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Abstract

The study of cooperation within social dilemmas has long been a fundamental topic across various disciplines, in-
cluding computer science and social science. Recent advancements in Artificial Intelligence (AI) have significantly
reshaped this field, offering fresh insights into understanding and enhancing cooperation. This survey examines three
key areas at the intersection of AI and cooperation in social dilemmas. First, focusing on multi-agent cooperation,
we review the intrinsic and external motivations that support cooperation among rational agents, and the methods
employed to develop effective strategies against diverse opponents. Second, looking into human-agent cooperation,
we discuss the current AI algorithms for cooperating with humans and the human biases towards AI agents. Third, we
review the emergent field of leveraging AI agents to enhance cooperation among humans. We conclude by discussing
future research avenues, such as using large language models, establishing unified theoretical frameworks, revisiting
existing theories of human cooperation, and exploring multiple real-world applications.

Keywords: Social dilemma, Sequential social dilemma, Human-agent cooperation, Multi-agent reinforcement
learning

1. Introduction

Social dilemmas (SDs, e.g., prisoner’s dilemma), span-
ning various domains including environmental pollution,
public health crises, and resource management, present a
fundamental conflict between personal interests and the
common good [1]. While cooperation is beneficial for
the collective, individuals are tempted to exploit or free-
ride others’ efforts, potentially leading to a tragedy of
the commons. Historically rooted in the study of bi-
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ological altruism [2], the traditional research on coop-
eration in SDs has unveiled the pivotal roles of reci-
procity, social preferences, and communications in fos-
tering cooperative behaviors in human-human interac-
tions [3, 4, 5, 6]. Recently, propelled by advances in ar-
tificial intelligence (AI), this field has been undergoing a
profound transformation—as AI agents now increasingly
represent and engage with humans, our understanding of
how cooperation emerges, evolves, and sustains in SDs is
being significantly reshaped. This is particularly evident
in two lines of research: multi-agent cooperation, where
AI agents interact with each other in SDs, and human-
agent cooperation, which examines the intricacies of hu-
man interactions with AI agents in SDs.
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Figure 1: Understanding cooperation within multi-agent, human-agent systems, and beyond. (A) Normal-form social dilemmas
and sequential social dilemmas. (B) Two approaches to solving sequential social dilemmas in multi-agent systems: i) promoting
cooperation among agents through shaping their intrinsic and external motivations; ii) devising and selecting strategies in response
to diverse opponents. (C) Four perspectives of studying cooperation in human-agent hybrid systems: i) designing algorithms for
cooperating with humans; ii) identifying and mitigating human biases in human-agent cooperation; iii) scaffolding cooperation in
human-human interactions, e.g., by engineering the interaction structure; iv) delegating human decision making to agents.

A fundamental assumption of AI agents is their ratio-
nality. This raises a critical question: how can rational
agents be steered towards effective cooperation, requir-
ing them to overcome the lure of exploiting or free-riding
others? This question has received much interest in re-
cent studies of multi-agent cooperation, particularly in the
context of sequential social dilemmas (SSDs) [7]. As op-
posed to normal-form SDs, SSDs are characterized by
stochastic environments as well as larger state and pol-
icy spaces. It is shown that embedding human-like mo-
tives, such as fairness [8] and social preferences [9], into
agents’ rewards can promote cooperative behavior. In ad-
dition, mechanisms, like peer rewarding [10] and formal
contracts [11], have also shown potential in fostering co-
operation among agents. On the other hand, it is shown
that agents can safeguard themselves against other agents’
exploitation by pre-training a suite of policies and then
choosing them adaptively in real-time [12], or by influ-
encing the future policies of their opponents [13].

In addition to multi-agent cooperation, human-agent

cooperation is equally important, as interactions between
humans and agents are becoming ubiquitous. This field
is centered around two key questions. The first concerns
the design of AI algorithms: how can agents cooperate
with humans at a level comparable to human-human co-
operation? Recent studies have shown that combining
expert algorithms and reinforcement learning can lead to
human-level cooperation in SDs involving both humans
and agents [14]. Moreover, simpler strategies, such as the
extortion and generous strategies, are also instrumental
in enhancing human-agent cooperation [15]. The second
question delves into the socio-cognitive aspect: in what
ways do human perceptions and reactions differ when
dealing with AI agents compared to other humans? In-
terestingly, behavioral evidence has revealed that humans
are prone to cooperate less and even exploit AI agents
more when they are aware of the agents’ non-human na-
ture [16]. To mitigate such human bias towards agents,
one approach is to embed culturally relevant signals and
emotionally expressive characteristics in AI agents [17].
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Beyond multi-agent and human-agent cooperation,
emerging research indicates that AI can enhance human-
human cooperation in SDs, consequently, in turn, en-
riching the long-standing study of cooperative behaviors
in human societies. Specifically, AI agents have been
found to promote cooperation among humans by provid-
ing recommendations on partner selection [18]. More-
over, analyses based on evolutionary game theory suggest
that human-AI hybrid systems can surpass pure human
populations in achieving higher cooperation levels [19].

Each aforementioned field—multi-agent cooperation,
human-agent cooperation, as well as the emergent
field of leveraging AI agents to promote human-human
cooperation—has attracted significant interest though,
there lacks a comprehensive review that integrates in-
sights from these fields. Existing reviews have touched on
learning in SSDs, but those reviews primarily emphasize
multi-agent reinforcement learning (MARL), with SSDs
as specialized scenarios within mixed-motive MARL
[e.g., 20], without sufficiently addressing the close con-
nection between SDs and human cooperation. On the
other hand, numerous reviews have examined cooperative
behaviors but predominantly within the context of human
societies, and are restricted to normal-form SDs [e.g.,
5, 21], without fully acknowledging the increasingly sig-
nificant role of AI in the study of SDs. In light of these
observations, this survey aims to provide a comprehen-
sive understanding that unifies these fields, and encapsu-
lates the diverse facets of cooperation across these inter-
connected fields, as illustrated in Figure 1. This can not
only reflect the current state of research at the intersection
of AI and cooperation in SDs, but also illuminate potential
paths for future investigations, particularly in the interplay
of multi-agent, human-agent, and human-human coopera-
tion. As AI becomes more integrated into human society,
we call for increased research in the field of cooperative
AI [22].

The remainder of this survey is organized as follows.
We begin by briefly introducing the normal-form SDs
and SSDs. We then delve into multi-agent coopera-
tion, summarizing the mechanisms that support agents to
achieve mutual cooperation and the methods for develop-
ing strategies against diverse opponents. The focus then
shifts to human-agent cooperation, discussing the current
AI algorithms for cooperating with humans and the hu-
man biases towards AI agents. Subsequently, we review

how the advances of AI agents can inspire human-human
cooperation. Finally, we conclude with discussions on
future research directions: (i) enhancing the study of
cooperation with large language models, (ii) establish-
ing theoretical frameworks for cooperation in SSDs and
human-agent cooperation, (iii) applications to multiple
real-world scenarios, (iv) bridging human-agent cooper-
ation and SSDs, and (v) revisiting the existing theory of
cooperation in human societies.

2. Preliminaries

This section defines normal-form and sequential social
dilemmas, upon which the multi-agent and human-agent
cooperation methods surveyed in this paper are built.

2.1. Normal-Form Social Dilemmas
Social dilemmas (SDs) involve a conflict between im-

mediate self-interest and longer-term collective interests
[23]. A normal-form SD is a general-sum normal-form
game, where both players must choose one of two strate-
gies simultaneously: cooperation (C) or defection (D).
Mutual cooperation yields the reward R for both, mutual
defection leads to the punishment P for both, and different
choices give the cooperator the sucker’s payoff S and the
defector the temptation payoff T . In a SD, these payoffs
satisfy the following relationships:

• R > P: mutual cooperation values higher than mu-
tual defection and

• R > S : mutual cooperation values higher unilateral
cooperation and

• 2R > T + S : social welfare of mutual cooperation
values higher than that of unilateral cooperation and

• T > R: unilateral defection for greed values higher
than mutual cooperation or

• P > S : unilateral defection for fear values higher
than mutual cooperation.

The utility functions of SD can be typically represented
by the following payoff matrix M:

C D
C R S
D T P

.
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The elements in the matrix are the payoffs for the row
player, and the payoffs for the column player are at the
transposed mirror position of the row player. Next, we in-
troduce three classic models of SDs: Prisoner’s Dilemma
(PD), Stag Hunt (SH) and Hawk-Dove (HD).

Prisoner’s Dilemma. The PD is a classic social dilemma
where cooperation results in the highest collective pay-
off, yet individuals acting in their own best interest tend
to defect, leading to poorer outcomes for both involved
players [24]. The payoff rankings for a PD specifically
are T > R > P > S . An example of a payoff matrix for
this scenario is presented below:

PD C D
C 3 0
D 4 1

.

There is unique pure strategy Nash equilibrium 1 (D,D)
in a PD.

Stag Hunt. In an SH, the highest collective payoff is
achieved through mutual cooperation; however, players
are tempted by lower-risk individual strategies due to fear
of defection. The payoff structure adheres to the relation-
ship R > T ≥ P > S , indicating that defection may occur
out of fear. Below is an illustrative payoff matrix for the
SH:

SH C D
C 5 0
D 2 1

.

There are two pure strategy Nash equilibrium (C,C) and
(D,D) in an SH. Additionally, the SH also have a mixed
strategy equilibrium, depending on the specific setup of
the payoffs.

Hawk-Dove. The HD involves strategies of cooperation
and defection in the context of resource competition
among animals or individuals [25]. It reflects the trade-
offs between risk and reward. The payoffs typically fol-
low the order T > R > S > P, suggesting that players

1A Nash equilibrium in a game is a strategy profile from which no
player can increase their payoff by unilaterally changing their strategy,
provided the strategies of the other players remain unchanged [25].

may choose aggression driven by greed. Below is an ex-
ample of a payoff matrix for the HD:

HD C D
C 3 1
D 4 0

.

There are two pure strategy Nash equilibrium (C,D)
and (D,C) as well as a mixed strategy Nash equilibrium.
Another two game models mathematically equivalent to
the HD are Chicken game and Snowdrift game.

2.2. Sequential Social Dilemmas
Sequential Social Dilemmas (SSDs) are social dilem-

mas happening over a sequence of time steps and de-
fined in stochastic games that consider the states of the
decision-making environment. Formally, an n-agent SSD
is a tuple ⟨M, Π = Πc

⊔
Πd⟩ [7], whereM is a stochastic

game (also known as Markov game), Πc is a set of coop-
erative policies, and Πd is a set of defective policies. A
stochastic game is a repeated game associated with prob-
abilistic state transitions, where each agent takes action
based on its policy simultaneously at the current environ-
mental state; then the environment will transform to a new
state, and each agent will receive a reward from the envi-
ronment as a result of agents’ actions and the state transi-
tion.

For an SSD, Πc and Πd induce the following manners.
Consider a set Nc of agents where each agent j ∈ Nc

adopts a policy π j ∈ Πc, and a set Nd of agents where
each agent k ∈ Nd adopts a policy πk ∈ Πd, such that
Nc ∪ Nd = N,Nc ∩ Nd = ∅. Denote the expected reward
of the agent i ∈ N by Ri(l) in an episode of the stochas-
tic game, with the number of agents adopting cooperative
policies being l = |Nc|. Hughes et al. [8] propose condi-
tions for an n-agent SSD to hold:

• R j(|N |) > Rk(0),∀ j ∈ Nc ∀k ∈ Nd: cooperators under
full cooperation gain more than defectors under full
defection and

• R j(|N |) > R j(1),∀ j ∈ Nc: cooperators under full co-
operation gain more than one cooperator under the
others’ defection and

• Rk(l) > R j(l),∀k ∈ Nd ∀ j ∈ Nc if |Nc| ≥ |Nd |: defec-
tors gain more than cooperators when the number of
cooperators is relatively large (for fear) or
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• Rk(l) > R j(l),∀k ∈ Nd ∀ j ∈ Nc if |Nc| ≤ |Nd |: defec-
tors gain more than cooperators when the number of
cooperators is relatively small (for greed).

Compared to the highly abstract normal-form SDs,
SSDs have some characteristics that are more aligned
with real-world scenarios, which are well-summarized by
Leibo et al. [7]: First, real-world social dilemmas are
temporally extended. Then, from an individual’s pol-
icy perspective, cooperation and defection are labels that
apply to policies implementing individual strategic deci-
sions, and one’s cooperativeness may be a graded quan-
tity. Additionally, from the perspective of game partici-
pation, decisions to cooperate or defect occur only quasi-
simultaneously, and sometimes decisions must be made
when only having partial information about the state of
the world and other players’ activities.

Next we introduce several commonly used environ-
ments of SSDs.

Gathering [7]. Two agents aim to accumulate apples,
represented by green pixels on the map. An agent earns a
reward of 1 for each apple collected, after which the apple
is temporarily removed and respawns after Napple frames.
Agents are equipped with the capability to project a beam
in alignment with their orientation. An agent that is struck
by the beam twice is “tagged” and consequently removed
from play for Ntagged frames. Importantly, tagging does
not confer rewards; its sole purpose may lie in reducing
competition for apple resources. The illustration of Gath-
ering is shown in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Illustration of Gathering [7].

Wolfpack [7]. Two agents (wolves) aim to chase a third
agent (the prey). When either wolf touches the prey, all

wolves within the capture radius receive a reward. The
reward received by the capturing wolves is proportional
to the number of wolves in the capture radius. The idea
is that a lone wolf can capture the prey, but is at risk of
losing the carcass to scavengers. However, when the two
wolves capture the prey together, they can better protect
the carcass from scavengers and hence receive a higher
reward. A lone-wolf capture provides a reward of rlone
and a capture involving both wolves is worth rteam. The
illustration of Wolfpack is shown in Figure 3.

Figure 3: Illustration of Wolfpack [7].

Coins [12]. Two agents labeled in red and blue respec-
tively, are tasked with picking up coins, also labeled red
and blue respectively. If an agent picks up any coin by
moving into the same position as the coin, it will earn a
reward of 1. However, if the coin it pick up is in color of
the other agent, the other agent receives a reward of -2.
Thus, if both agents play greedily and pick up every coin,
the expected reward for both agents is 0. The illustration
of Coins is shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Illustration of Coins [12].

CleanUp [8]. The goal of all agents is to collect apples
from a field. Each apple provides a reward of 1. The
spawning of apples is controlled by a geographically sep-
arate aquifer that supplies water and nutrients. The river
fills up with waste over time, lowering the respawn rate
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of apples linearly. For sufficiently high waste levels, no
apples can spawn. To let apples to spawn, agents must
clean waste in the river by firing clean beam. Further-
more, agents can also fire penalty beams, inflicting a re-
ward of -50 reward on the hit agent at the cost of a -1 re-
ward to themselves. The illustration of CleanUp is shown
in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Illustration of CleanUp [8].

Harvest [8]. collecting apple provides a reward of 1. The
apple regrowth rate varies across the map, dependent on
the spatial configuration of uncollected apples: the more
nearby apples, the higher the local regrowth rate. If all ap-
ples in a local area are harvested then none ever grow back
until the game is reinitialized. Agents can fire penalty
beams, inflicting a reward of -50 reward on the hit agent
at the cost of a -1 reward to themselves. The illustration
of Harvest is shown in Figure 6.

Figure 6: Illustration of Harvest [8].

3. Multi-Agent Cooperation in SSDs

While multi-agent cooperation in sequential decision-
making has been a long-standing topic in MARL that

takes stochastic games as the standard model, this survey
features a narrowed-down focus on multi-agent coopera-
tion in SSDs. For multi-agent cooperation in stochastic
games using MARL, we refer readers to [26] for a com-
prehensive survey.

Leibo et al. [7] pioneered SSDs, defining the frame-
work and proposing a modeling approach connecting
two-agent SSDs and normal-form SDs through empir-
ical game-theoretic analysis (EGTA). EGTA is a tech-
nique that employs agent-based simulation to generate
data from game environments, thereby modeling game
that are difficult to analyze [27]. In this work [7], coop-
erative and defective policies are trained using indepen-
dent deep reinforcement learning under various environ-
mental settings. These policies are then evaluated to con-
struct empirical payoff matrices, which exhibit payoff re-
lationships similar to that of normal-form SDs. However,
from a learning perspective, SSDs differ from normal-
form SDs as that agents in SSDs must learn effective exe-
cution of cooperation or defection rather than just learn to
select between them.

The challenges in solving SSDs include developing us-
able policies in stochastic games with large state and pol-
icy spaces as mentioned above, as well as addressing
sub-optimal equilibrium that independently maximizing
the individual interest of each agent may lead to counter-
productive outcomes in SSD. Fortunately, with the pow-
erful generalization and representational ability of deep
neural networks, MARL offers a promising solution to
develop usable policies in high-dimensional stochastic
games [28]. Therefore, we focus on addressing sub-
optimal equilibrium in SSDs, which we call solve SSDs.
This section reviews prevailing MARL-based works on
solving SSDs on two lines as shown in Figure 1 (B).
One line of research takes the planner’s view, which is
concerned with how to promote multi-agent cooperation
for higher social welfare by designing suitable reward
functions through shaping intrinsic and external motiva-
tions.The other line adopts the participant’s view and tries
to design agents to play against opponents with uncertain
diverse policies, in order to exploit them or avoid being
exploited by them. Their key difference lies in their per-
spectives on solving SSDs.
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3.1. Shaping Intrinsic and External Motivations

In SSDs, achieving cooperation leads to higher collec-
tive long-term returns for all agents than each agent acting
selfishly. In order to encourage agents to learn coopera-
tive policies, it is usually necessary to introduce additional
motivation rewards in addition to environmental rewards.
Most works in this line introduce the motivation by shap-
ing agent i’s reward rtotal

i as the weighted sum of the envi-
ronmental reward renv

i and the motivation reward rmot
i like

the following form:

rtotal
i = αrenv

i + βr
mot
i ,

where α and β are weights. According to the sources of
the motivation reward, we now review the mechanisms for
shaping motivations in SSDs from two perspectives: the
intrinsic motivation and the external motivation. Table 1
summarizes the works cited in Section 3.1.

It is worth noting that the aim of works on mechanisms
is to validate whether the introduced mechanisms can en-
hance cooperation in SSDs, typically by comparing the
level of cooperation with and without these mechanisms.
Only a few works compare the performance across dif-
ferent mechanisms [29, 30]. This is due to the varying
assumptions and information requirements of each mech-
anism, which make fair comparisons challenging.

3.1.1. Intrinsic Motivation
We refer to motivations that agents not only care about

one’s own but also the others’ reward as the intrinsic mo-
tivation. The idea of the intrinsic motivation in SSDs is
rooted in behavioral economics and social psychology, in
which research has found that individuals have the intrin-
sic motivation to do certain things for their inherent sat-
isfactions rather than for some specific consequence [31],
e.g., inequity aversion, social value orientation, altruism,
social influence, and reputation.

Inequity aversion. Hughes et al. [8] pioneer the incorpo-
ration of intrinsic motivation from behavioral economics
and psychology explicitly within SSDs, and define it
through the lens of inequality aversion. Inequity aversion
is the preference for fairness and resistance to incidental
inequalities [47], which consist of advantageous inequity
aversion and disadvantageous inequity aversion. To pro-
vide a glimpse of the definition of intrinsic motivation in

SSDs, we present Hughes’s formalization based on in-
equality aversion as follows:

rmot
i = −

αi

N − 1

∑
j,i

max{e j
t (o

j
t , a

j
t ) − ei

t(o
i
t, a

i
t), 0}

−
βi

N − 1

∑
j,i

max{ei
t(o

i
t, a

i
t) − e j

t (o
j
t , a

j
t ), 0},

where oi
t is agent i’s observation of the global environ-

mental state st, and the agent i’s temporal smoothed
rewards ei

t are updated by ei
t(o

i
t, a

i
t) = γλe

i
t−1(oi

t, a
i
t) +

renv
i (oi

t, a
i
t). Intuitively, the first term characterizes the

agent i’s reward loss when other agents achieve rewards
greater than agent i’s own and thus represents the disad-
vantage inequity aversion, and the second term character-
izes the reward loss when agent i performing better than
others and thus represents the advantage inequity aver-
sion. αi and βi control agent i’s aversion to disadvanta-
geous inequity and advantageous inequity. Interestingly,
the authors find that advantageous inequity aversion pro-
motes cooperation in public goods dilemmas by provid-
ing an unambiguous feedback signal, while disadvanta-
geous inequity aversion promotes cooperation in common
dilemmas by providing a noisy signal for agents’ cooper-
ative and sustainable behaviors.

Altruism. Altruism amounts to taking costly actions that
mostly benefit other individuals [48]. In SSDs, altruis-
tic agents prioritize other agent’s reward or the collec-
tive reward of the entire group over their own individ-
ual rewards. Wang et al. [32] introduce the altruistic in-
trinsic motivation parameterized by a shared reward net-
work, which is updated slowly compared to policy net-
works to simulate natural selection for a higher collective
reward of all agents. Without handcrafting reward shap-
ing, their altruistic evolutionary paradigm solves difficult
SSDs. Some works assume that individual altruism only
applies to certain members within a group, which divides
the entire group into different teams to promote coopera-
tion more effectively. [33, 34]. Radke et al. [35] discuss
advantages and disadvantages of team division on full-
group cooperation. They find the optimal size for team
division to promote cooperation in the entire group and
prove it both theoretically and experimentally.

Social value orientation. Social Value Orientation (SVO)
measures how an agent apportion rewards of itself and
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Table 1: Summary of works in shaping intrinsic and external motivations in SSDs.

Motivation Mechanism Work

Intrinsic Motivation Inequity Aversion Weighted inequity aversion [Hughes et al. [8]]
Altruism Evolving shared reward network [Wang et al. [32]]

Team credo [Radke et al. [33]]
Organizational psychology[Radke et al. [34]]
Team size [Radke et al. [35]]

Social Value Orientation Driver behavior estimating with SVO[Schwarting et al. [36]]
SVO and cooperation [McKee et al. [9]]
SVO and generalization[Madhushani et al. [37]]
RESVO [Li et al. [29]]
RUSP [Baker [38]]

Social Influence Causal influence [Jaques et al. [39]]
Reputation Reputation of contribution [McKee et al. [40]]

External Motivation Peer Rewarding Gifting [Lupu and Precup [41]]
Share trading [Schmid et al. [42]]
LIO [Yang et al. [43]]
Taxation [Hua et al. [30]]

Agreement Social norm [Vinitsky et al. [44]]
Contract [Vinitsky et al. [44]]
Price of anarchy [Gemp et al. [45]]
Sociality matching [Eccles et al. [46]]

others in its reward function[49, 50]. Aforementioned in-
equity aversion and altruism can be consider as particu-
lar cases of SVO. Here we focus on works that study im-
pact of general SVO rather than considering only specific
orientation. Schwarting et al. [36] highlight the nature
of SDs in autonomous driving and enhance the predic-
tion of other drivers’ behaviors by estimating their SVOs.
McKee et al. [9] first use SVO to characterize the so-
cial preferences of agents in SSDs. The relationship be-
tween the agent i’s own reward ri and the average re-
ward of other agents r−i is characterized by a reward an-
gle θ(R⃗) = arctan (r−i/ri). By defining the motivation re-
ward rmot

i as −ω · |θSVO − θ(R⃗)|, the agents with specific
SVO given by θSVO can be trained. In addition, they also
find that populations trained with heterogeneous SVO de-
velop more universal policies with higher levels of co-
operation than homogeneous populations. Furthermore,
Madhushani et al. [37] find that learning best responses to
diverse policies trained with heterogeneous SVO leads to
better zero-shot generalization in SSDs. Li et al. [29] pro-

pose a learning framework based on SVO called RESVO,
which emerges stable roles in populations and efficiently
solves SSDs through the division of labor. In addition,
similar to SVO, Baker [38] propose an environment aug-
mentation called Randomized Uncertain Social Prefer-
ences (RUSP) to characterize social preferences, and find
emergent direct reciprocity, indirect reciprocity and rep-
utation, and team formation when training agents with
RUSP.

Social influence. Many experimental studies have re-
vealed that individual behavior is subject to social influ-
ences [51, 52]. Jaques et al. [39] introduce social in-
fluencers into SSDs, who use social influence as their
intrinsic reward. The social influence is defined as a
causal influence: to what extent the other agents change
their actions because of the influencer’s action. This
is similar to the concept of informational social influ-
ence, which is defined as an influence to accept infor-
mation obtained from another as evidence about the na-
ture of the game [53]. High level of cooperation in SSDs
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within three social influence models encompassing basic
influence model, influential communication and model-
ing other agents demonstrates that introducing of social
influencers leads to enhanced coordination and communi-
cation among agents.

Reputation. Reputation serves as a crucial reciprocal
mechanism for fostering cooperation within large-scale
human populations [54]. McKee et al. [40] model one’s
reputation based on the matching level of its own and
group contributions in SSDs. The authors conduct MARL
simulations and human behavior experiments under iden-
tifiable (contributions of each group member can be per-
fectly monitored) and anonymous (contributions can not
be perfectly monitored) conditions. Results of several
metrics of agents’ behavior demonstrate that reputation
promotes cooperation among agents by developing a non-
territorial, turn-taking strategy to coordinate collective ac-
tion.

3.1.2. External Motivation
In contrast to intrinsic motivation, external motivation

is a construct that pertains whenever an activity is done
in order to attain some separable outcome [55]. In this
survey, we refer to motivation directly from other agents
as external motivation.

Peer rewarding. Peer rewarding is a type of external mo-
tivation, allowing agents’ reward functions to be directly
modified by others. Technically, peer rewarding improves
reward sparsity and encourages agents to explore coop-
erative behaviors in SSDs. Lupu and Precup [41] intro-
duce gifting options into agents’ action space and find that
zero-sum gifting solves the tragedy of the commons most
effectively. They introduce three types of gifting: zero-
sum, where agents can send a gift g but incur an imme-
diate penalty of −g from its gifting; fixed budget, where
agent can gift g from a fixed budget B in each episode; and
replenishable budget, where gift budget can increment as
the quantity of rewards it can collect from the environ-
ment. Further, some work study learnable peer reward-
ing. Yang et al. [43] propose the Learning to Incentivize
Others (LIO) framework, where each agent learns its own
incentive function by explicitly accounting for its impact
on recipients’ behavior directly and its own extrinsic ob-
jective indirectly. They find that LIO agents find a near-

optimal division of labor in SSDs. In addition, some eco-
nomic concepts, such as market participation [42], where
agents learn to participate in others’ rewards by acquiring
shares, and taxation [30], where a centralized agent learns
the Pigovian tax/allowance to maximizes the social wel-
fare, have also been introduced into SSDs to model peer
rewarding.

Agreement. Human societal structures are under-girded
by a multitude of agreements, which are designed to in-
centivize compliance through rewards for those who con-
form to their mandates, and to enforce discipline through
penalties for those who violate the same. Can these
agreements also promote cooperation among AI agents in
SSDs? Vinitsky et al. [44] construct an agent architecture
called Classifier Norm Model (CNM) that can use public
sanctions to spark the emergence of social norms in SSDs.
The CNM agents learn to classify others’ transgression
and enforce social norms from experience, and they con-
verge on beneficial equilibrium and are better at resolving
free-rider problems. Christoffersen et al. [11] consider
the contracting augmentation among agents, where agents
voluntarily agree to binding state-dependent transfers of
reward. Gemp et al. [45] construct D3C agents to mini-
mize the price of anarchy, a gap between the welfare that
can be achieved through perfect coordination against that
achieved by self-interested agents at Nash equilibrium.
D3C resembles the celebrated Win-Stay-Lose-Shift [56]
strategy to improve inefficient equilibrium in SSDs. Ec-
cles et al. [46] construct online-learning reciprocal agents,
who try to measure and match the level of sociality of
others and influence naive agents to promote their coop-
eration. The results indicate that reciprocal agents can
influence naive agents to promote their cooperation.

3.2. Playing against Diverse Opponents
The other paradigm of solutions to SSDs is playing

with diverse opponents. One may feel this resembles solv-
ing a zero-sum game at the first glance, but the differ-
ence is that in mixed-motivation SSDs, directly maximiz-
ing one’s own rewards may have opposite effects. In fact,
it is more reasonable to decide one’s own choice based
on the opponent’s behavior style, as is verified in the fa-
mous strategies Tit-for-Tat (TFT) or Win-Stay-Lose-Shift
(WSLS) in iterated SDs. Based on the principles of con-
structing strategies, we divide the prevailing work into
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Table 2: Summary of works in playing against diverse opponents in SSDs.

Category Work

Adaptive Policy Adopting amTFT [Lerer and Peysakhovich [12]]
Cooperation degree detection [Wang et al. [57]]
Graph-based TFT [Gléau et al. [58]]
Tunable agent [O’Callaghan and Mannion [59]]

Opponent Shaping LOLA [Foerster et al. [13]]
SOS [Letcher et al. [60]]
COLA [Willi et al. [61]]
POLA [Zhao et al. [62]]
M-FOS [Lu et al. [63]]
Meta-Value Learning [Cooijmans et al. [64]]

two categories: two-stage adaptive policy adopting and
online learning opponent shaping. Table 2 summarizes
the works cited in Section 3.2.

Adaptive policy adopting. This type of method typically
involves two stages: first pre-training different styles of
policies; then adaptively selecting by designed strategies
in real-time games. Lerer and Peysakhovich [12] con-
struct an approximate Markov Tit-for-Tat (amTFT) agent.
They train cooperative and defective policies by reward
shaping, and design a TFT-like strategy manually to de-
cide when to cooperate or defect. Further, Wang et al.
[57] propose the cooperation degree detection network,
which is a classifier trained on trajectories generated by
pre-trained policies with various degrees of cooperation.
Experimental results show that the strategy can avoid be-
ing exploited by exploitative opponents and achieve coop-
eration with cooperative opponents. Gléau et al. [58] in-
troduce Circular SSD and construct Graph-based TFT for
asymmetric game scenarios. Moreover, O’Callaghan and
Mannion [59] propose a method of training agents with
tunable levels of cooperation in SSDs, based on multi-
objective reinforcement learning.

Opponent shaping. An opponent shaping agent tries to
influence the future strategies of its learning opponents
online by offering feedback on their behavior. Foerster
et al. [13] propose the Learning with Opponent Learn-
ing Awareness (LOLA) rule, which takes into account the
learning dynamics of the opponent. In detail, the LOLA
learning rule includes an additional term that accounts for

the impact of one agent’s policy on the anticipated param-
eter update of its opponent:

V1(θ1, θ2 + ∆θ2) ≈ V1(θ1, θ2) + (∆θ2)T∇θ2 V1(θ1, θ2),

where ∇ is the gradient operator, V i(s; θ1, θ2) is the state-
value function (expected cumulative rewards with the
initial state s) of agent i parameterized by two agents’
policy parameters θ1 and θ2, and the update of θ2 fol-
lows ∆θ2 = η∇θ2 V2(s; θ1, θ2) with η > 0 being the step
size. The authors demonstrate that LOLA can achieve
reciprocity-based cooperation under self-play settings by
finding TFT-like strategies and also exploit other naive
learning algorithms. Subsequently, a series of improve-
ments to LOLA are proposed. Letcher et al. [60] pro-
pose Stable Opponent Shaping that interpolates robustly
between LOLA and LookAhead [65] to prevent LOLA
agents from arrogant behavior and converging to non-
fixed points. Willi et al. [61] propose Consistent LOLA
to address the consistency problem of LOLA. And Zhao
et al. [62] introduce Proximal LOLA which guarantees
behaviorally equivalent policies result in behaviorally
equivalent updates to address LOLA’s sensitivity to pol-
icy parameterization. Furthermore, in order to address the
limitation of explicit gradients required by the LOLA se-
ries algorithms, Lu et al. [63] propose Model-Free Op-
ponent Shaping (M-FOS) that learns in a meta-game in
which each meta-step is an episode of the underlying (“in-
ner”) game. The meta-state consists of the inner poli-
cies, and the meta-policy produces a new inner policy
to be used in the next episode. In addition to policy-
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based method, a value-based opponent shaping method
called Meta-Value Learning is proposed by Cooijmans
et al. [64], which can be seen as the value-based com-
plement to the policy gradient of M-FOS.

4. Human-Agent Cooperation in SDs

In the era of artificial intelligence, technologies like
autonomous vehicles [81], chatbots [82], and human-
computer interaction systems [83] have become ubiqui-
tous. AI agents now handle delicate and complex tasks,
ranging from disaster relief to city construction. While
extensive research has explored how agents coordinate
with humans - a field known as human-agent coordination
[84, 85, 86] - there are also scenarios where conflicts of in-
terest emerge between humans and agents. Human-agent
coordination focuses on shared interests, where agents’
goals align perfectly with those of humans. In contrast,
human-agent cooperation centers on exploring strategies
to sustain high cooperation levels in human-agent hybrid
systems amidst strategic conflicts and SDs. Despite over-
laps between coordination and cooperation with agents,
the primary challenges diverge. This section explores
human-agent cooperation in SDs from two angles: (i) de-
veloping algorithms that effectively enhance cooperative
behavior; (ii) the biases humans exhibit in their decision-
making processes when interacting with both humans and
agents. We summarize the references used in Section 4 at
the top of Table 3.

4.1. Designing Algorithms for Cooperation with Humans
From S++ to S#. Successful AI agents require three key
properties: generality across various games, adaptability
to unfamiliar counterparts, and swift learning in decision-
making [14]. The S++ and S# family addresses these
needs, focusing on iterated interactions where individuals
repeatedly engage in the same game structure and make
decisions based on past experiences. [66, 67].

S++ [66], recognized as an expert algorithm, is origi-
nally designed for iterated normal-form games. It stands
out with two main components: firstly, its set of experts,
which are systematically generated from the game’s de-
scription, and secondly, its expert-selection mechanism,
which dictates the choice of expert to be utilized in
each round of the game. Building upon the S++ al-
gorithm, Crandall et al. [14] systematically investigate

human-agent cooperation in iterated normal-form games
(e.g., PD and Chicken games) and stochastic games (e.g.,
Stochastic Game Prisoner’s Dilemma and Block Game).
In the interaction with other algorithms such as generous
Tit-for-Tat, Win-Stay-Lose-Shift, etc, the S++ algorithm
emerges as the top performer. A human-agent experiment
subsequently reveals that S++ is as proficient at establish-
ing cooperative relationships with humans as humans are.
However, S++ and humans often fail to achieve high co-
operation levels with human partners. Therefore, a com-
munication mechanism is introduced.

The S# algorithm [14], an advancement of the S++ al-
gorithm, integrates a communication framework that al-
lows agents to engage in and respond to cheap talk. Its ca-
pacity to enhance cooperation has been validated through
both simulations and human-agent experiments. The re-
sults showcase its ability to cooperate with humans and
other algorithms at levels that rival human cooperation.
Subsequently, Oudah et al. [67] further develops the S++
and S# algorithms by introducing diverse signaling strate-
gies inspired by various philosophical approaches. This
amalgamation of behavior strategy (the agent’s actions)
and signaling strategy (the agent’s verbal communication)
endeavors to optimize player utility by influencing peo-
ple and winning friends. Findings reveal that Carnegie’s
Principles [87], a signaling strategy focused on refraining
from criticism, complaints, or condemnation while posi-
tively uplifting partners, coupled with a behavior strategy
characterized by rapid and effective learning, proves most
adept at winning friends and influencing people.

Avoid exploitation by self-seeking individuals.. Mitigat-
ing the obstacle of cooperation requires handling human
selfishness. Zero-determinant (ZD) strategy becomes a
viable option. ZD strategies establish a linear payoff cor-
relation between a focal player and the counterpart, irre-
spective of the counterpart’s strategy [88]. This category
includes extortion strategies, ensuring that a player’s sur-
plus consistently surpasses the counterpart’s surplus by a
fixed percentage, and generosity strategies, designed to
incentivize cooperation from the counterpart. Building
upon extortion and generosity strategies, Hilbe et al. [15]
conduct a human-agent experiment and observe that al-
though extortion strategies do prevail over their human
counterparts, this success is met with retaliation, lead-
ing humans to choose defection in response. Conse-
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Table 3: Summary of works in human-agent cooperation and leveraging agents to motivate human-human cooperation in SDs.

Subject Motivation Work

Human-agent Algorithms design S++ and S# [Crandall [66], Crandall et al. [14], Oudah et al. [67]]
cooperation Exploitation avoiding Zero-determinant strategy [Hilbe et al. [15], Wang et al. [68]]

Safety control [Zhang et al. [69]]
Experiment-driven insights Partner selection [Santos et al. [70, 71]]
Human bias towards agents Transparency-efficiency tradeoff [Ishowo-Oloko et al. [16]]

Algorithm exploitation [Karpus et al. [72]]
Guilt and envy [Melo et al. [73]]

Human bias mitigating Culture and emotion [de Melo and Terada [17]]
Verbal communication [Maggioni and Rossignoli [74]]

Human-human Network engineering Social planner [Shirado and Christakis [75], McKee et al. [18]]
cooperation Evolutinary dynamics Fixed behavior [Terrucha et al. [76], Guo et al. [19], Sharma et al. [77]]

Opportunity cost [Han et al. [78]]
Authority grant Considering long-term profit [de Melo et al. [79]]

Predefined and customized agents [Fernández Domingos et al. [80]]

quently, generosity emerges as the more profitable and
effective strategy. In contrast, extortion strategies outper-
form generosity strategies when there is a long enough
duration for interaction and when human participants are
aware they are competing against a computerized coun-
terpart [68]. Human-agent cooperation finds application
in safety-critical interactions between humans and agents.
Zhang et al. [69] find that conventional safe control meth-
ods may not consistently achieve the highest safety and
performance when faced with self-seeking humans. Ad-
dressing the issue of myopic behaviors, they propose an
algorithm incorporating the influence of risk and long-
term reward. The algorithm can prevent autonomous
agents from being exploited by self-seeking humans and
seeks to achieve a more optimal balance between safety
and performance in human-agent interactions.

Experiment-driven insights. Designing agents that pro-
mote cooperation can be inspired by experimental find-
ings. Santos et al. [70] conduct human-agent experiments
involving human participants who interact with two pro-
grammed agents in a collective risk dilemma. Following
the game, participants complete questionnaires regarding
their preferences for future robotic partners. The results
from these post-task questionnaires indicate a tendency
among humans to favor cooperating agents following col-
lective failures. Conversely, there is no distinct preference

following collective successes. This observation prompts
the development of an outcome-based partner selection
model, further explored through an evolutionary game
theory framework to evaluate its effectiveness. An online
human-agent study reinforces these findings and high-
lights the significant influence of outcome-based strate-
gies in human-agent interactions [71].

4.2. Revealing Human Bias towards Agents

Bias caused by the nature of counterparts. Within
human-agent systems, evidence has shown that the rev-
elation of an agent’s true identity holds sway over hu-
man behavior [16, 72]. Ishowo-Oloko et al. [16] conduct
an intriguing experiment involving iterated PD games,
wherein participants or agents engage in continuous in-
teractions with a designated counterpart. The crux of their
investigation lies in probing the delicate tradeoff between
transparency-revealing one’s identity as an agent—and
efficacy-the capacity to cooperate seamlessly in human-
agent interactions. Human participants, crucially, are di-
vided into groups: one accurately briefed on the nature of
their counterparts—whether human or agent and the other
misled by false information. Employing the S++ algo-
rithm, agents are more successful in eliciting human co-
operation when their non-human identity is undisclosed.
Yet, this advantage diminishes once their non-human sta-
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tus is revealed. The bias against agents persists and can-
not be mitigated over time, even after humans realize that
agents are more efficient in promoting human coopera-
tion. Moreover, experiments involving SD games with
human players and agent counterparts have shown that
even when humans expect cooperation from their coun-
terparts, they are more likely to exploit an agent’s benev-
olence than that of another human [72]. Notably, the
agent’s behavior is engineered to mirror human actions
in these games. Empirical findings reveal a noteworthy
trend: participants don’t demonstrate diminished trust in
agents relative to humans. Instead, they display a height-
ened tendency to exploit agents, particularly when antici-
pating cooperation from the opposing party. Such distinc-
tions are also prevalent in emotional responses, particu-
larly those related to feelings of guilt and envy towards
agents and humans. Melo et al. [73] reveal that humans
exhibit similar levels of envy when interacting with both
agents and humans, but report significantly less guilt in
interactions with agents within SD games.

Mitigating human bias. Cultural cues, emotion, and ver-
bal communication hold promise for mitigating human bi-
ases in interactions with agents. de Melo and Terada [17]
organize human-agent experiments wherein humans par-
ticipate in iterated PD with agents featuring virtual faces
and emotional expressions. The findings unveiled a com-
pelling insight: cultural and emotional attributes have the
potential to diminish biases, fostering more effective and
cooperative interactions. Subsequently, Maggioni and
Rossignoli [74] delve deeper into the realm of human-
agent interaction within iterated PD games, demonstrat-
ing the influential role of verbal communication in foster-
ing cooperative strategies and partially mitigating biases
against agent counterparts. Together, these revelations of-
fer a glimmer of hope in mitigating biases against agent
counterparts.

5. Inspirations on Human-Human Cooperation

In human-agent systems, agents scaffold human-
human cooperation by assuming various roles. These in-
clude acting as planners to structure network interactions,
operating as independent decision-makers to affect pop-
ulation composition, and making decisions on behalf of

humans. We summarize the references used in Section 5
at the bottom of Table 3.

Engineering network structure. Social networks play a
key role in overcoming SDs. Shirado and Christakis [75]
utilize intervention AI agents to reshape local social con-
nections between humans. The results reveal a signifi-
cant increase in human-human cooperation when agents
employing disengaged intervention (cutting a defective
neighbor) are introduced. Moreover, even a single agent
implementing a mixed strategy (including engaged, dis-
engaged, and self-rewiring intervention) significantly al-
ters social dynamics and improves cooperation, fostering
the development of cooperative clusters. Subsequently,
McKee et al. [18] explore human-human cooperation us-
ing deep reinforcement learning in network games. They
train an agent as a GraphNet planner, responsible for guid-
ing humans in creating or breaking interaction links. This
planner consistently recommends building links between
cooperators and discourages new links with defectors.
Notably, the planner adopts a conciliatory strategy to ad-
dress defectors, initially establishing a certain number of
cooperate–defect links and progressively suggesting the
severance of these links over time.

Influencing evolutionary dynamics. In human-agent pop-
ulations, the evolution of cooperation hinges significantly
on the behavior, proportion, and spatial distribution of the
agents. Terrucha et al. [76] utilize evolutionary game the-
ory to model the interactions and strategies of adaptive
(human-like) and fixed-behavior agents in collective risk
dilemma games. Their findings suggest that the presence
and behavior of agents significantly affect human coop-
eration levels, with humans adjusting their strategies to
compensate for the agents’ actions. Motivated by this,
Guo et al. [19] investigate the impact of cooperative and
defective agents on human cooperation. Employing repli-
cator dynamics and pairwise comparison, the study shows
cooperative agents have varying impacts, with limited in-
fluence in prisoner’s dilemma games but promoting coop-
eration in stag hunt games. Defective agents, intriguingly,
can lead to complete dominance of cooperation in snow-
drift games. Additionally, the role of population structure
and imitation strength is highlighted as crucial in these dy-
namics. Agents with a purely constant strategy can also
efficiently encourage human cooperation. Sharma et al.
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[77] discover that certain types of agents, such as always-
cooperate agents and loner agents, significantly promote
cooperation under different structural conditions. In par-
ticular, this study identifies an optimal density of loner
agents for maximizing cooperation, suggesting that the
diversity in agent actions can diminish their cooperation-
promoting effect. On the other hand, in situations where
humans lack transparency regarding the actions of agents,
Han et al. [78] underscore the importance of considering
the opportunity cost when adopting a reciprocal strategy.
In response to this concern, they develop a trust-based
strategy that, upon establishing trust, utilizes probabilistic
checks to minimize potential opportunity costs, demon-
strating its effectiveness in maintaining cooperation.

Making decisions on behalf of humans. Humans have the
capacity to entrust decision-making authority to agents.
Particularly, this mode of interaction can change the way
humans solve these SDs. de Melo et al. [79] find that
humans exhibit higher cooperation when decisions are
agent-driven rather than made personally in games with
repeated interactions. The rationale is that program-
ming encourages individuals to consider long-term inter-
ests while diminishing the influence of immediate short-
term self-interest, thereby fostering greater cooperative
behavior. Fernández Domingos et al. [80] also highlight
the positive impact of delegating decision-making to AI
agents in collective risk scenarios, including two forms of
delegation: to AI agents with predefined behaviors and
to customizable AI agents whose behaviors are defined
by participants. Both forms significantly enhanced coop-
eration and group success in achieving collective targets,
compared to groups composed solely of humans. Notably,
customizable AI agents led participants to adopt coopera-
tive strategies more frequently, underscoring the potential
of AI as a tool for promoting prosocial behavior.

6. Directions of Future Research

While fruitful efforts have been put into the investiga-
tion of cooperation in SDs, several aspects have yet to be
explored in the domain, which are summarized below.

(1) Enhancing cooperation in multi-agent and human-
agent settings with large language models (LLMs). LLMs

are generative AI models trained on extensive human tex-
tual data [89]. LLMs excel in processing and generat-
ing natural language text, which makes them useful for
a wide range of language tasks. Therefore, LLMs have
been employed to construct large social simulation sys-
tems with higher interpretability [90, 91]. When focus-
ing on the study of cooperation in SDs, LLMs might em-
power the study in the following two ways. Firstly, they
can serve as a source of prior knowledge for shaping agent
rewards. LLMs have been employed to generate rewards
or reward functions for RL agents in recent works, steer-
ing RL agents to coordinate with humans better or achieve
human-level precision control [92, 93, 94, 95]. Never-
theless, it remains an open question how RL agents that
learn from LLM-shaped rewards to solve SDs effectively.
The second usage is to employ LLMs as the backbone of
agent architectures for generative agents in SDs. Some re-
cent works have evaluated the traits and behavioral char-
acteristics of LLMs in SD games (e.g. PD, SH and HD),
but their conclusions reached are not always consistent
[96, 97, 98, 99, 100]. The differences in their conclusions
may be due to variations in the prompts they used. Contin-
uing to explore the capabilities and performance of LLMs
in SDs is crucial, especially as we tackle additional chal-
lenges in these issues like building reputation, identifying
deception, and avoiding exploitation, as well as encourag-
ing cooperation through potential punitive measures.

(2) Establishing a theoretically guaranteed framework
for fostering and sustaining cooperation in SDs. While
methods surveyed in this paper show empirical promise
in encouraging cooperation in SDs, none offers theoret-
ical guarantees. A theoretical framework is envisioned
to bridge past and future SD studies: precisely explaining
existing empirical findings and guiding the design of more
effective methods. It is crucial to note that conditions
for maintaining cooperation differ between normal-form
SDs and SSDs [101], necessitating a separate consider-
ation in constructing the theoretical framework. More-
over, for human-agent hybrid systems, existing studies
are mostly empirical those exceptions that leverage evo-
lutionary game theory cannot capture human biases to-
wards AI agents, a critical aspect of human-agent hy-
brid systems, and thus fail to provide an accurate pre-
diction or explanation of the evolution of cooperation in
these systems. It is worth emphasizing that when han-
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dling behavioral experiment data from human users, pre-
serving user privacy through theoretical methods is also
crucial[102, 103, 104].

(3) Further employing SDs to model real-world
decision-making scenarios. Large-scale simulation sys-
tems on economics, sociology and ecology with diverse
agents, e.g., the board game Diplomacy [105], offer in-
sights into the mechanism of system evolution. These
low-cost, realistic simulations better inform policymak-
ers and even inspire solutions to relief SDs. As AI
agents are integrated with humans, they provide conve-
nience whilst introduce possibly negative social influence
to this human-agent hybrid system. A typical real-world
scenario is autonomous driving, where AI agents face
dilemmas like choosing between speed and safety at in-
tersections and must navigate undesirable selfish behav-
ior from human drivers. Current SD research often sim-
plifies driving scenarios [36]. As autonomous vehicles
being integrated with humans, infusing them with real-
istic social characteristics is crucial for positive societal
impact. Addressing collision risks among autonomous
and human-operated vehicles necessitates designing al-
gorithms for large-scale human-agent hybrid systems and
constructing cost-effective, extensive simulation systems.
More broadly, SDs holds promise to build simulation sys-
tems spanning economics, sociology, or ecology can sim-
ulate AI agents with diverse social preferences, offering
insights into system evolution. These realistic simula-
tions can better inform policymakers. However, it is im-
portant to note that interpretations of AI simulation out-
comes requires a dialectical perspective, and vigilance to-
ward ethical concerns is paramount. All in all, such SDs-
based AI agents must adeptly respond to human behav-
iors and biases, underlining the importance of developing
human-agent hybrid systems for realistic scenarios to en-
hance human-agent cooperation and tackle key coopera-
tive challenges in SDs.

(4) Bridging human-agent cooperation and SSDs.
Compared to the fruitful literature on multi-agent cooper-
ation in SSDs, the investigation of human-agent in SSDs
is insufficient as of this survey, though with only few ex-
ceptions [14]. In SSDs, the process of decision-making
is extended over a series of steps, consequently lead-
ing to human behavioral patterns that often diverge from
those observed in the single-stage settings (e.g., normal-

form SDs) [106]. This brings new challenges to human-
agent cooperation: It will become difficult to develop AI
systems that can nudge humans towards cooperation by
avoiding being myopic and focusing on longer-term ben-
efits, and to understand the behavioral tendencies humans
exhibit in sequential decision-making processes. In SSD
scenarios, people must consider both their behavior rules,
the behavior of agents, and their interactions with the en-
vironment, which form a complex feedback loop. For ex-
ample, cooperative behaviors can cultivate a peaceful or
replete environment, leading to long-term benefits. How-
ever, the need to maximize immediate profits adds com-
plexity to decision-making. This complexity is further
driven by the dynamic nature of the environment, which
continuously interacts with and shapes human behaviors.
Understanding this interplay is essential for devising ef-
fective cooperation strategies in SSDs, highlighting the
need to balance behavior rules and immediate gains with
long-term considerations.

(5) Revisiting existing theory of human cooperation,
particularly in light of recent findings indicating that AI
systems, such as autonomous safety features in vehicles,
can potentially disrupt established norms of reciprocity
among humans [107]. Traditionally, theories such as so-
cial norms [108], prosocial preferences [109], and reci-
procity mechanisms [1] have been pivotal in explaining
cooperative behaviors among humans and other species.
However, the emergence of a decline in reciprocity ob-
served in semi-automatic driving [107] prompts a deeper
inquiry into the applicability of these theories within con-
texts where humans interact with agents. For instance,
prosocial preferences suggest that individuals cooperate
because they value the welfare of others; yet, it remains an
open question whether such preferences extend to interac-
tions involving non-human agents [110, 111, 112]. Will
individuals exhibit prosocial behaviors when their coun-
terparts are perceived not as fellow humans but as agents?
Can prosocial preferences still promote cooperation in en-
vironments where humans interact with AI? Similar in-
quiries are pertinent for other cooperative mechanisms,
such as network reciprocity and both direct and indirect
forms of reciprocity [5]. This evolving landscape calls for
a critical reevaluation of the traditional theories of human
cooperation, especially considering the growing integra-
tion of AI agents into human societies.
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forcement learning: A selective overview of the-
ories and algorithms, Handbook of reinforcement
learning and control (2021).

[21] M. Perc, J. J. Jordan, D. G. Rand et al., Statisti-
cal physics of human cooperation, Physics Reports
(2017).

[22] A. Dafoe, Y. Bachrach, G. Hadfield, E. Horvitz,
K. Larson, T. Graepel, Cooperative ai: machines
must learn to find common ground, 2021.

[23] P. A. Van Lange, J. Joireman, C. D. Parks et al.,
The psychology of social dilemmas: A review, Or-
gan. Behav. Hum Decis. Process. (2013).

[24] A. W. Tucker, A two-person dilemma, Prisoner’s
Dilemma (1950).

[25] M. J. Osborne, A. Rubinstein, A Course in Game
Theory, volume 1 of MIT Press Books, The MIT
Press, 1994.

[26] L. Busoniu, R. Babuska, B. De Schutter, A
comprehensive survey of multiagent reinforcement
learning, IEEE Trans. Syst. Man Cybern. Syst.
(2008).

[27] M. P. Wellman, K. Tuyls, A. Greenwald, Empirical
game-theoretic analysis: A survey, arXiv preprint
arXiv:2403.04018 (2024).

[28] P. Hernandez-Leal, B. Kartal, M. E. Taylor, A sur-
vey and critique of multiagent deep reinforcement
learning, Auton. Agent. Multi. Agent. Syst. (2019).

[29] W. Li, X. Wang, B. Jin et al., Learning roles with
emergent social value orientations, arXiv (2023).

[30] Y. Hua, S. Gao, W. Li et al., Learning optimal”
pigovian tax” in sequential social dilemmas, in:
AAMAS, 2023.

[31] R. M. Ryan, E. L. Deci, Intrinsic and extrinsic mo-
tivations: Classic definitions and new directions,
Contemp. Educ. Psychol. (2000).

[32] J. X. Wang, E. Hughes, C. Fernando et al., Evolv-
ing intrinsic motivations for altruistic behavior, in:
AAMAS, 2019.

[33] D. Radke, K. Larson, T. Brecht, The importance of
credo in multiagent learning, in: AAMAS, 2023.

[34] D. Radke, K. Larson, T. Brecht, Exploring the ben-
efits of teams in multiagent learning, arXiv (2022).

[35] D. Radke, K. Larson, T. Brecht et al., Towards
a better understanding of learning with multiagent
teams, in: IJCAI, 2023.

[36] W. Schwarting, A. Pierson, J. Alonso-Mora et al.,
Social behavior for autonomous vehicles, Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. (2019).

[37] U. Madhushani, K. R. McKee, J. P. Agapiou et
al., Heterogeneous social value orientation leads
to meaningful diversity in sequential social dilem-
mas, arXiv (2023).

[38] B. Baker, Emergent reciprocity and team forma-
tion from randomized uncertain social preferences,
NeurIPS (2020).

[39] N. Jaques, A. Lazaridou, E. Hughes et al., Social
influence as intrinsic motivation for multi-agent
deep reinforcement learning, in: ICML, 2019.

[40] K. R. McKee, E. Hughes, T. O. Zhu et al., Deep re-
inforcement learning models the emergent dynam-
ics of human cooperation, arXiv (2021).

[41] A. Lupu, D. Precup, Gifting in multi-agent rein-
forcement learning, in: AAMAS, 2020.

[42] K. Schmid, M. Kölle, T. Matheis, Learning to par-
ticipate through trading of reward shares, in: ALA,
Workshop, 2022.

[43] J. Yang, A. Li, M. Farajtabar et al., Learning to
incentivize other learning agents, NeurIPS (2020).
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