Abstract Previous studies of the phenomena of farmer petition have been mostly focused on

the farmers’ growing awareness of protecting their own rights but this paradigm has now been
challenged. The author’s field research in Heping village shows that after the reform of rural
taxes and fees the rural administrative jurisdiction at the grassroots level has been weakened
to the extent that it is no longer adequate to the farmers’ needs and hence the farmers’ in-
creasing petition to higher authorities. Village administration operates on the basis of assorted
governance and since the administration cannot sort out the nature of the petitions it is criti—
cally handicapped. The author maintains that it is the inadequacy of village administrative juris—
diction rather than the farmers’ heightened consciousness of self—protection that is driving
more farmers into petition to higher authorities. In light of this the author strongly suggests that

the socialist nature of village administrative jurisdiction should be further clarified.
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