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Historical Evolution and Future Trends of China’s Sovereign Credit Rating:

From an International Comparative Perspective
ZHANG Ming WANG Yao

Summary: This paper analyzes the characteristic facts of the changes in China’s sovereign credit ratings by Standard &
Poor’s, Moody’s and Fitch, and conducts a comparative analysis with the rating changes of the other economies.

The main conclusions are as follows.First, the three major rating agencies have similar sovereign credit rating systems.
They can all be classified into long—term and short—term, domestic and foreign currencies, investment grade and speculative
grade. However, the specific classification basis and the set rating symbols are not exactly the same. Second, they have both
commonalities and their own characteristics. Opinions on sovereign credit are formed on the basis of both qualitative and
quantitative considerations. Similar factors were focused on but with different emphases. Moreover, the sovereign credit rating
methods of international institutions are not entirely applicable to China’s national conditions. Third, the trends of rating ad-
justments for China by the three major international rating agencies have remained largely consistent. China’s sovereign credit
rating has shown a steady upward trend. The reasons for the rating change mainly focus on the domestic economic develop—
ment situation in China. Rating changes in China exhibit heterogeneity in terms of rating agencies and the phenomenon of
rating differentiation. Fourth, China’s sovereign credit rating has its own advantages and disadvantages. It is expected to sta—
bilize or even improve in the long term.

The contributions of this paper are as follows. First, it offers a detailed evaluation of the applicability of the three major
agencies’ rating methodologies to China, providing valuable insights for developing a sovereign credit rating system with Chi—
nese characteristics. Second, this study conducts a comprehensive analysis of the historical evolution of China’s sovereign
credit ratings and offers forward—looking perspectives based on current advantages and challenges.
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