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Officials” Turnover Rent-Seeking Behavior and Firm R&D Alliance

LI Houjian
( College of Management Sichuan Agricultural University Chengdu 611130 China)

Abstract: This paper provides an empirical analysis of the ways in which officials” turnover and rent-seeking behaviors
affect firm R&D alliance using survey data of World Bank about institutional quality of Chinese enterprise operation. The re—
sults show that officials” turnover has negative effects on the input tendency and intensity of R&D alliance investment while
the rent-seeking behavior has positive effects on it. With the degree increase of the officials” turnover the positive impact of
rent-seeking behaviors on firm R&D alliance will be weaken and this result is rather robust. Additionally we show that pro—
moting institutional quality is a way to weakening negative effects of officials” turnover on firm R&D alliance but it strengthens
positive effects of rentseeking behaviors on firm R&D alliance. The research provides micro-empirical evidence to deeply un—
derstand firm R&D alliance behaviors.

Key words: officials” turnover; rent-seeking behavior; firm R&D alliance investment; institutional quality;

interaction effect



