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The Logic of Trust and Cooperative Reason in Rural Field:
A Case Study on Zhaicheng Village Tinpbsien

Huang Jialiang

Abstract  As we all know that only decentralized small-scale peasants must cooperate with each other can control risks and
reduce threaten. However it is hard for peasants realize cooperation in the reality. As for this point different researchers
have different view. But “trust” this important factor is always ignored by researchers. Hence the complicated and even
contradictory practice involved in farmers’ cooperation is hard to explore. The author tries to discuss the unique cooperation
rational of famers with the beginning of the logic of trust under the transferring rural background. It can help us to under—
stand puzzles we met in the reality. It is the unique producing way and lifestyle creates the logic of trust among peasants
which are orderly diversity pattern of trust and concrete trust. The current transferring situations of traditional villages cause
the dysfunction of the structure of trust. All these factors above lead to farmers’ unique cooperation rational and co-behav—
ior.

Key words Rural area; Orderly diversity pattern of trust; Concrete trust; Dysfunction of the structure of trust; Coopera—

tive rational



