & S TR AEHIX
K 50 32 [ P R T, PRI5E S ARy G BE AN A ] 19 L A SR A0 DR 410 i BB AR 55 77, A R Al S ML ok 17 L,
BET R S bl EIRXAE S SRRk — SR A S W B SR AR A S AR 2 8 Bk, JF
HESAME TR, Gl 2 AR G AR, e B NG R XA B AL S A FE R BR, DA
SR SRR 4t N B, = R EUINB AL 2 I BE(Dawes, 1980).

3.1. SEFRBEHIEES

A BRATIE AN FARAT 9¢ MEPE 5 SR 1044 23 PR SSEAS B 17 B O HE 22 Am i IR A L) i 2% o XX — 1500,
Milinski 25:(2008) 51 N T “ £ R R 35E” BRE-E:,  DARIR SABASAd Il R RT iy >R 1) )2 PR ¢ M A2 (1) 22 5%
2K B (Milinski et al., 2008), JFEAEMEEAY Foxr2 5EH M IRAT AT 5T, BRI AR XU A
BRI R SR S AL T B HE 0, F R B T I P 17 45t [R5 R R AR 5% ) Rl 4 3 ) 454
REEOL, WALESER KA R COVID-19 K47, BT NMMAF By REE i, [ S HeFh 2 1 (Osama,
Pankhania, & Majeed, 2020). e it, S XGH S8 T+ WEL, (BAEEERERE S, 5%
(1) H B2 By 1E 2 ¢ i A 2 SRS AR 24

B A A XS NS T R R, A58 T B ARAT A DL A O AT LRI MR T TR, B
AT FOAITE 7E B R FEAT SIS IR AR BRI SR A 2 S B J LN T TH, 5 W5 3 20 T 7 AR A At
PLRIE I o

3.2. {TAMRER
LR RS R B A2 A FE i 1R 10— P A2 30, BAACRIID R G A XS R 58 v S AR ikl 508 31— A Y
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EA e AE ARG SeAh, SRR B R AR IR B RAE BN T, A2 58 A SR
G TRl A% IR AU o

FERA 2 B A BT Z ARG NG T, 5% 6 oy —Hi#t7 53, B
FERE— R v A 5 AT RL NI ™ (40 A SR B 1T ) Fpadk 3 1] 2 3L 7 BTk 0. 2 B 4 >sicie B i #
fr. S —3LHkAT 10 ¢, &Ja, WORPTA 2 5& BoTak S T AT 120 Sskie it mrgE A H is, 8
L2 5E KR EETTRIMORIAR . BN, a3 58K 90% MM %5 R AR 50, THik—7
FIRIEE R, XA TN EE T A X (Milinski, Rohl, & Marotzke, 2011).

WA E RAEAF R SRR, X BRI S T BN, W S5 a6 S DR
T Z R G VEKF RIS (Milinski et al., 2011); 5 SSURUS: & A2 OREZR LU0 K B RN RAR FEAN 7] 1
PSR AE K (5 (Tavoni et al., 2011); AN AN1Z 5 35 BT 5 BEIA B B 28 DTBR B S50 45 R (1 I 1] DA
TRICARAH & Mot T 5 [ 520 (Domingos et al., 2020).

3.3. HARHIFR

G A DR VR 35 ) R AR 117 FOARAUCR I T SR R B VA S AR T, G i [ 1) — SR B, tetn:
REVRRURE, FEATH RN MARIPIIA B, 7 ZA B B & S TR (BE), & 1F 3 17 A 3L BT rh ik i Bt
MR, DALRFEE 3 F AU otk S A S . W E [ IRIEARS AR, BIAERAANA K
BARRRRS NATTHIAT 9 EAT T30

3.3.1. BELEFTIRER

FLHARIF 97 2% K 2 48 B #E4K. 1825 18 (evolutionary game theory, EGT) W44 KUK T 2R HEAT HB AT 58, 1X A
D7 TR I M YERE BB AT Ty, 075 SAMERAT ABEI TR A2k o HEAG IR BB B0 — A Ha 17
22 5FMEMIIEAE, RIS, G E5EMIAE, H RS B RS S IXBEYLAE
&, ZH5EHIATHNEZSE, WMARLREHER& M. IR, A SN TR, 1k
FR R RARRAE MR B AT MERR 0RO, AN BV AT S s LU 1 5 SR AT SRS TR

TEACI R AR ZE R, BONTE B A BT TR SR i AT G B BR AT NSRS . S ESS .
#2352 5H N NHA VI IR A1EE DTk — 70 2R, 114508 425 WA 5Tk (Santos & Pacheco, 2011).
WA — Leif 5 A B R (S B E B AR AT e, Lan DL B —%n ok 2 SIS B E bR
HE, PO AR TTIR A TR (Abou Chakra & Traulsen, 2012); #EARAL rboif NAE T 50X — f (0 F 8 B &
AR SIS, DA VPAS S AT LA 75 XS A2 7E I 1)1 I (Vasconcelos, Santos, & Pacheco, 2013).
XS R R AAVAESE T AT N SRIG ISR, I8 SCVFRF 7B TG A R BT B /N RIS XU
AR R 2% 2510 22

3.3.2. BLFSIER

T AR RIS NS, BEAT DANERS AR IT, Hal LIS R L. s MAEERixss
HARIER), I HATE T AT RER) NS LA & B I TTRA R 4 R . AR, SEERA R AR, AR
T A R BRI (Erev & Roth, 2014), T2 23 AR 1258 3R A5 (1 22 50 A B ARA T Mg o Ak
2% 2] (Reinforcement learning, RL)$EH T /AT R SKBNZS KIB A B, OO E B mT CLAERf RO R LA A 2 IR 5%
HIANZAT N, R LR UVER, #ibS IR RNREOR &, B LTI R 7 USSR AT 7ttt 2 R 55
& 1E(Jacg et al., 2020). AHFFLHESZIIE A&, KM P52 ST (MR R BEMEZ R B O sTEkAT AR
) A UL XU, 2 A R S P 1 2 o L O ) 8 AR IR PR 58 (Merhej et al., 2022) . SIEAROGH), & 2T A
1 ) 54k 2 2] #5784 (Population-based Learning, PBL), %7 == #5: f Roth-Erev Al Q-learning 1] #. /M
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Fo1T7 ERTEAT N, TR DAS B2 MR G S, I RVEE KBRS IS 5 H S BIE S
FRIAT 29 SR SR gk 1 £ Ak XSS PR 5517 #L (Domingos et al., 2021)

3.4. EXFMER

3.4.1. RIEMELLHIFLERE

TEAEM G R SR ae p, HEwE — B R, S5EBSBURITEME, Milinski 2(2008)7E 1tk
e PR N N T Sy aesy e S DA PNES RS S (X (NY-# PNE 2 ] T NS T 2 53
AR N 90%) I T, 1T K 2 A5 THI I I XU P /N RV R A R A 10%) 2B T« Domingos %5(2020) LA
0% R IR B B T iZAb 3, RIL T RAMEE R I FEFH R, XA R LU RS, B
AR BTk il B BRI R 5 = (Dannenberg et al., 2015). A F AR AU AT AR ESE |72 19 XS R 424k, IF
SEA AN TE) ) RS 2 L A, AR AR R B L A SR AR B, B R RBAE r XU A 2R B 1B AT B R S A
(Abou Chakra & Traulsen, 2012); KFSHi e MEZeiioR, tufliie, BA R T4 1F(Wang et al., 2009).

34.2. BHARRM

FESEAAR XS R B2 (BT rbr, B S5 0 1 32 ] 0 Dy JRUISG J e S B M BB S o A AR 453 2 40 T S I
PEo AT A F 0 RS 22 = AE AR T ) R, X2 FEEEKFRZES, BB 583 A KUK &
G R PE R BB AU B . SRIG A5 SRR, XU R e o 2 5 O AR R ) 2R 3 FRAIG, T HLBE
P S IO T S e RS B R TR ) AR AT 2 0 AR XU I8 N 1) AR 7K1 22 BRI (Merhej et
al., 2022), ELWRA-FEEMIRE R ER N T A E Z R0 T2 BRI, FUbEHKSRR T, HIIARE
R AR E G WANBSER, YRR S MASRE K. g REY, S5 AMEAN& G
—I, I REPE R A2 5 N R, ARIR T A W NS DL, IX T R B = R A B 2%
PE R B R B ANIR], DR 6T [F) R ) DTk H b 22 7= AR A [\ AR HE FE (Miilinski et al., 2011). T 244N [F] %
PR B R BT PR R, B 90 R I SR R T VRS R T B AR, AR IR P AR 5% ] LI g V4) 38 L )
W55, KOAVEEMESE NIRRT 2 % 77 (Tavoni et al., 2011). A 870 FH N 240K 220 5 5
PEFIH R 73 e B VR 45 G AR R, RUONANE 2T & 15 HL I AN 50 R B AR AR R AR o 78 I BE Al
b WFRRIAE AT E RO, 55 T s 5K RS 457 2% 10 I8 g A A S AR A B i
(Burton-Chellew, May, & West, 2013).

3.43. FHAEM

TEERAA R PR 52 (O F 90, AN S 1 3 AT 2 A TR A o T AT (AW e 1 o I IRIAS I 2 PR 1)
TR B AR A R RS R AN A 11, A 9 R BIX R AN s P 2 38 I S DA o 1) Dk, = R T N TE
TR 0 20 B A AN T T (1 iy TR 00, XU B T AR I [RIANA S A L S A DT RS i S (1
L% (Domingos et al., 2020). A 5T K AR 53, @A 1 o] DUESE DTk S RS R85, B9
TR E XS T AR AR, AL, EXFAE N, B 5ns 2w B sTwksr
&, BT LLIR B & /E B (Abou Chakra et al., 2018). Bk, Tl Erf G EME, AMIFHE
R s DTk A B ER = R

BRI AEL AN 2 1 A B 2 T B R M R SR AN E 1Y, X PP B AN 58 VEAAE TV 2 SRR XU 1%
s, B EIR A, H e E SRR AR B UME 2 AR A (Barrett, 2013; Dannenberg et al., 2015). 5t
RO M REAAEARH 5 MR, BRIt 2 3% P4k (Dannenberg et al., 2015). 4k, #F7CELERE, &=
R AN 7 Pt T 28 2 DB B 9 HE PR 5 A IR B e AR Dy 28 B IN4E N B (Barrett & Dannenberg, 2012). [A]
U, FESRAR RS B, BRI AN AT AT 2o R G A 7 AR A e )
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3.4.4. BHHEHE

TEERRE RS, S 55 PWHLSUR— 2 B/, X &3 T BRI S . 76— T4
WUBADL G A% JRURG: PRI 55 (RO 8 H, A 58 38 R I ESE/IN R A A RSS2 0 A R D P mT 44 (Santos & Pacheco,
2011). [AIFER), ARFREIEAT LR EE T =MARMBEAIEGR N, 7 A, 11 A), HRBIE 11 A
N B AN B R Th 2 B ik (Santos & Pacheco, 2011). IS, TR, BKBHAMBART&
1B, BAEE R B A BT MBI, B DA P A A 1 oy 6 b /N A PR B A B A1 o

3.4.5. NAFHIEHE

EI Al A 440 XU PR S0 005 B B 0 N R T 1 = B2 S8 Fva i@l . Bk, 7E B 3LH
R 22 NTZE e, DUSE § SR R 2 H B0 4 R Bl A2 38 n &V A0 B bR I& RV 240 L il (Dong et all.,
2021). 17 H 42 R AN S B A AE FH I, 220506 R T — PR T B s o ke %y, T 4656 T 18 f5 82 B
YEFEEE(Gois et al., 2019). X TVAIEALH, A TR 1S 5E 1] LA B DTk 01 30T VA I8
PR BN J% Dy i B2 B A (4 7T B B K (Askari, Gordji, & Park, 2019); 42 535 1] DLk 1 BA 5T ik % %05 31 % B
BEATVRIER, A DR, AR T-A1E B bRk S(Dannenberg et al., 2011).

4. BEERE

ASCEL SO, 390 T A R B RE S DLRCR WE X, 2R 51 AR A RS IR e R, JF 4
A R IR 53 5 FH PRI AIE 0 5 Y R D sl (R R AT T B

AR RS N A E A A JLY 2R B — R AR 2, B8 B A IR N 2824 T s B el iR
TN, 28 BT, BAREATC A% — s K Z 3T 70T (R R 2 R B8 A R e X F 22 oAt
PR S AR T e IR ARG N BEE A R8¢, . SRR, BB EMERE B ENS] . HInEE
FIEEAARIN %5 (Bochet et al., 2006; Murphy & Ackermann, 2014; Nowak & Sigmund, 2005; Okada, 2020). It
b, FEMRR COVID-19 KIAT B URAAL S A RGN, A V2 W 7038 ok AT LA AN T8 RE k3 Bh g
YA AE iR @ (Oliveira et al., 2021). AR I FT AT DLLE SR JRURS: R 458 7 5T NAS [T 4 SRS N L8 e
HESLMAMEAT R, WARAE N LR REMTUE R FEd R TR S H AR R 5 U5 3R AR R ) . [4]
I, AT DGV TSN A T I A I PR 458 B e 58 () o BB DA S s L], T B T B 4 i A
NE 5 N TR RER) 2 R AT E M o
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