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The summary results of the four ICC model and the average of the four measures are 

shown in Table 3.9. The average ICC calculated by using the RI model is 7.34%, which is 

slightly lower than that of Gupta (2018) 8.52%, and Li and Mohanram (2014) 9.2%, 

respectively. This could be due to the selected sample for this research contains only rated firms 

from 2003 to 2017 while that of Gupta (2018) is an international corporate sample from 2002 

to 2012 and Li and Mohanram (2014) is all U.S. corporate sample from 1969 to 2012. Panel B 

of Table 3.9 presents the correlation matric for ICC estimates. The internal validity of ICC 

estimates is confirmed due to the fact that all the ICC estimates are significantly and positively 

correlated with each other.22  

Table 3.10 shows the descriptive statistics for all ICC estimates for three different 

periods. As expected, the ICC of rated U.S. firms is the highest during the crisis period 2007-

2009 for all models, reaching 9.41% on average. During the financial boom period (before the 

crisis) the average ICC is the lowest, at only 6.20%. The effect of the crisis on firms has not 

yet worn off as the average ICC of the post-crisis period is 6.97%, higher than that of the 

financial boom period. In summary, the ICC measures are able to capture the effect of 

macroeconomic events, such as the U.S. subprime mortgage crisis. 

Tables 3.11 and 3.12 show the descriptive statistics of ICC estimates for the main 

sample (the regression sample). The relationship among ICC measures and COEC for different 

periods are still intact and are similar to those in the initial sample. All ICC measures and the 

average ICC are still highly and significantly correlated with each other. However, the mean 

of ICC measures and average ICC are slightly smaller in the main sample than in the initial 

sample. This is because observations with large ICC are removed as the result of winsorizing. 

3.5.3 Split ratings 

Split ratings are defined as the fiscal year-end average of the absolute daily difference 

in ratings between the two CRAs. More detail about the definition of split ratings can be found 

in Section 3.4.4. 

Table 3.13 reports the data summary for both absolute annual split ratings and split 

ratings. As can be seen from the samples, split ratings are very common. The proportion of 

absolute split ratings over the whole sample is 68.0% while the proportion of split ratings is 

 
22 ICCOL and ICCGLS are less correlated compare to other pair of ICC. This may be due to that GLS is the most 
sophisticated method and requires the longest horizon among those four methods.  
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Table 3.4. Continued 
Panel C. 2006 - 2010 

Variable Datastream Compustat Differences 
(%) Mean SD P1 Median P99 Mean SD P1 Median P99 

EPS -3.108 363.4 -123.5 0.330 13.46 -2.091 386.2 -86.40 0.447 10.99 33% 
BVPS 47.29 2,652 -29.29 6.113 224.1 32.27 2,615 -19.04 5.966 176.7 32% 
CEQ 1,425 5,918 -117.2 140.7 22,856 1,418 5,921 -114.2 135.6 22,990 0% 
CSHO 130.3 492.3 0.0460 30.30 1,727 129.4 484.1 0.0550 30.70 1,698 1% 
MV 3,710 16,307 0.470 299.8 64,763 3,763 16,645 0.518 303.4 67,326 -1% 
AT 4,157 23,224 0.0790 308.3 55,370 4,184 23,294 0.0740 298.0 56,469 -1% 
TAC -1.279 153.1 -15.97 0 15.33 -97.00 9,040 -37.41 0 51.40 -7484% 
Obs 40,988     40,988      
Firms 3,850     3,850      
Panel D. 2011 - 2015 

Variable Datastream Compustat Differences 
(%) Mean SD P1 Median P99 Mean SD P1 Median P99 

EPS -2.899 106.2 -31.57 0.297 11.46 -0.919 64.70 -17.71 0.413 10.12 68% 
BVPS 14.90 423.3 -15.45 6.532 84.30 9.938 242.8 -11.09 6.283 68.70 33% 
CEQ 1,741 7,490 -264.6 182.1 27,816 1,718 7,494 -223.3 173.6 28,083 1% 
CSHO 139.6 504.7 0.276 38.84 1,717 139.2 502.1 0.380 39.55 1,700 0% 
MV 4,824 21,161 0.610 441.4 80,862 4,959 21,604 0.537 439.5 88,917 -3% 
AT 5,398 29,366 0.0240 406.8 81,046 5,392 29,459 0.0260 394.5 81,812 0% 
TAC -0.308 43.36 -16.19 0 15.38 -0.419 613.5 -17.36 0 19.82 -36% 
Obs 40,988     40,988      
Firms 3,850     3,850      


























































































































































































































































































































































































































































