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A B S T R A C T

We provide a market-based evaluation of sight deposits of banks when Central Bank Digital
Currency (CBDC) is issued. We investigate the effects of different adoption rates (moderate,
large or capped adoption), of different remuneration schemes and of the possibility of a bank-
run. We perform the analysis at the aggregate level for the Euro area and the United States.
We show that the effect of CBDC on deposit market value is small unless a large adoption rate
is considered. The remuneration scheme plays a significant role only in the moderate/capped
adoption scenario in relative terms and in a high interest rate environment. Instead, the
possibility of a bank-run calibrated on the experience of the Euro area and of Greece during
the debt crisis has little effect on the value of deposits even if a CBDC is introduced.

. Introduction

The debate on the design of the Central Bank Digital Currency (CBDC) is flourishing because several welfare, technological, and
inancial intermediation issues are on the table. A careful examination of its design is requested before proceeding with its issuance.
n this paper, we deepen the implications for financial intermediation and stability investigating how the introduction of retail CBDC
ould affect the banks’ balance sheets at the aggregate level in the Euro area and in the United States.3

Differently from other papers addressing the topic through structural models or making some high-level assumptions on the
doption of CBDC (Bank of International Settlements, 2021; Garcia et al., 2020, see e.g.,), we provide a market-based evaluation
f sight deposits of banks assuming that the CBDC is introduced in different scenarios: pure transactional adoption, remuneration
f CBDC, and possibility of a bank-run. The effect on the balance sheet of banks is calibrated from market data building on the
pproach provided by Jarrow and Van Deventer (1998).

CBDC is a digital form of central bank’s fiat currency other than cash and bank reserves. Depending on its features, CBDC
rovides both a store of value and a payment method that competes with cash and deposits. There is a large literature on welfare,
anking intermediation, and financial stability effects associated with its introduction. The main trade-off being represented by the
elfare improvement for citizens (CBDC entails no risk and allows to address payment frictions) and bank disintermediation which

s associated to an increase of funding costs, lower credit to the economy and amplified bank-runs in turbulent periods, see Agur
t al. (2022), Allen et al. (2022), Andolfatto (2020), Brunnermeier and Niepelt (2019), Burlon et al. (2022), Chiu et al. (2019),
abbar et al. (2023), Keister and Sanches (2022) and Williamson (2021, 2022).

According to Jarrow and Van Deventer (1998), the value of sight deposits is given by the expected value under the risk-neutral
robability measure of the gain that the bank obtains by investing deposits in the money market. We develop our analysis calibrating
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money interest rate, official rate and deposit volume from market data and then we investigate the effect on the value of deposits
associated with the introduction of CBDC under different scenarios. We investigate the topic in three steps. First of all, we consider
three scenarios where the CBDC is adopted as a payment instrument based on Adalid et al. (2022), then we add remuneration
considering different types of schemes and finally we consider the possibility of a bank-run in the Euro area with a magnitude
similar to the one that occurred during the sovereign debt crisis.

We show that the effect of CBDC on banks’ balance sheets in the Euro area and in the US is limited, unless the extreme scenario of
large adoption rate is considered. In case of a massive adoption of CBDC, the reduction of the value of deposits would be between
0 and 50%, otherwise the loss for the banking system would be smaller than 10%. The remuneration scheme plays a significant
ole only in the moderate/capped adoption scenario in relative terms. The analysis provides a clear ranking among the remuneration
chemes under discussion: the lowest loss in the deposit market value is obtained in case of no remuneration (CBDC like cash), the
ighest loss is obtained in case of CBDC remunerated as bank reserves, the option based remuneration scheme proposed in Bindseil
2020) and Bindseil and Panetta (2020) lies in the middle allowing banks to limit the effects of disintermediation. Remuneration of
BDC leads to a higher reduction of deposit value, the effect increases with policy rates, hence it is limited in a low interest rate
nvironment. The possibility of a systemic bank-run calibrated on the experience of the Euro area and of Greece during the debt
risis has little effect on the market value of deposits. We can conclude that the CBDC should not be perceived as a real threat for
inancial stability and global financial stress (see also, Stolbov et al., 2022, tab.7).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we provide a review of the literature. In Section 3, we introduce the model and
iscuss its main properties. In Section 4, we obtain the formula for pricing of deposits. In Section 5, we describe the dataset and
he parameters’ estimation. In Section 6, we present the main results on the effects of CBDC on sight deposit evaluation. Finally,
ection 7 concludes.

. Review of the literature

The literature provides some attempts to estimate the adoption of CBDC through structural economic models. In a dynamic
tochastic general equilibrium setting, Burlon et al. (2022) argues that the welfare-maximizing amount of CBDC in the Euro area
ies between 15 and 45% of quarterly GDP. Up to now, as there is no experience with the issuance of CBDC, especially in advanced
conomies, there is no empirical information on the actual CBDC demand (see Adalid et al., 2022). Some papers assess the adoption
ate through surveys on customers’ attitudes. Huynh et al. (2020) estimate the adoption of CBDC as a payment method considering
he Bank of Canada’s Methods of Payment Survey. Comparing CBDC to cash, credit, and debit card, they estimate a probability of
doption between 0.19 and 0.25, but effective usage probability is not high, lowering transaction costs could significantly improve
he adoption probability. Investigating the same survey, Li (2021) estimates the adoption of CBDC concentrating on its role as store
f value. He shows that households would hold around 4 and 55% of their liquid assets in CBDC depending on whether it is more
ash-like or deposit-like. Adoption is linked to several features of CBDC; varying its remuneration (from 0 to 0.1%), demand would
o up by around 8%–18%. The relevance of remuneration of CBDC in determining its adoption is confirmed by a survey on the
utch market presented in Bijlsma et al. (2021) showing that if the remuneration rate is equal to that of the saving account then the

raction of people adopting the CBDC would be 54%, in the case of a 0.25% lower rate the adoption rate would result in 31%. The
xperiment performed in Borgonovo et al. (2022) confirms the relevance of remuneration (coupled with anonymity) as a driving
orce of the adoption rate of a new form of money.

A less structured approach is proposed in several policy papers. Adalid et al. (2022) consider three scenarios: moderate adoption
for retail payments only), large adoption (for retail payments and storage of value), capped adoption (CBDC holding capped at
.000 euro) splitting the demand for CBDC between deposits and banknotes. We point out that the choice of these scenarios is not
inked to their likelihood but only aims at illustrating three different levels of demand for CBDC. An exercise replicating the analysis
f Bindseil (2020) for G20 economies assuming that the adoption of CBDC is driven by incomes of people suggests that the domestic
emand for CBDC could range between 4 and 12% of bank funding, see Bank of International Settlements (2021). Bank of England
2021) considers a scenario with the conversion of 20% of household and non-financial deposits in CBDC.

Several papers point out the relevance of remuneration of CBDC to tune the adoption rate. A low remuneration would dampen
he adoption of CBDC. In case banks have a monopolist power, issuing CBDC would lead to an increase of lending provided that
ts remuneration rate is lower than that of reserves, see Andolfatto (2020) and Chiu et al. (2019). Agur et al. (2022) show that
hen there are network effects, there exists an equilibrium with non vanishing cash allowing for a negative remuneration. In a
erfectly competitive environment, Keister and Sanches (2022) show that the deposit outflow is a significant phenomenon but the
emuneration of CBDC mitigates it, in particular, the interest rate should be high if investment frictions are small and low (or even
egative) if frictions are high. Burlon et al. (2022) show that the amount of CBDC in circulation could be controlled by setting a
egative interest rate.

A side effect of CBDC is that it may exacerbate bank-runs in particular if it is remunerated, see Williamson (2021). To limit
he outflow in a crisis event, central banks are considering the possibility of introducing a cap on holdings of CBDC, see Kumhof
nd Noone (2021), or a two-tier remuneration mechanism penalizing large amounts of CBDC, see Bindseil (2020) and Bindseil and
anetta (2020).

Although the above cited papers provide some insights on the welfare consequences associated with the adoption of CBDC, little
s known about its effects on the balance sheet of banks. Burlon et al. (2022) show that bank evaluation and lending would be
egatively impacted in a limited measure. Adalid et al. (2022), analyzing the three scenarios presented above, show that the first
2

nd the third scenario can be addressed by banks autonomously, while the second one would require an increase of funding from the
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European Central Bank (ECB). Garcia et al. (2020) consider three scenarios for the Canadian banking system with a conversion of
5%–10% of bank assets (5%–33% of deposits), even in the case of a large adoption the return on equity of banks would decrease by
less than 100 basis points. Bank of International Settlements (2021) consider banks in advanced countries and estimate that with an
outflow of deposits due to the adoption of CBDC up to 25% of total assets of banks, their return on equity would go down up to 90
basis points and, keeping constant banks’ profitability and liquidity, the lending rate would go up to 70 basis points. This evidence
is reassuring about the fact that CBDC would not significantly harm banks’ balance sheets. However, it may hurt vulnerable banks
and funding shortages may propagate to other sectors triggering large moves in security prices, see Castrén et al. (2022), inflation
effects should be limited but financial stability may be at risk, see Chen and Siklos (2020).

3. The model

The model builds on the one proposed by Jarrow and Van Deventer (1998) for the evaluation of sight deposits, see also Kalkbrener
nd Willing (2004) and Nyström (2008).

We denote by:

• 𝑟(𝑡) the market interest rate
• 𝑖(𝑡) the deposit interest rate
• 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) the deposit facility interest rate set by the central bank
• 𝑟𝐶 (𝑡): the interest rate of the CBDC.

We assume that the market interest rate evolves according to a Vasicek model with stochastic long-term value, see Vasicek
1977):

𝑑𝑟(𝑡) = 𝑎(ℎ + 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) − 𝑟(𝑡))𝑑𝑡 + 𝜎𝑑𝑊 (𝑡) (1)

𝑟(𝑡) fluctuates around the stochastic deposit facility rate augmented by a constant ℎ. If 𝑟(𝑡) is lower (higher) than 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) + ℎ, then it
tends to increase (to decrease). The model is the one considered in Jarrow and Van Deventer (1998) with a stochastic long-term level
that depends on the policy rate. Following Antonelli et al. (2013), we define the market interest rate directly under the martingale
𝑄 measure (risk neutral martingale measure).

By no-arbitrage arguments, we should impose 𝑟(𝑡) ≥ 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡): the market interest rate is higher than the rate at which the central
bank remunerates reserves otherwise a free lunch would be at the disposal of the bank. Actually, as shown in Arrata et al. (2020),
this is what happened in the Euro area for secured debt since 2015, when the Asset Purchase Program by the ECB caused a scarcity
of collateral which impeded banks to exploit arbitrage opportunities. As a consequence, a negative spread between the repo rate and
the deposit facility rate originated in Germany and France. Excluding these exceptional times for secured debt, the market interest
rate for unsecured debt is usually above the deposit facility rate. The model in (1) does not preclude the possibility of the market
interest rate going below the deposit facility rate, however, a positive ℎ (to be estimated from market data) renders unlikely that
event, moreover mean reversion (positive 𝑎) implies a low persistence of the market interest rate below the deposit facility rate.

As far as the deposit facility rate is concerned, we assume that 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) ∈ 𝑀1([0, 𝑇 ]), i.e., it belongs to the class of real valued,
progressively measurable processes 𝑋(𝑡) such that ∫ 𝑇0 𝑋(𝑡)𝑑𝑡 < ∞ a.s. Denote 𝑡 the filtration generated by 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡). In what follows,
we derive the joint probability distribution of 𝑟(𝑡) and ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 conditioned to 𝑡, i.e., the probability distribution of the market
interest rate and of its integral, conditional on the deposit facility rate.

Proposition 1. Conditioned to 𝑡
(

𝑟(𝑡)

∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠

)

𝑑
=𝑁

((

𝜇1(𝑡)

𝜇2(𝑡)

)

,

(

𝑆1,1(𝑡) 𝑆1,2(𝑡)

𝑆2,1(𝑡) 𝑆2,2(𝑡)

))

, (2)

where

𝜇1(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑎𝑡𝑟(0) + 𝑎∫

𝑡

0
𝑒𝑎(𝑠−𝑡)(𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑠))𝑑𝑠

𝜇2(𝑡) = 𝑟(0)∫

𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑎𝑠𝑑𝑠 + 𝑎∫

𝑡

0 ∫

𝑠

0
𝑒𝑎(𝑢−𝑠)(𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑢))𝑑𝑢 𝑑𝑠

𝑆1,1(𝑡) =
𝜎2

2𝑎
(

1 − 𝑒−2𝑎𝑡
)

𝑆2,2(𝑡) =
𝜎2

𝑎2

(

𝑡 − 3
2𝑎

+ 2
𝑎
𝑒−𝑎𝑡 − 𝑒−2𝑎𝑡

2𝑎

)

𝑆2,1(𝑡) = 𝑆2,1(𝑡) =
𝜎2

𝑎2
(

1 − 𝑒−𝑎𝑡 + 𝑎 𝑒−2𝑎𝑡𝑡
)

,

, 𝜎, ℎ are the Vasicek parameters in Eq. (1) and 𝑟𝐷𝐹 is the central bank deposit facility rate.

roof. The interest rate 𝑟(𝑡) is a process of Hull and White (2001) type. We can solve the stochastic differential equation conditioning
o 𝑡

𝑟(𝑡) = 𝑒−𝑎𝑡𝑟(0) + 𝑎
𝑡
𝑒𝑎(𝑠−𝑡)(ℎ + 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑠))𝑑𝑠 + 𝜎𝑒−𝑎𝑡

𝑡
𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑑𝑊 (𝑠) .
3

∫0 ∫0
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Thus, 𝑟(𝑡) is a Gaussian random variable with mean

𝜇1(𝑡) ∶= 𝑒−𝑎𝑡𝑟(0) + 𝑎∫

𝑡

0
𝑒𝑎(𝑠−𝑡)(ℎ + 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑠))𝑑𝑠

and variance 𝑆1,1(𝑡) =
𝜎2

2𝛼

(

1 − 𝑒−2𝛼𝑡
)

.
We can also compute ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 as follows:

∫

𝑡

0
𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 = 𝑟(0)∫

𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑎𝑠𝑑𝑠 + 𝑎∫

𝑡

0 ∫

𝑠

0
𝑒𝑎(𝑢−𝑠)(ℎ + 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑢))𝑑𝑢 𝑑𝑠 + 𝜎 ∫

𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑎𝑠 ∫

𝑠

0
𝑒𝑎𝑢𝑑𝑊 (𝑢)𝑑𝑠

∶= 𝜇2(𝑡) + 𝜎 ∫

𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑎𝑠 ∫

𝑠

0
𝑒𝑎𝑢𝑑𝑊 (𝑢)𝑑𝑠

= 𝜇2(𝑡) + 𝜎 ∫

𝑡

0
𝑒𝑎𝑢𝑑𝑊 (𝑢)∫

𝑡

𝑢
𝑒−𝑎𝑠𝑑𝑠

= 𝜇2(𝑡) +
𝜎
𝑎 ∫

𝑡

0

(

1 − 𝑒−𝑎(𝑡−𝑢)
)

𝑑𝑊 (𝑢) .

Thus, ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 is a Gaussian random variable with mean 𝜇2(𝑡) and variance

𝑆2,2(𝑡) ∶=
𝜎2

𝑎2 ∫

𝑡

0

(

1 − 𝑒−𝑎(𝑡−𝑢)
)2 𝑑𝑢 = 𝜎2

𝑎2

(

𝑡 − 3
2𝑎

+ 2
𝑎
𝑒−𝑎𝑡 − 𝑒−2𝛼𝑡

2𝑎

)

.

oreover, the covariance between 𝑟(𝑡) and ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 is

𝑆1,2(𝑡) ∶= 𝑆2,1(𝑡) =
𝜎2

𝑎
𝑒−𝑎𝑡 ∫

𝑡

0

(

1 − 𝑒−𝑎(𝑡−𝑢)
)

𝑒𝑎𝑢𝑑𝑢 = 𝜎2

2𝑎2
(

1 − 2𝑒−𝑎𝑡 + 𝑒−2𝑎𝑡
)

.

This proves the result. □

We follow Jarrow and Van Deventer (1998) modeling the interest rate of sight deposits as

𝑖(𝑡) = 𝑖(0) + 𝛽0𝑡 + 𝛽1 ∫

𝑡

0
𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 + 𝛽2(𝑟(𝑡) − 𝑟(0)) (3)

and deposit volume as

𝐷(𝑡) = 𝐷(0)𝑒𝛼0𝑡+𝛼1 ∫
𝑡
0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠+𝛼2(𝑟(𝑡)−𝑟(0))−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠−𝜓𝑐 (𝑡). (4)

By conditioning with respect to 𝑡, the amount of deposit 𝐷(𝑡) at time 𝑡 is lognormal, where its exponent has mean 𝛼0𝑡 + 𝛼1𝜇2(𝑡) +
𝛼2(𝜇1(𝑡) − 𝑟(0)) − 𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠 − 𝜓𝑐 (𝑡) and variance 𝛼21𝑆2,2(𝑡) + 𝛼22𝑆1, 1(𝑡) + 2𝛼1𝛼2𝑆1, 2(𝑡).

The deposit volume equation includes the term 𝛼3 ∫
𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠 that models the elasticity of deposit outflow to the remuneration of
CBDC and a deterministic time-dependent term 𝜓𝑐 (𝑡) which is linked to the CBDC adoption for payment/transactional considerations
(independently of its remuneration). We choose to model the relationship between deposit volume and CBDC remuneration in this
way so that the derivative of log(𝐷(𝑡)) with respect to time 𝑡 linearly depends on 𝑟𝐶 (𝑠). We point out that 𝛼3 and 𝜓𝑐 (𝑡) are not
calibrated from market data, they are chosen according to a scenario analysis taking the models on interest rate of sight deposits
and on deposit volume as given, see Section 6. As a matter of fact, a full calibration of the model from market data would not be
possible. Note that remuneration of CBDC with a positive 𝛼3 leads to a reduction of deposit volume.

4. Pricing sight deposits

As in Jarrow and Van Deventer (1998), the value of deposits is given as the expected value under the risk-neutral market
probability measure of the gain that the bank obtains by investing deposits in the money market:

𝑉𝐷(0) = E𝑄
(

∫

𝜏

0

𝐷(𝑡)(𝑟(𝑡) − 𝑖(𝑡))
𝐵(𝑡)

𝑑𝑡
)

, (5)

where

𝐵(𝑡) = 𝑒− ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠

s the stochastic discount factor. In what follows, we consider a five year horizon (𝜏 = 5). This approach to evaluate sight deposits
assumes that the bank can invest instantaneously (e.g. overnight) deposits in the money market.

By conditioning with respect to 𝜏 the value of deposits 𝑉𝐷(0) can be rewritten as:

𝑉𝐷(0) = E𝑄
(

∫

𝜏

0

𝐷(𝑡)(𝑟(𝑡) − 𝑖(𝑡))
𝐵(𝑡)

𝑑𝑡
)

= E
[

E𝑄
(

∫

𝜏

0

𝐷(𝑡)(𝑟(𝑡) − 𝑖(𝑡))
𝐵(𝑡)

𝑑𝑡 | 𝜏
)]

=∶ E
[

𝑉 (0)
]

, (6)
4

𝐷
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where

𝑉 
𝐷 (0)

= 𝐷(0)𝑒−𝛼2𝑟(0)(1 − 𝛽2)∫

𝜏

0
𝑒𝛼0 𝑡−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠E𝑄
(

𝑟(𝑡)𝑒(𝛼1−1) ∫
𝑡
0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠+𝛼2𝑟(𝑡)

| 𝜏
)

𝑑𝑡

+ 𝐷(0)𝑒−𝛼2𝑟(0) ∫

𝜏

0
𝑒𝛼0 𝑡−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠(−𝑖(0) − 𝛽0 𝑡 + 𝛽2𝑟(0))E𝑄
(

𝑒(𝛼1−1) ∫
𝑡
0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠+𝛼2𝑟(𝑡)

| 𝜏
)

𝑑𝑡

− 𝐷(0)𝑒−𝛼2𝑟(0)𝛽1 ∫

𝜏

0
𝑒𝛼0 𝑡−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠E𝑄
(

∫

𝑡

0
𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 𝑒(𝛼1−1) ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠+𝛼2𝑟(𝑡)

| 𝜏
)

𝑑𝑡 .

y using the joint distribution of 𝑟(𝑡) and ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 in (2) we get

𝑉 
𝐷 (0)

= 𝐷(0)𝑒−𝛼2𝑟(0)(1 − 𝛽2)∫

𝜏

0
𝑒𝛼0 𝑡−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠𝑀(𝑡)
(

𝜇1(𝑡) + 𝑆1,1(𝑡) + 𝑆1,2(𝑡)(𝛼1 − 1)
)

𝑑𝑡

+ 𝐷(0)𝑒−𝛼2𝑟(0) ∫

𝜏

0
𝑒𝛼0 𝑡−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠(−𝑖(0) − 𝛽0 𝑡 + 𝛽2𝑟(0))𝑀(𝑡)𝑑𝑡

− 𝐷(0)𝑒−𝛼2𝑟(0)𝛽1 ∫

𝜏

0
𝑒𝛼0 𝑡−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠𝑀(𝑡)(𝜇2(𝑡) + 𝑆2,2(𝑡)(𝛼1 − 1) + 𝑆1,2(𝑡)𝛼2)𝑑𝑡 , (7)

here

𝑀(𝑡) = 𝑒𝜇1(𝑡)𝛼2+𝜇2(𝑡)(𝛼1−1)+
(

𝑆1,1(𝑡)(𝛼2)2+2𝑆1,2(𝑡)(𝛼1−1)𝛼2+𝑆2,2(𝑡)(𝛼1−1)2
)

∕2 .

To evaluate deposits, we need to model the dynamics of 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡). We follow Renne (2016) assuming that 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) evolves as a
ontinuous-time and discrete space Markov chain. The states and the transition probabilities are derived from the time series of the
eposit facility rate. To keep the analysis as simple as possible, we opt for a three-state process for 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡): 𝑟2 > 𝑟1 > 𝑟0 = 0. Notice
hat a continuous-time and discrete space Markov chain is always 𝑀1([0, 𝑇 ]) because it is a bounded process on [0, 𝑇 ]. Hence, we
an apply the formula in (6).

As far as the remuneration of CBDC is concerned, we consider three different schemes:

1. 𝑟𝑐 (𝑡) = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡)
2. 𝑟𝑐 (𝑡) = 0
3. 𝑟𝑐 (𝑡) = [𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) − 𝑘]+, 𝑟0 < 𝑘 < 𝑟1.

ypothesis 1 and 2 remunerate CBDC as bank reserves and cash, respectively. Hypothesis 3 comes from Bindseil (2020) and
indseil and Panetta (2020). The remuneration scheme is designed to allow banks to set a deposit rate above that of CBDC limiting
isintermediation. A larger 𝑘 would imply a larger spread for the deposit rate vs. CBDC and less disintermediation.4

To compute the value of deposits in (7) we proceed as follows: (i) we simulate 𝑁𝑠𝑖𝑚 paths of 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡), (ii) for every path we
ompute 𝑉 

𝐷 (0) as in Eq. (2), (iii) we take the average of the 𝑁𝑠𝑖𝑚 values of 𝑉 
𝐷 (0).

5

5. The dataset and parameters estimation

We calibrate the model parameters for the Euro area and the United States from different data sources.
The deposit volume parameters (𝛼0, 𝛼1 and 𝛼2) and the deposit rate parameters (𝛽0, 𝛽1 and 𝛽2) are estimated from the historical

onthly time series of deposit market values, deposit rates, and market interest rates available in the ECB statistical data warehouse
or the Euro area and the FED database for the US. The time series span from January 2005 to November 2021 for the Euro area
nd from January 2009 to June 2022 for the US.6

As a proxy for the European market interest rate, we consider the EONIA rate7 for the Euro area and the effective federal fund
ate for the US.

For the Euro area and the US we estimate the parameters of deposit volume and deposit rates in (3) and (4) through two linear
egressions. In Table 1, we report the results of the regression of log(𝐷𝑡∕𝐷0) with respect to time 𝑡, the integral of the market interest
ate ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 and the market interest rate 𝑟(𝑡)−𝑟(0) for the Euro area and the US. Obviously we set 𝛼3 = 0 as the CBDC is not already
ssued.

In Table 2, we report the results of the regression of 𝑖(𝑡) − 𝑖(0) with respect to time 𝑡, the integral of the market interest rate
𝑡
0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠 and the market interest rate 𝑟(𝑡) − 𝑟(0) for the Euro area and the US.

4 Burlon et al. (2022) consider three different remuneration rules: no remuneration, proportional to the deposit facility rate, proportional to the steady state
nterest rate on reserves.

5 We have conducted extensive numerical experiments considering a time horizon 𝜏 up to five years. We can conclude that with 𝑁𝑠𝑖𝑚 = 105 the value of
deposits converges up to the fourth decimal digit.

6 The last months for the US and the Euro area were the last available data at the time of the analysis. We have opted to start the analysis in 2009 for the
US because at the end of 2008 the FED decided to change its monetary policy switching from a target rate to a target range.

7

5

The EONIA rate was substituted by the Euro short-term rate (eSTR) plus an 8.5 bps. spread starting from the 2nd of October 2019.
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Fig. 1. ECB deposit facility rate (left) and FED target rate (right). The horizontal gray lines identify the three levels of central bank rates for the Markov
switching process 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡).

Table 1
Estimated parameters of the deposit volume equation for the Euro area and the US.
Parameter Euro area US

Estimate p-value Estimate p-value

𝛼0 8.3% <10−16 5.46% <10−16

𝛼1 −0.41% 5 ∗ 10−8 1.99% 7 ∗ 10−6

𝛼2 1.78% 6 ∗ 10−6 −5.72% <10−9

Table 2
Estimated parameters of the deposit rate for the Euro area and the US.
Parameter Euro area US

Estimate p-value Estimate p-value

𝛽0 −2.8% <10−16 −0.2% <10−16

𝛽1 1.4% <10−16 21.9% <10−16

𝛽2 20% <10−16 26.2% <10−16

The linear regressions fit very well the deposit volume (adjusted 𝑅2 above 99%) and the deposit rate (adjusted 𝑅2 above 40%).
e apply the Engle–Granger test to check that the deposit rate and the market interest rate time series are not co-integrated (see

ngle and Granger, 1987). In both markets, we do not detect statistical evidence to reject the null hypothesis of no co-integration
83% 𝑝-value in the Euro area and 13% 𝑝-value in the US).

The generator matrices of the Markov switching process 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) are estimated starting from the time series of the ECB deposit
acility rate and for the FED target rate (in Fig. 1 we report the two central bank rates). The three integer values of 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) that
iscretize the observations minimizing the mean square error are 𝑟0 = 0, 𝑟1 = 1% and 𝑟2 = 2%.

We discretize the time series of 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) to these three states, then we estimate the generator matrix 𝑄 from the discretized time
eries allowing for jumps only within adjacent states. The estimated generator matrix is

𝑄 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

−0.31 0.31 0
0.20 −0.31 0.10
0 0.31 −0.31

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

or the Euro area and

𝑄 =
⎡

⎢

⎢

⎣

−0.38 0.38 0
0.19 −0.38 0.19
0 0.38 −0.38

⎤

⎥

⎥

⎦

or the US.
For the third remuneration scheme, we set 𝑘 = 0.5 in such a way that the remuneration of CBDC is null in the first state, 0.5 and

.5 in the second and third state, respectively.
We evaluate the deposit market value on the 30th of June 2022, with an abuse of notation we set 𝑡 = 0 as that date. At that

ime the ECB deposit facility rate was −0.5% (state 0) while the lower bound of the FED fund rate was 1.5% (state 2).
The Vasicek model parameters (𝑎, ℎ, and 𝜎) are estimated from cap and floor prices on the six-month Euribor curve for

he Euro and the US market. Caps and floors are quoted in terms of implied volatility that we obtain from Eikon Reuters. We
alibrate the market interest rate model by minimizing the distance between model and market prices. For a description of interest
6



Journal of International Financial Markets, Institutions & Money 88 (2023) 101841M. Azzone and E. Barucci

m
w
i
c
t
f

T
t
l
E
p
f
I
r

t
c
m
(

m
m
d
o
i
o

6

s
s

f
a

E
m
t
s

rate derivatives, caps and floors we refer to Hull (see e.g. 2006, and references therein). A cap is the sum of 𝑛 caplets with
0 < 𝑡1 < 𝑡2... < 𝑡𝑖... < 𝑡𝑛 payment dates. Hence, the problem of pricing a cap boils down to pricing the 𝑛 underlying caplets.
The 𝑖th caplet price for the extended Vasicek model under the martingale measure is provided in Back (2005, ch.13, Eq. (13).20b):

𝐶(𝑡𝑖) = 𝐵(𝑡𝑖)𝑁(−𝑑2) + (1 + �̄�(𝑡𝑖+1 − 𝑡𝑖))𝐵(𝑡𝑖+1)𝑁(−𝑑1) ,

where �̄� is the caplet rate and

𝑑1 ∶ =
𝑙𝑜𝑔((1 + �̄�(𝑡𝑖+1 − 𝑡𝑖))𝐵(𝑡𝑖+1)) − 𝑙𝑜𝑔(𝐵(𝑡𝑖)) +

1
2𝜎

2
𝑎𝑣𝑔𝑡𝑖

𝜎𝑎𝑣𝑔
√

𝑡𝑖
𝑑2 ∶ = 𝑑1 − 𝜎𝑎𝑣𝑔

√

𝑡𝑖

𝜎𝑎𝑣𝑔 ∶ =
𝜎𝑒−𝑎𝑡𝑖

(

1 − 𝑒−𝑎(𝑡𝑖+1−𝑡𝑖)
)

𝑎

√

𝑒2𝑎𝑡𝑖 − 1
2𝑎𝑡𝑖

.

Notice that the price only depends on the parameters 𝑎 and 𝜎 and not on the long-term rate, and therefore, the stochastic long-term
mean does not affect the caplet price. The calibrated parameters on the 30th of June 2022 are 𝑎 = 0.05 and 𝜎 = 0.01 for the Euro
area and 𝑎 = 0.15, 𝜎 = 0.02 for the US. The money market rate in the US is characterized by a stronger mean reversion 𝑎 and a
higher volatility 𝜎.

Given the estimated 𝑎 and 𝜎, we calibrate the parameter ℎ by matching the model zero coupon bond prices (E𝑄[𝑒− ∫ 𝑡0 𝑟(𝑢)𝑑𝑢] for
aturity 𝑡) and the market implied zero-coupon prices. Thanks to Proposition 1, conditioned to 𝑡, the bond prices are log-normal
ith mean 𝜇2(𝑡) and variance 𝑆2,2(𝑡). Then, we can price the zero coupon bonds following the same approach that we already

ntroduced for 𝑉𝐷(0): (i) we simulate 𝑁𝑠𝑖𝑚 paths of 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) and compute 𝜇2(𝑡) and 𝑆2,2(𝑡), (ii) for every path we compute the zero
oupon bond price as the expected value of the log-normal with mean 𝜇2(𝑡) and variance 𝑆2,2(𝑡), (iii) we compute the average of
he 𝑁𝑠𝑖𝑚 zero coupon bond prices. The calibrated parameters on the 30th of June 2022 are ℎ = 1.2% in the Euro area and ℎ = 2.8%
or the US.

There are some relevant differences between the Euro and the US market.
As far as the deposit volume is concerned, we observe that the trend component in the Euro area is stronger than in the US, see

able 1. Moreover, we observe a large negative coefficient for the market interest rate in the US and a small positive coefficient in
he Euro area. Conversely, there is a small negative coefficient for the integral of the market interest rate in the Euro area and a
arge positive coefficient in the US. Notice that the market interest rate 𝑟(𝑡) positively affects the deposit interest rate 𝑖(𝑡) both in the
uro area and in the US, see Table 2. The magnitudo of the relation for the US being higher than for the Euro area. Thanks to this
ositive relation, the remuneration of deposits (𝑖(𝑡)) and the money market rate (𝑟(𝑡)), which can be considered as an outside option
or depositors, move together and, therefore, the net effect of a change of 𝑟(𝑡) on deposit volume can be either positive or negative.
n the US market, the overall effect turns out to be negative with an outflow of deposits in case of an increase of the money market
ate, instead in the Euro area the effect is positive with an inflow of deposits.

The two markets look quite different. First of all, the money market rate is higher in the US than in the Euro area both at the
ime of the evaluation of deposits and in the long run (higher ℎ). This results is consistent with the European and US interest rate
urves at the time of the analysis. Deposit rates are positively affected by the market interest rate in both markets, however the
agnitude of the coefficients in the Euro area is smaller than in the US market. Money market rates show a stronger mean reversion
𝑎) and volatility (𝜎) in the US than in the Euro area.

The different reaction of deposit to market rates could be explained by the fact that investors in the US are more sensitive to
oney market conditions than in the Euro area and, therefore, the deposit market is more liquid and less viscous. Although the
arket rate positively affects the deposit rate in both markets, an increase of the market rate in the US leads to a substitution of
eposits with other markets or assets, instead European investors detain more deposits. It is interesting to notice that the effect
f the integral of the market rate on the deposit volume is somewhat symmetric to the one of the market rate: an increase in the
ntegral of the market rate leads to a substitution from deposits towards other markets or assets in the Euro area and an increase
f deposits in the US. This effect partially balances that of 𝑟(𝑡).

. CBDC and the value of sight deposits

We investigate the loss in deposit market value of banks when a CBDC is introduced in the Euro area and in the US in three
teps: considering adoption purely for transactional motivations (CBDC as a new payment instrument), introducing a remuneration
cheme for the CBDC, and considering the possibility of a bank-run.

As starting date (𝑡 = 0 in what follows) we consider 30th of June 2022. The evaluation is performed simulating the deposit
acility rate process estimated in Section 5, computing the deposit market value in (5) for every path of the policy rate and then
veraging the values.

As a reference, we consider the market value of deposits when the CBDC is not issued over a five-year horizon: 𝑉𝐷(0) is 73 billion
uro (1.38% of the deposit volume) in the Euro area and 1.6 trillion dollars (8.84% of the deposit volume) in the US. The deposit
arket value as a percentage of the deposit volume in the US is significantly higher than in the Euro area, the rationale being that

he US market rate, compared to the deposit rate, is much higher than the Euro area rate at the evaluation date and also in the
imulations. As observed in the previous Section, the Euro area and the US market offer two different environments with low and
7
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Table 3
Euro area. Variation of deposit market value over five years with respect to the no CBDC scenario and deposit volume with
respect to 𝐷(0) after five years (in percentage) for the three scenarios and adoption time (�̂� ) going from 1 to 5 years. The values
are computed as the average over 105 simulation paths for the rates.
𝑉𝐷(0) = 73 billion, E[𝐷(5)] = 151%, without CBDC

�̂� 1 2 3 4 5

Adoption scenarios Delta deposit market value [%]

Moderate −2.26 −2.19 −2.06 −1.86 −1.59
Large −48.96 −47.72 −45.38 −41.79 −36.86
Capped −12.20 −11.84 −11.15 −10.11 −8.67

Deposit volume [%]

Moderate 148.18 148.18 148.18 148.18 148.18
Large 76.99 76.99 76.99 76.99 76.99
Capped 133.01 133.01 133.01 133.01 133.01

high interest rates, respectively. As a consequence, the estimated long term mean of the money market rate in the US is significantly
higher than in the Euro area and the difference 𝑟(𝑡) − 𝑖(𝑡) in (5) is larger than for the Euro area on average: the expected difference
etween the two rates over five years is 1.2% in the US and 0.24% in the Euro area.

A higher market rate in the US compared to the Euro area results in lower deposit volume increase in the first market, compared
o the second one: the expected deposit volume in the US after five years is 146% of the volume in 𝑡 = 0, while deposit volume in

the Euro area is at 151%. Despite this mild difference in deposit volume, the effect of the larger interest rate differential prevails
leading to the difference in the deposit market value between the two markets.

The first step consists in evaluating CBDC’s adoption for a purely transactional motivation. The analysis is accomplished modeling
the demand of CBDC (deposit outflow) for payment reasons abstracting from its remuneration (we keep 𝛼3 = 0). We introduce a
deterministic time dependent outflow of deposit (𝑜𝑢𝑡) according to the three scenarios described in Adalid et al. (2022, tab.2, p.11):

• moderate adoption: substitution of 𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 120 billion of euro,
• large adoption: substitution of 𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 2594 billion,
• capped adoption: substitution of 𝑜𝑢𝑡 = 647 billion.

The capped adoption scenario coincides with the large adoption scenario plus the constraint that each person cannot hold more
than 3000 Euro of CBDC. Note that the outflow refers to households’ deposits. As an illustrative analysis, we apply the above
scenarios also to US banks by considering the same percentage impact on initial deposits.8

To carry out the analysis we set 𝜓𝑐 (𝑡) in (4) as

𝜓𝑐 (𝑡) = 𝑙𝑜𝑔(1 − 𝑜𝑢𝑡∕𝐷(0))min(1, 𝑡∕�̂� ) ,

where �̂� is the adoption time and 𝑜𝑢𝑡 is the amount of deposits that is substituted by CBDC according to the three scenarios. This
function is such that the deposit volume linearly decreases over time in such a way that

𝐷(𝑡) = (𝐷(0) − 𝑜𝑢𝑡)𝑒𝛼0𝑡+𝛼1 ∫
𝑡
0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠+𝛼2(𝑟(𝑡)−𝑟(0))−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠 ∀𝑡 ≥ �̂� .

Therefore, the volume of deposits after five years (reported in Tables 3 and 4) only depends on the adoption rate scenario (moderate,
large or capped) and on the realizations of policy/market rates and not on the adoption time (�̂� ). In our analysis we consider different
adoption times: �̂� = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. The shorter is the horizon, the quicker will be the adoption of CBDC by households.

In Table 3, we report the percentage variation of deposit market value 𝑉𝐷(0) over five years (delta deposit market value) with
respect to the no CBDC scenario and the variation of expected deposit volume with respect to the initial deposit volume 𝐷(0) after
five years (in percentage) for the three scenarios. In Table 4, we report the same quantities for the US.

The analysis almost shows an insignificant effect of the adoption of CBDC on the value of deposits considering the moderate
scenario (around 2% of the deposit market value). The loss is significant only in the large adoption scenario, considering the capped
adoption scenario the reduction of the deposit market value is around 10%. The results are similar for the two markets. As expected,
the loss in the deposit market value decreases as the adoption time increases.

As a second step, we introduce remuneration of CBDC. We add this feature on top of the deterministic component for transactional
motivations considered in the first step. The key parameter is 𝛼3: the coefficient relating the CBDC rate to the deposit volume. In
what follows, we evaluate the deposit market value and expected volume for different values of 𝛼3 in the moderate adoption scenario
with a five years adoption time (�̂� = 5). In Table 5, we report the variation of the deposit market value 𝑉𝐷(0) over five years with
respect to the no CBDC scenario and the expected deposit volume with respect to the initial level 𝐷(0) after five years (in percentage)
for the three remuneration schemes in the Euro area. In Table 6, we report the results for the US market.

Considering the second remuneration scheme (𝑟𝑐 (𝑡) = 0), CBDC is like cash and therefore the same values are obtained for all
values of 𝛼3. We can consider this remuneration scheme as the central scenario only dealing with the deterministic outflow of

8 As far as we know, there is no study quantifying the impact of CBDC adoption on US deposits.
8
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Table 4
United states. Variation of deposit market value with respect to the no CBDC scenario over five years and deposit volume with
respect to 𝐷(0) after five years (in percentage) for the three scenarios and adoption time (�̂� ) going from 1 to 5 years. The values
are computed as the average over 105 simulation paths for the rates.
𝑉𝐷(0) = 1.6 trillion, E[𝐷(5)] = 146%, without CBDC,

�̂� 1 2 3 4 5

Adoption scenarios Delta deposit market value [%]

Moderate −2.13 −1.96 −1.75 −1.53 −1.28
Large −46.45 −43.15 −39.35 −35.10 −30.46
Capped −11.51 −10.59 −9.53 −8.34 −7.04

Deposit volume [%]

Moderate 143.04 143.04 143.04 143.04 143.04
Large 74.32 74.32 74.32 74.32 74.32
Capped 128.40 128.40 128.40 128.40 128.40

Table 5
Euro area. Variation of deposit market value over five years with respect to the no CBDC scenario and deposit volume with respect to 𝐷(0) after five years (in
percentage) for the three different CBDC remuneration schemes in the moderate adoption scenario, �̂� = 5 and different values of 𝛼3. The values are computed
as the average over 105 simulation paths for the rates.
𝑉𝐷(0) = 73 billion, E[𝐷(5)] = 151%, without CBDC

𝛼3(%) −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Delta deposit market value [%]

𝑟𝑐 = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 1.63 0.00 −1.59 −3.12 −4.60 −6.04 −7.44 −8.79
𝑟𝑐 = 0 −1.59 −1.59 −1.59 −1.59 −1.59 −1.59 −1.59 −1.59
𝑟𝑐 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑟𝐷𝐹 − 𝑘, 0) 0.18 −0.71 −1.59 −2.44 −3.28 −4.10 −4.90 −5.69

Deposit volume [%]

𝑟𝑐 = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 154.96 151.50 148.18 144.99 141.93 138.98 136.14 133.41
𝑟𝑐 = 0 148.18 148.18 148.18 148.18 148.18 148.18 148.18 148.18
𝑟𝑐 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑟𝐷𝐹 − 𝑘, 0) 151.88 150.01 148.18 146.40 144.67 142.97 141.32 139.70

deposits due to adoption of CBDC for transactional reasons. For this scheme, the market value of deposits reduces by 1.59% and
1.28% with respect to the no issuance of CBDC for the Euro area and the US market, respectively (data coincide with those reported
in Tables 3 and 4). These values are also reported for the other remuneration schemes when 𝛼3 = 0.

The results on the deposit market value are strictly linked to the evolution of deposit volume. Notice that the contribution of
remuneration of CBDC to deposit volume in (4) is the integral of a positive quantity (remuneration of CBDC) multiplied by −𝛼3.
Therefore, a positive (negative) 𝛼3 leads to a lower (higher) deposit volume with respect to the case analyzed in Tables 3 and 4.
This effect leads to a decrease (increase) in the deposit market value with respect to the no remuneration setting. The larger effect
in the US is due to the fact that 𝑟𝐷𝐹 , that directly impacts the remuneration of CBDC and hence the deposit volume, is expected
to be higher than in the Euro area in the near future. At the time of the analysis, the expected average policy rate over five years
is 1% in the US and 0.44% in the Euro area. The difference in the effects of remuneration in the two markets can be evaluated
considering 𝛼3 = 2, a value similar to 𝛼2 in (4) for the Euro area. The first remuneration scheme (𝑟𝑐 (𝑡) = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡)) leads to the highest
reduction in the deposit market value: −4.60% and −6.70% for the Euro area and the US, respectively. The third remuneration
scheme (𝑟𝑐 (𝑡) = [𝑟𝐷𝐹 (𝑡) − 𝑘]+) induces a smaller effect: −3.28% and −4.51% for the deposit market value of the Euro area and the
US, respectively.

Similar results hold true for the other adoption rate scenarios. The negative impact of remuneration of CBDC on deposit market
value with respect to the no remuneration case (𝑟𝑐 = 0) decreases as the outflow increases, i.e., it decreases as we consider the
capped and then the large adoption scenario.

In Table 7, we report the variation in the deposit market value considering the three different adoption scenarios and the
three remuneration schemes with 𝛼3 = 2 and �̂� = 5. In the Euro area, we observe that the deposit value variation with the first
remuneration scheme is around −3% in the moderate adoption scenario and around −2% for the large adoption scenario with respect
to the reduction observed in the no remuneration case, which is reported for the second remuneration scheme. Similarly, in the US
the deposit market value with the first remuneration scheme decreases by around 5.4% for the moderate adoption and around 3.5%
for the large adoption scenario. The results for the capped scenario are intermediate. Overall, the remuneration of CBDC induces a
small decrease in the market value of deposits compared to the no remuneration setting.

We finally introduce the possibility of a bank-run focusing on the Euro area. We estimate the impact of a bank-run on deposit
volume building on the European debt crisis experience. The crisis spanned from January 2010 to December 2012, i.e., for three
years.

We consider both the adoption of CBDC due to transactional reasons (𝜓𝑐) and remuneration (we set 𝛼3 = 2%). Introducing the
possibility of a bank-run, deposit volume in (5) becomes:

𝛼0𝑡+𝛼1 ∫
𝑡
0 𝑟(𝑠)𝑑𝑠+𝛼2(𝑟(𝑡)−𝑟(0))−𝛼3 ∫

𝑡
0 𝑟

𝐶 (𝑠)𝑑𝑠−𝜓𝑐 (𝑡)−𝛼4𝜙(𝑡)
9

𝐷(𝑡) = 𝐷(0)𝑒 , (8)
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Table 6
United states. Variation of deposit market value over five years with respect to the no CBDC scenario and deposit volume with respect to 𝐷(0) after five years (in
percentage) for the three different CBDC remuneration schemes in the moderate adoption scenario for �̂� = 5 and different values of 𝛼3. The values are computed
as the average over 105 simulation paths for the rates.
𝑉𝐷(0) = 1.6 trillion, E[𝐷(5)] = 146%, without CBDC

𝛼3(%) −2 −1 0 1 2 3 4 5

Delta deposit market value [%]

𝑟𝑐 = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 4.61 1.60 −1.28 −4.05 −6.70 −9.25 −11.69 −14.04
𝑟𝑐 = 0 −1.28 −1.28 −1.28 −1.28 −1.28 −1.28 −1.28 −1.28
𝑟𝑐 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑟𝐷𝐹 − 𝑘, 0) 2.13 0.40 −1.28 −2.92 −4.51 −6.06 −7.57 −9.03

Deposit volume [%]

𝑟𝑐 = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 158.40 150.49 143.04 136.02 129.41 123.18 117.30 111.75
𝑟𝑐 = 0 143.04 143.04 143.04 143.04 143.04 143.04 143.04 143.04
𝑟𝑐 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑟𝐷𝐹 − 𝑘, 0) 151.95 147.41 143.04 138.84 134.80 130.92 127.18 123.58

Table 7
Variation of deposit market value over five years with respect to the no CBDC scenario after five years (in
percentage) for the three remuneration schemes, �̂� = 5 and 𝛼3 = 2. The values are computed as the average over
105 simulation paths for the rates.
Adoption scenario 𝑉𝐷(0) without CBDC = 73 billion, Euro area

𝑟𝑐 = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 𝑟𝑐 = 0 𝑟𝑐 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑟𝐷𝐹 − 𝑘, 0)

Moderate −4.60 −1.59 −3.28
Large −38.66 −36.86 −37.87
Capped −11.44 −8.67 −10.22

Adoption scenario 𝑉𝐷(0) without CBDC = 1.6 trillion, US

𝑟𝑐 = 𝑟𝐷𝐹 𝑟𝑐 = 0 𝑟𝑐 = 𝑚𝑎𝑥(𝑟𝐷𝐹 − 𝑘, 0)

Moderate −6.70 −1.28 −4.51
Large −34.02 −30.46 −32.61
Capped −12.18 −7.04 −10.15

where

𝜙(𝑡) ∶=

⎧

⎪

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎪

⎩

(𝜉 − 𝑡) if 𝜉 < 𝑡 < 𝜉 + 1
1 if 𝜉 + 1 < 𝑡 < 𝜉 + 3
1 − 1∕3(𝑡 − 𝜉) if 𝜉 + 3 < 𝑡 < 𝜉 + 6
0 otherwhise

.

This function reproduces the effect on the Greek deposit time series during the sovereign debt crisis: a sharp decline of deposit
olume in 2010, a plateau of two years and then a slow recovery of three years.

We estimate 𝛼4 through a linear regression from the Greek and the Euro area deposit volume time series assuming that the
risis starts in 2010, i.e., we estimate the log-deposit volume linear regression in (8) adding 𝜙(𝑡) for the crisis period to estimate
he parameter 𝛼4. The Greek and the Euro area experiences provide two examples of a severe bank-run and of a mild slow-down
f deposit volume, respectively. As observed in Bindseil (2020), the run on bank deposits in favor of cash during the Euro crisis
as limited compared to the run towards deposits of other banks and non-bank deposits. The two time series render the following
stimates: 𝛼4 = 17% in the Greek case and 𝛼4 = 6.5% in the Euro area case. In Fig. 2, we plot the logarithm of deposit volume in
reece and the Euro area realized (in blue) and fitted values when a three-year bank-run starting in 2010 is introduced and modeled
s above (in red). The dashed black line corresponds to the period in which the bank-run affects the deposit volume.

We quantify the impact of CBDC on a bank-run following Adalid et al. (2022, cf. chart 13) considering the case of no issuance
f CBDC, a moderate adoption and a large adoption scenario. They argue that the effect of a bank-run can be enhanced by the
resence of the CBDC and estimate the severity of a bank-run to be 4∕3 and 3 times the no CBDC case in case of a large adoption
nd moderate adoption scenario, respectively. In what follows, we follow the same approach. The analysis is performed for the first
emuneration scheme, 𝛼3 = 2 and �̂� = 5. The possibility of a bank-run has similar effects for the other remuneration schemes.

In Table 8, we report the variation of deposit market value with respect to the no CBDC scenario and the deposit volume with
espect to the initial deposit volume (in percentage) after five years for the Euro area when 𝛼4 is calibrated on the Greek bank-run.

In the simulations we model a bank-run through an exponential random variable 𝜉 with parameter 𝜆 independent from the
market rate and the deposit facility rate. The realization of the random variable 𝜉 represents the time at which the bank-run is
triggered. We recall that, for an exponential random variable, the probability of a crisis before time 𝜉 is 1 − 𝑒𝑥𝑝−𝜆𝜉 . We consider
ifferent values of 𝜆 varying the bank-run probability over five years. The variation of deposit market value due to the issuance of
BDC with respect to the no bank-run/no CBDC setting are shown in Table 7. We recall that the five-year expected value of deposit

s 73 billion (1.38% of the deposit market value) in the no CBDC/no bank-run scenario. We may consider the 5% probability of a
10

ank-run in the next five years as a reference.
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Fig. 2. Logarithm of the deposit volume for Greece and the Euro area, realized (in blue) and fitted (in red) values when a bank-run is modeled starting in
2010. The dashed black line corresponds to the period in which the bank-run term affects the deposit volume. (For interpretation of the references to color in
this figure legend, the reader is referred to the web version of this article.)

Table 8
Euro area. Variation of deposit market value over five years with respect to the no CBDC scenario and deposit volume with respect to 𝐷(0) after five years
(in percentage) for the two adoption scenarios when a bank-run, calibrated on the Greek bank-run, may occur. 𝜆 varies between 0 and 0.1, the probability of
bank-run varies accordingly, �̂� = 5 and 𝛼3 = 2%. The values are computed as the average over 105 simulation paths for the rates.
𝑉𝐷(0) = 73 billion, E[𝐷(5)] = 151 without CBDC

𝜆 0 10−3 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.10

Prob 0 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.22 0.39

Delta deposit market value [%]

No CBDC 0 −0.08 −0.88 −1.74 −4.16 −7.70
Large adoption −38.66 −38.72 −39.29 −39.90 −41.62 −44.15
Moderate adoption −4.60 −4.76 −6.38 −8.13 −13.00 −20.11

Deposit volume [%]

No CBDC 151.63 151.43 149.38 147.28 141.37 132.84
Large adoption 73.74 73.61 72.37 71.10 67.52 62.35
Moderate adoption 141.93 141.53 137.56 133.53 122.17 105.79

In case of no issuance of CBDC, the deposit market value decreases by 88 basis points because of the possibility of a bank-run.
In the large and moderate adoption scenarios, the value of deposit decreases by 60 (39.26-38.66) and 180 (6.38-4.60) basis points,
respectively, because of the possibility of a bank run . The second column in Table 8 (𝜆 = 0) reports the case with zero probability
of bank-run providing us with the benchmark (results are those reported in Table 7).

In Table 9, we report the same analysis when the bank-run is calibrated on the Euro area deposit time series. As expected, the
bank-run effect is smaller compared to the severe bank run scenario: 20 and 65 basis points in the large and moderate adoption
scenarios, respectively. Notice that, in this framework, monetary policy (i.e. the central bank rate) is independent from the bank-run
phenomenon. We point out that this is a conservative assumption. As an additional exercise, we run the model assuming that the
central bank lowers rates (i.e. the long term mean to the state 0) in the case of a bank run. As we expected, an accommodative
monetary policy reduces further the already small effect of a bank-run, but the effect is limited: with a 5% probability of a bank-
run, the decrease in deposit value in a moderate take-up scenario is −4.75% instead of −4.76% and in a large adoption scenario is
−39.19% instead −39.29%.

We can conclude that a bank-run does not significantly affect the market value of deposits for banks in case the CBDC is issued.

7. Conclusions

Although practitioners are expecting the issuance of CBDC as soon as possible, central banks are cautious on the topic. The main
reason being that its design may significantly affect financial intermediation as CBDC would directly compete with deposits putting
at risk the role of banks.

There are some attempts to estimate the effects of CBDC on banks’ balance sheets pointing out that it should be small. In this
paper we have provided the first market-based analysis showing how CBDC issuance would affect the market value of deposits in
the Euro area and in the US at the aggregate level. We have shown that the effect would be small unless the extreme scenario of a
large adoption rate materializes. In case of a massive adoption of CBDC, the reduction of the value of deposits would be between
11
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Table 9
Euro area. Variation of deposit market value over five years with respect to the no CBDC scenario and deposit volume with respect to 𝐷(0) after five years (in
percentage) for the two adoption scenarios when a bank-run calibrated on the Euro area bank-run may occur. 𝜆 varies between 0 and 0.1, the probability of
bank-run varies accordingly, �̂� = 5 and 𝛼3 = 2%. The values are computed as the average over 105 simulation paths for the rates.
𝑉𝐷(0) = 73 billion, E[𝐷(5)] = 151, without CBDC

𝜆 0 10−3 0.01 0.02 0.05 0.10
Prob 0 0.01 0.05 0.10 0.22 0.39

Delta deposit market value [%]

No CBDC 0 −0.02 −0.25 −0.50 −1.20 −2.22
Large adoption −38.66 −38.68 −38.85 −39.04 −39.55 −40.31
Moderate adoption −4.60 −4.66 −5.25 −5.89 −7.68 −10.31

Deposit volume [%]

No CBDC 151.63 151.57 150.98 150.36 148.63 146.14
Large adoption 73.74 73.70 73.32 72.93 71.83 70.24
Moderate adoption 141.93 141.78 140.27 138.72 134.37 128.08

30% and 50%, otherwise the loss for the banking system would be smaller than 10%. We have also shed light on two features
of CBDC: its remuneration and its role in amplifying a bank-run. The remuneration scheme plays a significant role only in the
moderate/capped adoption scenario in relative terms and in a high interest rate environment. The analysis provides a clear ranking
among the remuneration schemes under discussion: the lowest loss in the deposit market value is obtained in case of no remuneration
(CBDC like cash), the highest loss is obtained in case of a CBDC remunerated as bank reserves, the option based remuneration
scheme proposed in Bindseil (2020) and Bindseil and Panetta (2020) lies in the middle allowing banks to limit disintermediation.
The possibility of a bank-run calibrated on the experience of the Euro area and of Greece during the debt crisis has a limited effect
on the value of deposits. Overall, we can conclude that the CBDC is not a real threat for financial stability of banks.
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