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Adverse scenario for the European Securities and Market 
Authority’s 2026 central counterparty stress test 

Introduction 
In accordance with its mandate, the European Securities and Markets Authority (ESMA), in 
cooperation with the European Systemic Risk Board (ESRB), initiates and coordinates stress 
tests to assess the resilience of central counterparties (CCPs) to adverse market developments. 
The financial adverse scenario for ESMA’s 2026 CCP stress test exercise (the “adverse 
scenario”) was designed by the ESRB’s Task Force on Stress Testing in close collaboration 
with the European Central Bank (ECB) and ESMA.  

The stress test is a scenario-based analysis measuring how CCPs would fare under 
hypothetical adverse economic developments. The scenario had been designed to be severe 
in order to meet CCP-specific regulatory requirements. Accordingly, the scenario should not be 
considered a forecast of the most likely negative shocks to the financial system.  

The shock profiles of the adverse scenario are one-off, instantaneous and temporary shifts in 
asset prices relative to their end-2025 levels, which last for at least two to five consecutive 
business days depending on the asset class. In ESMA’s 2026 CCP adverse scenario, no 
specific monetary and fiscal policy actions are assumed beyond what is implicitly captured in 
historical asset price movements over time.  

ESMA’s 2026 CCP adverse scenario was approved by the ESRB General Board on 24 March 
2026 and transmitted to ESMA on 9 April 2026. 

Systemic risks and vulnerabilities addressed by the scenario 
The adverse scenario considers the ESRB’s assessment of prevailing sources of systemic risk 
for the EU financial system. These are: 

1. the escalation of geopolitical tensions and/or macro risks resulting in a sharp and

disorderly market correction, possibly amplified by the non-banking financial sector;

2. the escalation of geopolitical and/or macro risks resulting in balance sheet stress in the

private sector, notably for non-financial corporations;

3. stress in sovereign debt markets due to the re-emergence of sovereign debt

sustainability concerns;

4. deteriorating asset quality and the materialisation of funding/liquidity risks in the EU

banking sector triggered by adverse geopolitical shocks;
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5. adverse macro-financial developments leading to vulnerabilities in the real estate sector,

with the commercial real estate segment particularly affected.

The adverse scenario set out in this document reflects the triggering of one or more of the 
sources of systemic risk to the EU financial system identified by the ESRB. These risks could 
materialise simultaneously and reinforce each other. The results are derived using a 
methodology that considers the joint empirical distribution of the risk factors deemed to be 
relevant to the CCPs in the scope of the ESMA exercise. A technical note presents the tool 
developed by ECB staff that is used for calibrating the financial shocks.1 

Narrative of the scenario

In an environment of stretched equity valuations and low risk premia, escalating geopolitical 
tensions, such as the war in the Middle East and Russia’s ongoing war in Ukraine, further 
disrupt energy supply. At the same time, the exacerbation of trade frictions leads to uncertainty 
about trade flows. These disruptions cause bottlenecks in global commodity markets, 
particularly for oil, gas and other key energy inputs. Fears of persistent commodity supply 
constraints push spot and futures prices sharply higher over a very short time horizon. These 
shocks reduce industrial production, trade volumes and shipping activity, thereby depressing 
prices for emission allowances and freight services. 

This commodity price shock takes place against an already fragile macro-financial backdrop. 
Equity markets are trading at elevated valuations, bolstered by a long period of low volatility 
and ample liquidity. Investors, driven by “fear of missing out” and the narrative around 
transformative AI, have increasingly moved into risky assets, compressing risk premia. While 
initial stock market corrections slightly reduced these valuations, the persistent energy price 
shocks cause investors to reassess their earnings outlooks. Their reactions trigger a rapid shift 
in market sentiment, and profit-taking quickly leads to a broader downward correction. Equity 
prices fall abruptly, especially in the previously high-valued AI and tech segments, pulling major 
indices sharply lower and further undermining investors’ confidence. 

Institutional investors, banks and investment funds move swiftly to lock in gains from the AI-
driven rally and reduce exposure to risky assets. This behaviour accelerates the sell-off and 
increases intraday volatility. Hedge funds and other leveraged players face margin calls and 
liquidity pressures, forcing them to liquidate positions into a falling market. Algorithmic and 
volatility-targeting strategies mechanically amplify these moves, selling as volatility rises. Within 
a very short period, equity markets transition from a low-volatility regime to one marked by 
elevated uncertainty about valuations, wiping off the stock market gains from a period of 
constant growth. 

1 See the technical note describing the Financial Shock Simulator. 

https://www.esrb.europa.eu/mppa/stress/shared/pdf/esrb.stress_test190403_technical_note_EIOPA_insurance%7E4fb409600b.en.pdf?fad046baaf28f167b817d46ddf4486fc
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Assumptions 
The methodology for the scenario calibration is based on a non-parametric multivariate copula 
model. The scenario is constructed by computing the response of each variable, conditional on 
three triggers: oil prices, stock prices and stock price volatility. These triggers reflect the main 
sources of financial stability risk and are set to ensure a 1-in-30-year event. Furthermore, the 
benign correlations which arise under the imposed stock market shock in the simulation are 
offset by the assumption that major currencies and government bonds lose the “safe-haven” 
properties they typically exhibit during episodes of liquidity strain. The sample in the calibration 
covers the period from January 2005 to November 2025.2  

2 The model uses daily data, and most of the time series have sufficient data. 
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Calibration of the scenario 
Table 1: Shock scenarios – interest rate swaps (horizon = 5 business days) 
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Table 2: Shock scenarios – government bond yields (horizon = 2 business days) 

Table 3: Shock scenarios – exchange rate (horizon = 2 business days) 
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Table 4: Shock scenarios – cryptocurrency (horizon = 2 business days) 
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Table 5: Shock scenarios – domestic stock indices (horizon = 2 business days) 
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Table 6: Shock scenarios – sector stock indices (horizon = 2 business days) 
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Table 7: Shock scenarios – commodities (horizon = 2 business days) 
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Table 8: Shock scenarios – inflation swaps (horizon = 5 business days) 

9 April 2026 
ECB-PUBLIC



|14 

Table 9: Shock scenarios – credit spread (horizon = 5 business days) 
General: 

Individual: 
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Table 10: Shock scenarios – corporate debt (horizon = 2 business days) 
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Table 11: Shock scenarios – inflation-linked bonds (horizon = 2 business days) 

Table 12: Shock scenarios – dividend futures on stock indices (horizon = 2 business 
days) 
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