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On the Irreversibility of European Monetary Unification
—An AnalyssBased on Cost of Reneging

L | Chang-bao®, SONG Yalang?
(1. Fuyang Teachers College ,Fuyang Anhui 236032 ,China;2. Soochow Universty ,Suzhou Jiangsu 215006 ,China)

Abstract : After anadyzing historica progressof European monetary unification, we find out that most member gtatesin Euro area prefer to choose
fixed exchange rate regimes. We classfy fixed exchange rate regimesinto three typesin termsof cooperation qudity , and take a model to make some
comparions among these three regimes. Findings shows that fixed exchange rate regime in termsof common money in Europe with the highest cost of
reneging is more robust and more insenstive to gpeculative attacks. Therefore, the threatsto exit from Euro area are inconvincible after the frustration
of Congitutiond Pact of European Unions and the progress of European monetary unification is unavoidable and d irreversble.
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