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Comparison on Credit Rating Models of
Bank Loan Client

Jing-Tsuen CHEN

Graduate School of Finance,

National Central University

ABSTRACT

By use of AHP, discriminant analysis and logit model, this study emphasizes on credit rating of
bank loan client. Based on the empirical evidences in AHP approach, the paper found that the mean
correcting rate for regular customers is 82%, higher than that of the default customers, in which the
correcting rate is about 70%. In view of discriminant analysis, the mean correcting rate for regular
clients is 85%, above on 75% of the correcting rate for the default clients. From the empirical test for
logit model, the mean correcting rate of regular and default clients are 91% and 85%. On the whole,
the research found that the logit model is better than discriminant analysis, and the discriminant
approach is superior to AHP method.Key Word: Analytic Hierarchy Process, Discriminant Analysis,
Logit Method,Loan Client and Credit Rating
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