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Abstract According to the state-dependent pricing theory. the asymmetric and hetero-

geneity responses to cost shocks and sticky prices were estimated. We found that the price

stickiness was asymmetric in manufacturing firms and the downward stickiness was larger

than upward stickiness. Furthermore, the sticky price was also affected by the firm’ s heter-
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ogeneity. Non-neutrality of money is realistic when the price has stickiness. So adjusting the
quantity of money can affect output in the short term. However, due to the asymmetric price
stickiness and its impacts in macroeconomics, output could decrease more significantly when
the central bank adopting tight monetary policy to curb inflation. To the contrary, price level
could increase more significantly when central bank adopting expansionary monetary policy to
increase macro output.
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