
Table 4. Negative effect of future rebate receipt on current expenditure

Full Sample Rebate Recipients Only
(1) (2)

Lead Rebate Indicator −866.5∗∗∗ −562.0∗

(289.5) (335.9)
Rebate Indicator −383.4 246.1

(303.8) (377.8)
Observations 16,962 10,076

Notes: The dependent variable is the Level of PCE. Regressions include interview (time) fixed effects, and
household level controls for age, change in number of adults, and change in number of children.Standard
errors, in parentheses, are clustered at the household level: ∗ p < 0.1, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01.

rebate in both the current and the next interview
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where δ3 captures the effect of future rebate receipt on current spending. We estimate

this specification in levels to maintain the same sample as our other regressions.

Column (1) of Table 4 shows a large negative effect of future rebate receipt on

current expenditure. This result likely reflects that rebate recipients have lower average

consumption on average than non-recepients. In column (2) we therefore restrict the

estimation to the rebate only sample, in which there should be no such rebate reporting

bias. We find that the estimate remains economically very large at -$562 and statistically

significant at the 10% level. This estimate suggests that rebate recipients had unusually

low levels of spending in the period before the rebate arrived.

How could the rebate timing not be random? While the true timing of rebates is

based on the last two digits of the social security number, the reported rebate timing

may not be. Consider a household receiving a rebate in May. It should be equally likely

sampled by the CEX in either June, July, or August. However, in Appendix Table C.3 we

document that households are systematically more likely to report receiving the rebate

in the month before the interview (June in this example). This suggests that there

could be important recall issues with households more likely to report rebates when

they accompany large increases in expenditures. While we believe this is a plausible

explanation of the empirical patterns, we also cannot rule out that the estimates in Table

4 reflect a negative anticipation effect.
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